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A. INTRODUCTION 

nus document contains summaries of the public comments received on the Draft Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the proposed San Francisco International Airport (SFIA) 

Master Plan project, and responses to those comments. Also included are staff-initiated text 

changes. 

All substantive comments made at the Draft EIR public hearings held in Millbrae on August 27, 

1991, and before the San Francisco City Planning Commission on August 29, 1991 and on 

October 17, 1991, and all written comments received during the Draft EIR public review period 

from July 11 to October 21, 1991, are presented herein by direct quotation, edited to delete 

repetition and nonsubstantive material only. 

Each comment presented herein is followed by the name of the commenter. Where several 

comments on one topic are made by the same commenter, the commenter's name is presented 

once, at the end of the group of comments. Where a commenter makes the same comment more 

than once, such as in a letter and public hearing testimony, the comment is presented once herein, 

followed by the dates of the letter(s) and/or hearing(s) in which the comment was made. 

Endorsements of the comments of a person or agency are listed in Section B of this document, 

List of Persons Commenting. 

Comments and responses are grouped by subject matter and are arranged by topics corresponding 

in part to the Table of Contents in the Draft EIR. Each group of comments is followed by its set 

of responses; the order of the responses under each topic follows the order of the comments. As 

the subject matter of one topic may overlap that of other topics, the reader must occasionally 

refer to more than one group of comments and responses to review all information on a given 

subject. Where this occurs, cross references are provided. 

Commenters wishing to find the locations of their comments in this document can tum to 

Section E, List of Topics and Commenters, p. C&R.432. The section lists the topics under 

which the comments are grouped, and the names of the commenters submitting comments on 

each topic, in the order presented in this document. 
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Some commen~ do not pertain to physical environmental issues, but respomes are included to 

provide additional information for use by decision makers. 

These commen~ and responses will be incorporated into the Final EIR as a new chapter. EIR 

text changes resulting from commen1s and responses will also be incorporated into the Final EIR, 

as indicated in the responses. 
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B. UST OF PERSONS COJ\.fMENTING 

Gary F. Adams, District CEQA Coordinator (for Preston W. Kelley, District Director), C.alifornia 
Department of Transportation (written comments, September 10, 1991) 

Dennis Argyres, City Manager, City of Burlingame, CA (written comments, September 9, 1991) 

Peter E. Banlc, President, Rutherford & Cllekenc (written comments, August 21, 1991) 

Belmont City Council ( endorsement of City /County Association of Governments of San Mateo 
County [C/CAG] Airport land Use Committee (ALUC] recommendations to C/CAG, cited in 
Ed Everett's written comments, September 6, 1991) 

Bruno Benwconi, San Francisco, CA (public bearing comments, Augmt 27, 1991) 

Bob Berry, Berkeley, CA (written comments, August 28, 1991) 

Don Bertone, San Francisco Airport Noise Committee (public bearing comments, October 17, 1991) 

Bhimje, San Francisro, CA (public bearing comments, August 29, 1991) 

Susan Bierman, (then) San Francisco Planning Commi.Mioner (public bearing comments, August 29, 
1991) 

Gary Binger, Planning Director, ~iation of Bay Area Governments (written comments, 
September 18, 1991) 

Jessie Bracker, Millbrae, CA (public bearing comments, August 27, 1991 and written comments, 
August 18, 1991 and August 27, 1991) 

Brisbane City Council ( endorsement of SamTram, C/CAG AL.UC, and C/CAG comments, cited in 
Honorable Steven W. Waldo's written comments, September 9, 1991) 

Chris BritUe, Manager, Planning, Metropolitan Transportation Commi.Mion (written comments, 
September 16, 1991) 

Thomas H. Brown, Manager, Facilities Planning and Design, United Airlines (written comments, 
October 16, 1991) 

Burlingame City Council ( endorsement of C/CAG AL.UC and C/CAG comments, cited in Dennis 
Argyres' written comments, September 9, 1991) 

Bob Bury, Chair, Inter-City T.S.M. Authority (written comments, September 19, 1991) 

C/CAG (endorsement of SamTrans staff comme~ts, cited in Raymond Miller's written comments, 
September 3, 1991) 
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C/CAG, AL.UC (recommendatioM to C/CAG, incorporated into Raymond Miller's written 
comments, September 3, 1991) 

Leslie J. Carmichael, Senior Planner, Estero Municpal Improvement District, City of Foster City, 
CA (written comments, September 20, 1991) 

Honorable Roger Chinn, Chairman, Airport/Community Ro~table (written comments, September 
6, 1991) 

Patricia E. Clark, Belmont, CA (written comments, October 12, 1991) 

Jerome A. Copelan, Property & Facilities Director, 'lbe Americas, Qantas (written c:omments, 
October 14, 1991) 

Wendy L Cosin, Planning and Building Director, Qty of Pacifica, CA (written comments, 
September 4, 1991) 

County of San Mateo Board of Supervisors ( comments attached to written comments by Paul M. 
Koenig, Director, Department of :Environmental Management, County of San Mateo, September 
6, 1991) 

carol Danville, Glen Park Association (public hearing comments, October 17, 1991) 

Donald J. de la Pena, Director of Community Development, City of Menlo Park, CA (endorsement 
of C/CAG comments, September 11, 1991) 

David Deakin, San Francisco, CA (written comments, Augmt 29, 1991) 

Honorable Jack Drago, Mayor, City of South San Francisco, CA (written comments, September 10, 
1991) 

Douglas Engmann, (then) San Francisco Planning Commissioner (public hearing comments, August 
29, 1991 and October 17, 1991) 

Ed Everett, (then) City Manager, City of Belmont (written comments, September 6, 1991) 

David Few, Burlingame, CA (public hearing comments, Augmt 27, 1991) 

Honorable Janet Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae, CA (public hearing comments for the 
Millbrae City Council, August 27, 1991, and written comments, September 6, 1991) 

George D. Foscardo, Director of Planning and Building, City of San Bruno, CA (written comments, 
September 9, 1991 and September 10, 1991) 

carol E. Gamble, Esq., San Francisco, CA (written comments, October 18, 1991) 

Richard D. Gee, Deputy General Manager, Planning and Engineering, SamTrans, and Deputy 
Executive Director, San Mat.co County Transportation Authority (written comments, August 28, 
1991, September 9, 1991, and September 20, 1991) (SamTrans staff comments endorsed by the 
Inter-Qty Tramportation Systems Management (TSM) Authority, cited in Bob Bury's written 
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comments, September 19, 1991; by the Citizens Advisory Committee of the San Mateo County 
Transportation Authority, cited in Richard Gee's written comments, September 9, 1991; by 
C/CAG, cited in Raymond Miller's written oomments, September 3, 1991; by the San Mateo 
County Transportation Authority, cited in Richard Gee's written oomments, September 20, 1991; 
and by the Brisbane City Council, cited in Honorable Steven W. Waldo's written comments, 
September 9, 1991) 

Barbara Giel, Clairman, San Francisco Foreign Flag Carriers (written oomments, 
September 1 O, 1991) 

Sandy Hesnard, Environmental Planner, California Department of Transportation, Division of 
Aeronautics (written comments, September S, 1991) 

Jack Hickethier, Burlingame, CA (public hearing comments, August 27, 1991) 

Curt Holzinger, San Francisco, CA (public hearing comments, Augmt 29, 1991, and 
October 17, 1991, and written comments, October 18, 1991) 

Stanford M. Hom, San Francisco, CA (written comments, September 3, 1991) 

Honorable Fred Howard, City of Pacifica, Pacifica City Council Representative, Airport/Community 
Roundtable, representing the Pacifica Noise Abatement Committee (public hearing comments, 
Augmt 27, 1991, and written comments, September 7, 1991) 

Wayne Hu, (then) San Francisco Planning Comm~ioner (public hearing comments, August 29, 
1991 and October 17, 1991) 

Korbey G. Hunt, Properties Manager, Alaska Airlines (written comments, September 10, 1991) 

Inter-City T.S.M. Authority (endorsement of Sam.Trans comments, cited in Bob Bury's written 
comments, September 19, 1991) 

Diane Jones, Analyst, California State Lands Com.mission (written oomments, Augmt 14, 1991) 

Shelley Kessler, Coordinator, SFO Airport Labor Coalition (written comments, September 11, 1991) 

Carol Kocivar, President, West of Twin Peaks Central Council (written comments, September 27, 
1991) 

Paul M. Koenig, Director, Department of Environmental Management,· County of San Mateo 
( written comments, September 6, 1991) 

Bruce Krell, President, Forest Hill .Association (written comments, October 9, 1991) 

Charles J. Kroupa, San Francisco, CA (public hearing comments, Augmt 29, 1991 and October 17, 1991, 
and written comments, October 17, 1991) 

Joan A Kugler, Planning Projed Manager, South and West Bay Projects, Extension Planning 
Department, BART (written comments, September 12, 1991) 
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Alyn I. Lam, San Francisco, CA (written comments, August 15, 1991) 

Harvey E. Levine, Hallgrimson, McNichols, Mccann & Inderbitzen, for Sierra Point Associates 
(written comments, September 10, 1991) 

James D. Lowe, Transit Planner, MUNI (written comments, August 3, 1991) 

Jerome S. Lukas, San Francisco, CA (written comments, October 14, 1991) 

Leonard Lundgren, Legislative Advocate, Lakeside Property Owners Association (written 
comments, August 27, 1991) 

Steven A. McAdam, Assistant Executive Director for Governmental Affairs, San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission (written comments, August 5, 1991) 

Menlo Park City Council (endorsement of C/CAG comments, cited in Donald J. de la Pena's written 
comments, September 11, 1991) 

Honorable Raymond Miller, Chairman, C/CAG (written comments, September 3, 1991) (Comments 
endorsed by the Menlo Park City Council, cited in Donald de La Pena's written comments, 
September 11, 1991; by the Brisbane City Council, cited in Honorable Steven Waldo's written 
comments, September 9, 1991; and by the Burlingame City Council, cited in Dennis Argyres' 
written comments, September 9, 1991) 

James Morales, (then) San Francisco Planning Commissioner (public hearing comments, August 29, 
1991) 

Stan Moy, Partner, Finger & Moy Architects (written comments, October 15, 1991) 

National Organization of Minority Architects (written comments, September 10, 1991) 

David C. Nunenkamp, Deputy Director, Permit Assistance, State of California, Governor's Office of 
Planning and Research (written comments, August 29, 1991) 

James J. Palma, San Jose, CA (written comments, September 30, 1991) 

Debbie Pilas-Treadway, Staff Analyst, Native American Heritage Commission (written comments 
August l, 1991) 

Dehnert C. Queen, Founder and CEO, Small Business Development Corporation (public hearing 
·comments, August 29, 1991, and written comments, October 17, 1991) 

San Mateo County Transportation Authority (endorsement of C/CAG ALUC recommendations to 
C/CAG and SamTrans staff comments, cited in Richard Gee's written comments, September 20, 
1991) 

San Mateo County Transportation Authority, Citizens Advisory Committee (endorsement of 
SamTrans staff comments, cited in Richard Gee's written comments, September 9, 1991) 
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Edward Sewell, (then) San Francisco Planning Commissioner (public hearing comments, August 29, 
1991) 

Charles L. Smith, Berkeley, CA (written comments, July 1991) 

Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition (written comments, September 9, 1991) 

Duane Spence, Peninsula Litigation Coalition (public hearing comments, August 27, 1991) 

Peter Straus, Director of Service Planning, MUNI ( written comments, August 3, 1991) 

-Maria Gracia Tan-Banico, Associate Planner, City of Daly City, CA (written comments, August 23, 
1991) 

Onnolee Trapp, Transportation Director, Leagues of Women Voters of San Mateo County (public 
hearing comments, August 27, 1991, and written comments, August 27, 1991) 

Timothy E. Treacy, Chairman, San Francisco.Airport Noise Committee (written comments, October 
9, 1991) (Comments also incorporated into Carol E. Gamble's written comments, October 18, 
1991) 

TREE, Palo Alto, CA (written comments, September 29, 1991) 

Honorable Robert H. Treseler, Councilman, City of Millbrae, CA (written comments, September 
6, 1991) 

L. A. Turpen, Director of Airports, San Francisco International Airport (written comments, 
September 10, 1991) 

Rose Urbach, San Bruno, CA (public hearing comments, August 27, 1991) 

Honorable Steven W. Waldo, Mayor, City of Brisbane, CA (written comments, September 9, 1991) 

Jim Wheeler, Loma Prieta Chapter Transportation Committee, Sierra Club (written comments, 
October 11, 1991) 

Arthur Wong, City Engineer, City of South San Francisco (written comments, August 26, 1991) 

Edwin Works, San Bruno, CA (public hearing comments, August 27, 1991) 
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C. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Notes for this section begin on p. C&R.44. 

PROJECT SPONSOR OBJECTIVES AND APPROACH 

comments 

" ... SFO has opted to make itself the Regional Airport for the Bay Area SFO has done so in 

spite of declarations made fifteen years ago that it would limit passenger levels to an "ultimate" 

31 million (FEIS Vol. I Ch. I & III [Landrum & Brown, San Francisco International Airport, 

Environmental Impact Assessment Report, Airport Improvement Program, 1975]). MTC, 

California's designated official Bay Area planning agency, states in the DEIR that development 

of SFO should 'be consistent with the Regional Plan' and then recommends that SFO adhere to 

passenger assignments of between 27 and 31 million passengers per year for the years 1994 

through 2000 (DEIR Vol. I Ch. III Table 14). Even SFO's proposed offsite development 

alternative recognizes a potential 'redistribution to other airports' as feasible (DEIR Vol. I Ch. I 

§D). Never-the-less, SFO has blithely initiated an expansion program to increase capacity in 

order to accommodate 42.3 and 51.3 million passengers by 1996 and 2006, respectively ... 

"There really doesn't seem to be much innovation in this expansion plan. I sense that the primary 

objective of this proposed expansion is to develop large terminal buildings in order to 'harvest' 

rental and concession revenues for San Francisco's depleted coffers." (Alyn Lam) 

"The bottom line is, evidently, for San Francisco, they are greedy for a monetary position. The 

more flights, the more money, the more intake it is for their treasury." (Bruno Bernasconi) 

" ... I am a little ... disappointed in [the Airports Commissioners'] approach to this, and that is: 

It's the traditional way. Demand is going to increase 70 percent in the future. We have to 

expand to deliver it. We are really not going to consider regionally how we can address"it. And 

what is even worse, even if you're looking at it from a competitive point of view, really, it's a big 

business maker for San Francisco. We want to ke~p it. We want to keep all business here. 
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"It's a head-in-the-sand approach. If you look at 1he freeway congestion, I can't imagine anybody 

who is going to want to go to San Francisco International Airport in the year 2006. You're not 

going to be able to get there. It's going to be totally impossible. If you look at BART -- BART, 

out of 160,000 trips, BART is going to take care of 10,000 of them. 

"From a competitive point of view, there is no analysis of, gee, ·in order to be able to compete 

and keep these ~ngers, we are going to have to do something different, like we have an 

interest, a real interest in seeing tl'a.mit developed or these new off-site registrations and get 

people into buses to come to San Francisco International. It's, gee, you're going to have to do 

that because that is required mitigations. San Francisco International is going to go out of 

bu.siness if they keep along this particular path. There is ju.st no aeativity, no forward looking 

kind of activity. I am very disappointed in it .. 

" ... [I]t is essential for the airport to explain in greater detail - and we never got the Draft Master 

Plan to review. We ju.st have the EIR - what the goals of the airport are, where they are trying to 

go, bow they fit into regional planning, and where they want to be. What kind of airport do we 

want to be in the future?" (Commissioner Engmann) 

"It could be economically disastrou.s for the SFIA to provide the proposed expamion of facilities 

if the problems created make it impossible to fully utilize the airport facilities .... To me a well­

known slogan, 'Since we're neighbors, let's be friends,' and let all concerned agencies work 

together for a mutually satisfactory resolution of problems." (Onnolee Trapp, Leagues of 

Women Voters of San Mateo County) 

"The only reason I can think of to expand San Francisco Airport operations is to expand the 

complications of operating it so that the people working there can hire more helpers and run 

larger departmenw. I realize this is not a politically correct statement, but I also think it is good 

for someone to come out and say it like it is. 

"The politically astute people with offices to enlarge who work for the aiiport authority have 

cleverly engineered the entire setup, including charging San Mateo County a billion dollars to 

expand someone else's dream- BART." (Patricia aark) 

"It's like in LA., where Burbank becomes the aiiport of choice." (Commmioner Sewell) 
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" ... [A]round the U.S. and beyond, virtually every city is working on or bas recently completed 

major airport improvements. Could San Francisco1s planners ... see merit in allowing Ql!!job­

and revenue-producing airport, alone among all the world's major terminals, to deteriorate? Our 

runways date to 1927 and our terminals to 1954; there shouldn't be anything sinful about 

bringing them up-to-date as other cities seem to have no debate about doing." (Stanford Hom) 

Response 

The group of comments above invites clarification of Airports CommiMion objectives for 

the SHA Master Plan; questions the SFIA Master Plan's approach to meeting its 

objectives; and challenges the integrity of unstated Airports Commission objectives for the 

SFIA Master Plan. Responses to these iMues are presented in three paru. 

Clarijicati.on of SFIAAirports CommissionMaster Plan Objectives 

CEQA does not require that an EIR evaluate the objectives of a project sponsor and in 

practice, such an evaluation is not generally undertaken unless it is n~ to properly 

scope the EIR and/or c.arry out the EIR's purpose. This purpose is " .•• to provide public 

agencies and the public in general with detailed information about the effect which a 

proposed project is likely to have on the environment; to list ways in which the significant 

effects of such a project may be minimized; and to indicate alternatives to such a project" 

(Section 21061). Thus, the primary concern ofan EIR is not why the project sponsor seeks 

approval for a particular project but rather, what effects the project as defined would have 

on the environment, and bow those effects might feasibly be reduced or avoided. The 

statement of project spomor's objectives thus helps to explain, fust, what "project" is 

.evaluated in the EIR and second, how mitigations and alternatives in the EIR relate to the 

project. 

Under CEOA, if mitigation measures or alternatives would substantially reduce or l~n 

any significant effects that the project would have on the environment but would prevent 

the basic objectives of the project from being met, those mitigation measures or 

alternatives might not be considered "reasonable" or appropriate for inclusion in the BIR. 

However, alternatives that would "impede to some degree" the attainment of project 

objectives, or would be more costly, can still be within a "range of reasonable alternatives" 

to the project (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126(d)). In situations such as the SFIA 

Master Plan EIR, wherein the project sponsor is also the Lead Agency, the agency's 
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particular policies and goals for the project necessarily influence which mitigations and 

alternatives are considered "reasonable" (these issues are discussed further below, under 

Alternatives, on pp. C&R.86-100 herein). Because the SFIA Master Plan objectives are 

broadly stated (making it difficult to determine which mitigations and alternatives would 

meet or only "impede to some degree" those objectives}, and because of the nature of 

questions and concerns expressed in comments on the DEIR, additional discussion of 

project sponsor I Lead Agency objectives appears warranted. 

As stated in the SFIA Final Draft Master Plan (p. 2.1), and summarized in the EIR (p. 

18 ), the SFIA Master Plan " ... provides San Francisco International Airport with a 

comprehensive set of plans, guidelines, policies, and conditions which will serve as a 

framework for decision-making and implementation of landside facilities over the next 

15 years. Accordingly, the purpose of the master plan is twofold: 

1. To provide a coordinated development plan that will consolidate and relocate many 
of the existing landside facilities in order to increase the efficiency and cost 
effectiveness of landside operations. 

2. To respond to the projected economic growth of the Bay Area and ensure that the 
future development required to meet that demand at the airport is implemented in a 
manner compatible with the plan." 

These two objectives could be more simply characterized as increasin2 efficiency of SFIA 
Iandside facilities and expandin2 SRA landside facilities to meet forecast increases in air 

travel demand. The projects contained in the SFIA Master Plan are not generally identified 

with just one or the other of these basic objectives; most are implicitly represented as 

addressing both, although the terminal expansion and related projects are linked directly 

with travel-demand-growth forecasts. 

Since World War Il, policies of the federal government have strongly supported 

development of public-use airports and expansion of existing airports' capacities (see 

Attachment D ofC&R Appendix A, "Summary of Federal Regulatory History"). 

Determining future facility requirements on the basis of forecast air trave~ demand is 

standard practice in airport master planning. According to the FAA, 

"The goal of a master plan is to provide guidelines for future airport development which 
will satisfy aviation demand in a financially feasible manner, while at the same time 
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resolving the aviation, environmental, and socio-economic issues existing in the 
community. "/1/ 

The master planning approach undertaken by SFIA -- which included issues identification, 

public meetings and consultations, data collection and·facility inventory, demand 

forecasting, determination and refmement of facility requirements, and development of 

budgets, plans and schedules -- was generally consistent with basic guidelines for the 

preparation of individual airport master plans set forth by the FAA in its Advisory Circular 

No. 150/5070-6A, pursuant to provisions of the 1982 Airport and Airway Improvement 

Act. (Note: SFIA received no financial assistance from the federal government for 

preparation of the SFIA Master Plan.) The relationship of individual airport master 

planning to regional, state and federal aviation system planning is discussed below, under 

Regional Planning and Coordination, General, on pp. C&R.56-60 herein. 

Research and analysis regarding the status of major airport improvements nationally and 

internationally, and regarding levels of debate in other cities about proposed airport 

improvements, are beyond the legally mandated scope of the SFIA Master Plan EIR. It 

should be noted that airside development is not addressed in the SFIA Master Plan, except 

where necessary to accommodate proposed land.side projects (thus, several taxiway 

modifications, and no runway projects, are included in the SFIA Master Plan). 

Preventing deterioration of SFIA is not, as implied by a commenter, among the stated 

objectives of the SFIA Master Plan (quoted above, on p. C&R.11 herein). Upkeep and 

improvement of existing facilities, including runways, is undertaken routinely through 

SFIA's Five-Year Capital Projects Plans process (EIR, pp. 27 & 28 and Appendix B, 

Table B-4). Modernization and expansion, or bringing SFIA landside facilities "up-to­

date" relative to forecast demand, is among the stated objectives of the SFIA Master Plan. 

With regard to the comment that "SFO has opted to make itself the Regional Airport for 

the Bay Area," it may be noted that SFIA's current (1990) share of the Bay Area passenger 

market is approximately 71 percent (EIR, p.120); passengers from all parts of the Bay Area 

(as well as outside the Bay Area) use SFIA. As stated in the Final Draft Master Plan {pp. 

2.4 and 7 .2), the Airports Commission assumes that, "Because of its relationship to the 

central business district and its importance as an interactive gateway, SFIA will continue to 

be the preferred destination airport for the Bay Area." The Airports Commission further 

assumes that, "While Oakland may in the future increase its handlin_g of international 
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freight, SFIA will continue to be the airport of choice for international cargo through 2006" 

(SFIA Final Draft Master Plan, p. 2.4). Forecasts from federal, state, and regional 

agencies, as well as from the respective master plans, show SFIA maintaining from about 

58 percent to 71 percent of the region's passenger market through 2005./'l/ (Comparative 

regional aviation forecasts are discussed further below, under Regional Forecasts and 

Capacities, on pp. C&R.66-73 herein.) 

Thus, applying a "majority of total annual passengers" criterion, SFIA could be described 

as "the Regional Airport for the Bay Area" at present and for the foreseeable future. 

However, it should be noted that four other Bay Area airports currently provide air carrier 

service and are considered regional airports. Moreover, as shown in EIR Table 75 (p. 470), 

SFIA's market share, which was nearly 92 percent in 1960, has been decreasing steadily. 

According to a preliminary draft consultant report presented to the MTC Regional Airport 

Planning Committee (RAPC), 

"Although SFO is planning for significant growth in passenger traffic (much of it 
international), combining the individual airport master plan forecasts reveals a future shift 
in passenger market share away from SFO [SFIA] and toward OAK [Metropolitan Oakland 
International Airport] and SJC [San Jose International Airport]. Under the unconstrained 
forecast for 2010, SFO's regional market share would fall from its 1990 level of 71 % to 
61 %. Under the constrained forecast, SFO's share of the region's total passengers would 
decrease to 56% by the year 2010. "12/ 

Thus, while SFIA is planning for substantial growth over the next 15 years, the other Bay 

Area Airports are planning for much higher~ of growth, starting from much lower base 

levels. The 1990 FAA Terminal Area Forecast, one of a number of alternative future air 

carrier forecasts, extrapolated to 2010 by the MTC RAPC, yielded the following 1990-

2010 passenger growth for the five Bay Area Air Carrier Airports: SFIA-· 48 percent; 

Metropolitan Oakland International Airport (MOIA) -- 92 percent; San Jose International 

Airport (SilA)-- 138 percent; Concord (Buchanan Field) -408 percent; and Sonoma 

County -- 32 percent/21 

The international air passenger market is a key component of SFIA Master Plan expansion 

objectives. As noted in EIR Table 1, p. 24, SFIA forecasts a 96 percent increase in 

international passengers between 1990 and 2006, compared to a 68 percent increase in 

domestic passengers over the same period. The physical SFIA Master Plan centers on a 

new international terminal and additional aircraft gates, although international passengers 

represented fewer than 12 percent of SFIA's total passengers in 1990. (According to MTC 
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RAPC "high" forecasts, total annual international passengers for the Bay Area would 

increase between 1990 and 2010 by about 136 percent, from 3,765,473 to 8,877,264. 

SFIA's share would decrease from about 97.6 percent of the Bay Area total in 1990 to 

about 94.5 percent in 2010.)/2/ Even with the forecast increase in international air traffic, 

international passengers would represent only approximately 14 percent of total SFIA 

passengers in 2006. 

As correctly stated by one commenter, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

(MTC) is the nine-county Bay Area regional transportation planning agency. However, 

MTC at present does not have authority to fully implement every regional aviation plan 

and policy (see further discussion below, under Regional Airport System Plan (RASP) 

Update, on pp. C&R.60-66 herein)J3/ Regarding the commenter's reference to SFIA 

expansion plans that exceed MTC's previously recommended limits, the EIR notes on 

pp. 118, 119 and 258 that the 1980 MTC-adopted Regional Airport Plan (RAP) contained 

recommended passenger shares for the respective Bay Area airports and recommended a 

limit of 31 million annual passengers (MAP) for SFIA as a matter of policy. MTC's 

allocations were based on regional forecasts that have been swpassed by actual passenger 

traffic; MTC has since revised its forecasts and recommended allocations (most recently in 

1986 and 1987)./4/ As noted in the EIR (page 258), MTC is currently updating the entire 

RAP, which is now being called the Regional Airport System Plan (RASP). It is 

acknowledged that the SFIA Master Plan would be inconsistent with both MTC's 1980-

recommended policy limit and with MTC's subsequently revised regional market share 

recommendations. (The 1986/87 MTC forecasts and passenger traffic assignments, and the 

issue of SFIA Master Plan consistency with the MTC RAP, are discussed further below, 

under Regional Airport System Plan (RASP) Update, pp. C&R.60-66 herein.) 

According to SFIA Administration staff, the 1976 Final Environmental Impact Statement 

(FEIS) referenced by the commenter is not known to have stated that SFIA would limit 

annual passengers to a certain number. The forecasts used in that document indicated 

SFIA's reaching 31 million annual passengers by 1990, and this forecast has been 

realized.IS/ The forecasts in the 1976 FEIS may be assumed to reflect the Airports 

Commission's analysis of conditions and data then available; the Commission's 

expectations have since shifted in response to changing conditions and data availability. 
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SFIA Master Plan's Approach to Meeting its Objectives 

Several commenters express concern that increased traffic or other problems resulting from 

SFIA Master Plan implementation would prevent the full utilization of expanded SFIA 

facilities. In effect, one commenter contends, SFIA would not compete effectively for the 

forecast passenger demand that the SFIA Master Plan is intended to serve, because the 

SFIA Master Plan does not creatively address ground-access constraints. Another 

commenter suggests that underutilization of expanded airport facilities could be 

economically disastrous [for adjacent communities]. 

Although the EIR transportation analysis found that cumulative impacts on levels of 

service (LOS) at selected intersections and freeway ramps would result from 

implementation of the SFIA Master Plan (EIR, pp. 4-5 & pp. 295-319), the analysis did 

not conclude that resultant freeway congestion in 2006 would make it "impossible" to get 

to SFIA, as one commenter suggests./6/ The EIR does not draw conclusions regarding the 

effects of congestion on SFIA's ability to meet demand, and did not identify traffic impacts 

severe enough to cause SFIA to "go out of business"; it includes a range of transit 

mitigation measures (SFIA Master Plan traffic impacts, and the degree to which they could 

be mitigated by BART, off-airport terminals and other transit mitigation measures, are 

discussed below under Traffic Mitigation, pp. C&R.158-165 herein). However, as 

suggested by the commenters, it is reasonable to assume that lack of capacity (or 

"bottlenecks") in any of a number of locations or functional areas could constrain future 

SFIA passenger volumes, cargo activities, or other operations. Computer models have 

been developed to help study relationships between ground access to airports and travellers' 

airport choice; one of these, called ACCESS, was developed for MTC for evaluation of 

airport system plan alternatives as well as rail transit extension planning. Based on MTC's 

1990 Air Passenger Survey data, ACCESS is being used in the MTC RASP Update 

process (ACCESS was previously based on 1985 data)./3/ The basic premise of the 

comm enters' argument, that quality of ground access strong] y affects an airport's 

competitive position in a multi-airport region, is supported by preliminary results of the 

ACCESS model runs for the MTC RAPC Update (this is discussed further below, under 

Alternatives, pp. C&R.90-93 herein, and under Transportation, pp. C&R.135-136 herein). 

This phenomenon could be represented by the SFIA Master Plan's "constrained" forecast, 

under which passenger demand: 
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" ... may be impacted in the future by ... increasing impact of capacity constraints, 
particularly during IPR [instrument flight rule] conditions, consolidation of the airline 
industry, and certain improvements that may occur at competing Bay Area airports which 
would result in greater convenience and capacity at those airports .... The constrained 
forecast describes the possible effect on future passenger levels if additional and 
restructured existing [SFIA] airport facilities are not available to satisfy demand (SFIA 
Final Draft Master Plan, p. 7.3). 

(Note that the "constraints" reflected in this scenario are mostly related to the airfield and 

airport facilities. However, the lack of ground access capacity could produce a similar 

result). 

Potential impacts of the SFIA Master Plan's "constrained" future scenario are analyzed in 

the EIR as Variant 1 of the No-Project Alternative {pp. 439-456), and discussed further 

below, under Alternatives, pp. C&R.86-93 herein. 

If the commenters' concerns (that SFIA Master Plan expansion-related ground-access 

problems could severely constrain utilization of SFIA) were to be realized, it would in 

effect mean that SFIA would have "overbuilt." Impacts of SFIA Master Plan overbuilding 

or underutilization, whether due to constrained access, inflated forecasts, or other factors, 

would likely be of concern under CEQA only if overall regional or cumulative impacts 

would worsen, or adverse environmental impacts would merely be shifted to other 

locations, as a result. 

The EIR provides an approximation of "worst case" SFIA Master Plan operational impacts 

by assuming full utilization of expanded airport facilities. (It is an "approximation" 

because it is based on numerous professional judgments, estimates and forecasts, including 

SFIA Master Plan forecasts of passenger, cargo, and/or aircraft operation levels. As 

discussed below under Activity Patterns and Forecasts, on pp. C&R.30-38 herein, such 

forecasts necessarily contain margins of e1Tor and uncertainty; actual future activity levels 

at SFIA could easily be lower than forecast for the SFIA Master Plan.) Therefore, relative 

to SFIA Master Plan impact levels identified in the EIR, underutilization of airport 

facilities would be expected to reduce the overall severity of both direct operational 

impacts (e.g., traffic, noise, air quality, employment) and indirect operational impacts (e.g., 

housing demand and related services). Construction impacts would not be reduced. It 

would be difficult to demonstrate causal relationships between an underutilized or over­

expanded SFIA, and environmental impacts at locations outside the SFIA vicinity (for 

example, worsened traffic congestion in other parts of the Bay Area). Thus, while it might 
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not be prudent to effectively "overbuild" SFIA, that outcome would not likely result in 

identifiable environ.mental effects more severe than those estimated in the EIR for the 

project. 

With regard to one commenter's concern that underutilization of expanded SFIA facilities 

could be economically disastrous [for adjacent communities], it should be noted that 

CEQA does not require analysis of economic or social issues unless those issues are related 

to or caused by physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15131). 

It may also be noted, however, that if the proposed SFIA Master Plan improvements are 

financed with revenue bonds, payment of the bonds would be backed by Airport revenues, 

with the airlines covering debt payment costs not recovered from other Airport users (for 

further infonnation on airport economics, see discussion below under Project Costs on 

pp. C&R.26-28 herein and in C&R Appendix A, Attachment D, Background to Airport 

Operations). 

Integrity of Unstated Airports Commission Objectives for the SF/A Master Plan 

Several commenters expressed concern that the primary objectives of the SFIA Master 

Plan are actually to expand Airport departments, to generate money for the Airport from 

landing fees, or to generate money for the City of San Francisco from re~tal and 

concession revenues. According to SFIA Administration staff, the San Francisco Charter 

establishes the San Francisco Airports Commission as a financially self.supporting 

enterprise fund department of the City and County of San Francisco. The Airport Airline 

Lease and Use Agreements, effective July 1, 1981, require the Airport to retain all revenues 

on the Airport with two exceptions (49 U.S.C. App. Section 2210 (a) (12)). First, the 

Airport reimburses the City for direct services provided by City departments to the Airport. 

Second, the Airport pays the City a portion of its yearly concession revenues in accordance 

with an established formula related to the indirect services provided to the concessionaires 

that operate at the Airport. 

As one commenter points out, implementation of the SFIA Master Plan would generate 

employment and likely lead to expansion of some Airport departments. However, these 

are not among the stated or evident objectives of the SFIA Master Plan and, according to 

CEQA, would more appropriately be considered~ of the project. Department 

expansion is not subject to environmental review under CEQA, since it would not itself 

result in physical effects on the environment or adverse effects on people. Employment 
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effects are subject to review under CEQA requirements; SFIA Master Plan employment 

effects are evaluated in the EIR (pp. 394-399) and discussed further below, under 

Employment and Housing, on p. C&R.351-368 herein. The relationship between SFIA 

and financing of BART is discussed below, under Transportation Mitigation, on 

p. C&R.156 herein. 

Regarding the comment that the San Francisco City Planning Commissioners "never got 

the Draft Master Plan to review," as noted herein under Public Participation in the Master 

Planning Process on pp. C&R.19-20, copies of the Draft SFIA Master Plan Working 

Papers and Response to Comments documents were available to the public during the 

SFIA Master Plan development process. Copies of the SFIA Final Draft Master Plan and 

Working Papers were made available to the Department of City Planning and the Mayor's 

Office, and are available for review in the San Francisco Department of City Planning files 

at 450 McAllister Street The comment that "all concerned agencies should work together 

for a satisfactory resolution of problems" is further addressed below, under Regional 

Planning and Coordination, pp. C&R.56·85 herein and EIR Process, pp. C&R.393-413 

herein. 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN MASIBR PLANNING PROCESS 

Comments 

" ... [A]t each stage of this process, the concerns of San Francisco residents have been raised over 

a four-year period, at public hearings and meetings, both orally and in writing. (The last public 

hearing on the [SFIA] Master Plan working papers, in August, 1989, was attended by 

approximately one hundred neighborhood representatives, representatives of organizations such 

as the Sierra Club and San Francisco Tomorrow, and individual residents.) At each stage, we 

have been assured by SFIA administration and staff (and from time to time also by the Airports 

Commission) that our concerns would be addressed at the NEXT stage. Sadly, we've been 

through the entire Master Plan working document process and we're at the last stages of the 

DEIR process now, and our cone.ems still have not been dealt with." (Carol Gamble) 

" ... For four years, representatives of the neighborhoods in San Francisco have come before 

various bodies, have appeared in various hearings throughout the city asking to be represented in 

a meaningful way, asking to have our cone.ems addressed in a meaningful way, in both the 
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Master Plan documents and in the Draft EIR. At each hearing, at each meeting, we have been 

assured that we will be given that kind of consideration. 

"After four years, we are still asking that our concerns be addressed in a meaningful way in these 

documents. It is distressing. It is troubling. It is difficult to respond to questions from the 

members of our association, about the motivation of the airport indicated in this manner. 

"It is difficult to understand that an agency can be operating in good faith and still require the 

residents of the city to come back time and again to make the same requests. 

"I hope that this commission will take these matters seriously, will defer any further action, and 

will direct the staff to do that which it was obligated to do many years ago." (Carol [?an ville, 

Glen Park Association) 

"I have another question that may not be related specifically to the EIR, but given that there is an 

Airport Noise Committee appointed by the Board of Supervisors ... testimony was that they have 

spent a great deal of time discussing the issues and attended the Airports Commission hearings ... 

There may be a response from the airport, maybe if their concerns were addressed in their plan for 

the airport, not just in this Master Plan, but in the use of the airport and the development of the 

airport ... I don't understand when there is a formal committee established that somehow they are 

not able to get their input directly into the airport, and that they have to use our body, our 

commission, to get a response. And maybe the response was· made. I am not saying there was not 

a response at all. From what we are hearing today, there appears to be a problem." 

(Commissioner Hu) 

Bespome 

The SFIA Master Plan development process, beginning in 1986, included publication of 

three Working Papers for review and comment by interested parties and the general public. 

The Airports Commission held several public meetings (a list of those meetings is 

available in the San Francisco Department of City Planning EIR file at 450 McAllister 

Street) and subsequently published "Response to Comment" documents for each of the 

three Working Papers. The EIR process incorporated public participation opportunities as 

required by CEQA, including publication of a Notice ofEIR Preparation (July 9, 1990); 

circulation of the Draft EIR (published July 11, 1991); an extended public comment period 

(July 11, 1991 through October 21, 1991); three public hearings during the public review 
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period; and publication of this Comments and Responses document. Thus, as the 

commenters indicate, numerous opportunities have been available for public participation 

in the SFIA Master Planning and associated EIR process (the latter is discussed further 

below, under EIR Process, pp. C&R.393-413 herein). Toe main point of the commenters, 

however, is that this participation has not, in their view, yielded meaningful results (their 

concerns "still have not been dealt with"). 

Toe SFIA Master Plan process reflects the larger, complex set of forces affecting the 

Airport generally. SFIA must comply with various government regulations protecting the 

public health, safety and welfare (such as noise regulations, building codes, etc.), and must 

meet the stamtory requirements of CEQA for environmental review of projects, such as the 

SFIA Master Plan, that could result in significant adverse environmental effects. SFIA is 

not legally required to resolve all public concerns in the manner requested or desired by the 

public. Thus, in pursuing the Airports Commission's twofold objectives, quoted · 

previously on p. C&R.11 herein, 

" ... the Master Plan attempts to balance the competing requirements of airport tenants, 
passengers, surrounding communities, and the general public. The plan continues to 
address the concerns of those in the airport environs and attempt to balance their needs 
with the public demand for utilization of this facility [SFIA]. Invariably, conflicting needs 
and requirements will result that will require resolutions. The Master Plan and BIR 
process has been designed to facilitate resolution of these conflicts" (SFIA Final Draft 
Master Plan, p. 2.1 ). 

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

Facilities and Site Plan 

comments 

" ... The other thing is, if you look at LAX, how big a final product will this be relative to the 

size of LAX today? I'd be very curious, just so we get some order of magnitude." 

(Commissioner Sewell) 

"Plannim: Concepts: Can anything at all be salvaged from this Master Plan? Why does SFO, 

particularly with apron areas 'cleared' on either side of its entry roads, insist on enclosing its 

'horseshoe-shaped' terminals? Why not open them up into a gigantic 'U' in order to reduce traffic 
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concentration and improve air quality? Why do the rental cars have to be located in the proposed 

terminal area along the entry roads when clientele are already being 'bussed' out of the existing 

terminal area? Why not move the TWA freight facility into the proposed West Field Cargo Area 

and locate the rental cars along the south access road? 

"Why is a large administration building needed at all in this age of computers and sophisticated 

communication links? All administrative support staff should be located outside the terminal 

area. Why can't a separate truck access route be provided for the West Field Cargo Area as it is 

for the North Field Area? Lastly, why can't the full potential of the existing terminal buildings 

be developed by renovating the existing mezzanine level into ticketing areas with bridge 

connections from the existing garage?" (Alyn Lam) 

"Maintenance Operations Center {'MOC'}. It cannot be assumed that there will be no 

modernization, renovation or expansion of the only 'major' maintenance facility at SFIA 

(Summary, pg. 9). United has more than twenty years remaining on its land lease for MOC 

facilities and will undoubtedly be required to accommodate, over time, its growth as a company 

and changes in its aircraft fleet United has requested that the City add approximately eight (8) 

acres to its current 128 acre MOC site to support a limited expansion of this facility. Current 

estimates are that approximately 175,000 square feet of hangar space will be added in the near 

term ... 

"Ai1:p0rt Sup,port Area Facilities. We believe it is important that the extent of United facilities 

being demolished to accommodate Master Plan development be correctly identified (11.C. 

Table 8, pg. S4). lbis should have a significant influence on a reviewer's perception of the 'net 

gain' in support facility construction actually being proposed by the Master Plan. United 

facilities being demolished which are not on Table 8 include: 

• A four aircraft bay hangar 
• A two aircraft bay hangar 
• A stores/warehouse building 
• A training/administration building 
• An aircraft sanitary waste disposal building 
• A flight kitchen 
• Thirty aircraft parking hardstands 
• Employee parking facilities .... S,000 spaces 

"Most of these displaced facilities must be relocated to other locations on SFIA, and sized to 

accommodate United's activity and employment levels of the future. 
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" ... [T]he list of new development OV, B., pg. 276) should be revised as follows: 

• The 226,440 square foot East Field Cargo/Maintenance Facility should be sized at 
. 262,(X)() square feet and identified as an Aircraft Maintenance Hangar consistent with the 

Master Plan . 

• United's flight kitchen should be sized at 120,000 square feet in lieu of 46,200 square feet. 

• United plans to construct a new cargo facility of 231,(X)() square feet in the West Field 
Area. 

• United plans to construct a new stores/ground equipment maintenance building of 
80,000 square feet in the West Field Area. 

• The 100,670 square foot Pan Am Maintenance Hangar should be removed from the listing. 

"Tenninal Area. As is the case with the MOC, the North Terminal building will require 

modernization, renovation and expansion over the twenty years remaining on United's lease for 

this facility. As noted in the Master Plan, this expansion does not create additional aircraft gates, 

but provides for enhanced passenger and baggage handling capabilities. Toe data in 11.C. (pg. 

26) of the DEIR should reflect approximately 500,(X)() square feet of new North Terminal. 

construction, and the remodeling of approximately 300,000 square feet of the existing North 

Terminal complex in the near term. 

"N.QIE: The listings, areas, square footages and other data in 11.C., Section 1.0, Figures 4, 5 and 

6, Tables 4, 5, 6 and 7 (pp. 41-50) should reflect the information outlined in 1., 2., and 3. above 

with respect to new construction, demolished structures, and remodeled spaces. 

"Automated People Mover System. The statement in the DEIR regarding routing of the APM 

system (11.C., Sec. 9, Pg. 55) is not consistent with what is shown in the Master Plan. United, 

and we can speak here for all the airlines serving SFIA, believes the concept described in the 

Master Plan is the more viable solution." (Thomas Brown, United Airlines) 

Response 

The Los Angeles Department of Airports is expecting to award a contract for the Master 

Plan of Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) in November 1992.nt The future growth 

of LAX is currently being guided by an April 11, 1991 document prepared by the City of 

Los Angeles, Department of Airports - Facilities Planning Bureau entitled, "Proposed Plan 

for LAX Development To Toe Year 2CXX>". The proposed Master Plan includes a new 
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International Terminal, Ground Transportation Center, airport-wide people mover system, 

modified access roadways, and new cargo building, much as does SFIA's Master Plan. 

The preliminary estimate in current dollars is $1.5 billion./8/ Following (Table C&R.1) are 

the existing and forecast service levels and facilities at LAX compared to the SFIA Master 

Plan. 

TABLE C&R.1: CO:MPARISON OF ACTIVIIT AT LOS ANGELES IN1ERNATIONAL 
AIRPORT AND SFIA 

LAX SEQ 

Existing Master Plan Master Plan 
1990 2000 2006 

Total Aircraft Operations (thousands) 623.8 NIA 538.5 
Total Passengers (millions) 45.8 65.2 51.3 
Domestic 36.0 47.6 44.1 
International 9.8 17.6 7.2 

Aircraft Gates 120 149 103 
Domestic 102 122 77 
International 18 27 26 

Passenger Terminals (million sq. ft.) 3.74 5.74 4.10 
Domestic 2.10 2.60 2.10 
International 1.64 3.14 2.00 

Cargo (acres) 234 316 120 
Public Parking spaces (thousands) 26 34 21 

SOURCE: "Proposed Plan For LAX Development To The Year 2000", April 11, 1991; SFIA 
Draft Master Plan, November 1990; SFO and LAX Airport Staff. 

As noted above, under Public Participation in Master Planning Process, pp. C&R.18-20 

herein, the development of the SFIA Master Plan, including the physical layout of project 

components, provided opportunity for public participation. The "Preferred Plan" reflects 

the input from that process, as well as the Airport's efforts to reconcile numerous identified 

facility requirements with site constraints, including limited available land for facility 

expansion and/or rec.on.figuration. Suggested options to reconfigure buildings differently 
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should be addressed to the Airports Commission, as the options would no likely change the 

overall environmental impacts of expansion proposed under the SFIA Master Plan . 

The Master Plan presented a conceptual alignment for. the APM system within the terminal 

complex (terminal roof or backside of terminal). The BIR identifies a more definitive and 

feasible alignment based on further studies by Airport staff (circumference of terminal 

roadway). Any concerns the airlines may have about the alignment of the APM system 

should be addressed to the Airports Commission and staff./9/ 

Also, Sections I and II of the BIR describe the projects contemplated in the SFIA Draft 

Master Plan. The proposed expansion of United Airlines Maintenance Operations Center 

and the North Terminal are not included in the SFIA Master Plan. Section II, Table 8, p. 

54 of the BIR lists miscellaneous demolition. Primary demolition projects are identified in 

Figures 5 and 7. These projects are aggregated and accounted for under functional areas in 

Tables 4 through 7. This includes United's demolished facilities as shown in the SFIA 

Master Plan and listed above in the United Airlines comments. The text, figures, and 

tables (pp. 39-51) of the BIR identify the SFIA Master Plan's replacement facilities, 

collectively for all airlines, by identifying development projects under each functional area 

Consequently, exclusive facility replacement for any one airline may not be identified. 

However, the SFIA Master Plan replacement for United's flight kitchen and expansion of 

cargo facilities are as requested by United in letters dated October 28, 1988 and August 18, 

1989 commenting on the SFIA Master Plan./9/ 

The projects listed in Section IV, p. 276 of the BIR are a specified list for analyzing project 

traffic impacts in 1996. The list is not all·inclusive and the areas indicated do not 

necessarily represent gross new development but rather "The .IW1 increase in existing 

development and the new development that would generate traffic". That is, the numbers 

shown on p. 276 of the EIR are in most cases the incremental addition, not the total space 

proposed for the function in the future. The BIR need not address impacts from already­

existing facilities. 

The EIR analyzes the physical environmental impact of the approved SFIA Draft Master 

Plan. Any comments or concerns United may have about ~e appropriateness of the SFIA 

Master Plan should be expressed to the Airports Commission and staff. 
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Comments 

"Master Plan: SFO proposes to 'shotgun' in 56 major projects between now and 1996 with only 

11 to follow in the succeeding ten years (DEIR Vol. II CH. XI Table B.l). The obvious flaw in 

this so called schedule is that there is no phasing or sequencing of projects in order to test logic 

and feasibility ... " (Alyn Lam) 

11 
••• [l]f you did this plan to accommodate demand to the year 2006, when realistically would 

there be a phase-in for that starting? I think most people had hoped that after the phase 

completed in '88, that that might have held us for a while. I think I would be very curious to 

know, is the plan that -- something like this is done in the year 2006. Is that it for the next five 

years, ten years or what? And if it's only something that would be good for another five years, to 

what extent is this the right level for a 15-year period?" (Commissioner Sewell) 

Respome 

According to SFIA Administration staff, the SFIA Master Plan program is designed to 

satisfy the air passenger demand and corresponding facility requirements for the airport 

over the next 15 years until 2006 (Chapters 7 and 8); these facility requirements were 

translated into a physical development plan (Chapters 9 and 10). The Master Plan 

contemplates the construction of terminals, cargo buildings, airline maintenance buildings, 

ground-transportation facilities, acce~ roadways, light rail system and miscellaneous 

airport support facilities. The SFIA Master Plan (Chapter 10, pp .. 10.34, 10.35, fig. 10.3) 

describes the development schedule and phasing for the Master Plan program, based upon 

the anticipated need for these facilities (Chapter 10, fig. 10.23). The program is expected 

to start after certification of the Environmental Impact Report by the City of San Francisco 

Planning Commission and program approval by the San Francisco Airports Commission. 

The current program start date is estimated to be Summer, 1992. 
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PROJECT COSTS 

Comments 

"First of all, there is no information in here about costs, either in direct costs in terms of 

construction or transportation or in mitigation meuures required under the law of CEQA and 

everybody else." (Dehnert Queen) 

"Certainly this is going to be very expensive. I thought the person who asked for the costs has a 

good point and we should have something in here about that" (Commissioner Bierman) 

"This is a public project And I believe the public is entitled to know what the costs are and how 

they are to be met I think the EIR ought to evaluate the proposed capital budget for this project 

If I remember, San Francisco city government operates -- I believe the Mayor and Board of 

Supervisors have to approve the budget for this expansion. I think they would be most interested 

in bow feasible this project is." (Ciarle.s Kroupa) 

"The San Francisco Mayor and the Board of Supervisors rule annually on the airport's capital 

budget While the airport probably will garner the necessary money for this project from federal 

subventions, assessments on airlines, and from revenue bonds, the faltering worldwide economy, 

decreasing passenger revenues, and rampant airline bankruptcies, coupled with the Master Plan's 

optimistic forecast, nonetheless, raise the issue of who might get stuck with bailing out this 

project And, obviomly, the City and County of San Francisco would step in to rescue the 

airport from imminent default on its revenue bonds by pledging San Francisco's own general 

obligation bonding and taxing capacity to the jeopardy of other projects and programs benefitting 

San Franciscans directly. Became this expansion is so huge and became it is a public project, 

San Franciscans and their elected representatives are entitled to a comprehensive financing plan. 

None bas been presented." (Charles Kroupa, letter of 10/17/91 and public hearing of 10/17/91) 

Response 

SFIA Master Plan program costs are identified in the EIR (p. 76) and the SFIA Master Plan 

(pp. 11.1, 11.2). The SFIA Master Plan lists the budgetary development cost for each 

project in the Master Plan program. 1be total program cost in 1989 dollars (desi~ 

construction, and administration) is $1 .• 68 billion. The current estimated total program 

C&R.26 



cost, escalated to the time of construction, is approximately $2.2 billion. The issue of the 

cost of the mitigation measures identified in the EIR is addressed on p. C&R.386 herein. 

CEQA does not require evaluation of project costs. As noted in the CEQA Guidelines 

(Section 15124), the project description "should not supply extensive detail beyond that 

needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impact" (emphasis added). 

Economic issues are not to be treated as environmental effects (Guidelines, Section 15131). 

The San Francisco Airports Commission is a financially self-supporting enterprise fund 

department of the City and County of San Francisco. The Airport/Airline Lease And Use 

Agreements, effective July 1, 1981, require the Commission to use Airport revenue bonds 

to pay for the SFIA Master Plan construction projects. No General Fund money from San 

Francisco would be pledged or would be available to fund the program. In the unlikely 

event of a default on Airport bonds, the City would have no obligation whatsoever to the 

Airport's revenue bond holders.II 0/ 

In conjunction with the Airport's planned refunding of a previously issued bond, an 

independent contractor has determined that the Airport would not have difficulty making 

debt service payments on the anticipated SFIA Master Plan bonds./11/ The debt service 

for Master Plan projects would be covered by revenues received from Airport tenants. 

Under the terms of the Airport's Lease & Use Agreements with fifteen major airlines, the 

Airport is allowed to charge landing fees and terminal rental rates sufficient to insure that 

total annual revenue equals total annual expenses. These agreements extend to 2010. The 

carriers that have signed these Agreements account for more than 80 percent of the 

Airport's passenger traffic. On the basis of the independent contractor's projections, 

Airport staff expect that landing fees will increase to $2.15 (1992 dollars) per 1,000 pounds 

landing weight. This fee level is significantly below the rates charged at most major 

foreign international airports and compares favorably to an existing fee of $3.15 at 

LaGuardia and $2.20 at JFK../12/ The independent contractor's analysis also shows that 

although the SFIA Master Plan program would increase airline fees, these fees would still 

represent only approximately three percent of the airlines' fare revenue from the San 

Francisco market. By comparison, the airlines currently spend 48 percent of fare revenue 

on labor, 17 percent on fuel, three percent on advertising and five percent on food. 
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SFIA is required under the Airport/ Airline lease agreement to charge landing fee rates to 

ensure that total revenues equal total expemes. SHA does not contribute to the City of 

San Francisco General Fund above and beyond reimbursements./13/ 

ACTIVITY PAITERNS AND FORECASTS 

Passenger Ori&ins and Preferences 

Comments 

"In my mind, what is the most important information, and Commissioner Engmann also touched 

on it, is who uses the airport But I would go one step beyond that. It's not only who, but why 

they use the airport. Is it because only certain services are provided? Is it because of convenience 

of access? Is it because of marketing by the airlines? Why do the individuals ~ the airport? 

Where do they live? 

"It seems to me that any accurate analysis of the impacts would do some type of survey of the 

customer w;age of the airport so that we would have a base of information from which to make 

some determinations as to how to mitigate impacts caused by that high level of usage that is 

projected over the next several years." (Commissioner Morales) 

"The population of San Francisco bas been shrinking for 30 years or more. However, the 

population is growing in the overall Bay Area, which is not well serviced by this isolated airport 

crammed into an overbuilt, even full, peninsula." (Patricia Oark) 

Response 

According to SFIA Administration staff, 86. 7 percent of total passengers using SFIA in 

1990 bad domestic destinations, and 13.3 percent bad international destinations. Of the 

total paSKD,gers, 21.3 percent had Southern C&.lifornia destinations (I..m Angeles area, San· 

Diego, Santa Barbara, and Palm Springs)./14/ 

The MTC 1990 Air Passenger Survey provides limited information on the link between 

paSKDger origins and destinations./15/ {A copy of this survey is available for review in the 

San Francisco Department of City Planning files, and at the MTC/ABAG Ubrary in 

Oakland.) Table 2.10 on p. 34 of the survey sho-ws that about 70 percent of SFIA 
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passengers bad "domestic (U.S. outside california) and international" destinations, and 

about 30 percent bad California destinations. Of the SFlA passengers with domestic and 

international destinations, about 34 percent were from San Francisco, 19 percent from San 

Mateo County, 13 percent from Santa Clara County, and 12 percent from Alameda County 

(the remaining 22 percent were from other Bay Area counties and outside the region). Of 

the SFlA passengers with California destinations, about 47 percent were from San 

Francisc.o, 20 percent from San Mateo County, nine percent from Santa Cara County, and 

seven percent from Alameda County (the remaining 17 percent were from other Bay Area 

counties and outside the region). 

About 56 percent of Metroplitan Oakland International Airport (MOIA) passengers bad 

California destinations, and about 44 percent bad domestic and international destinations. 

Of the passengers with California destinations, about 42 percent were from Alameda 

County. Of the passengers with domestic and international destinations, about 53 percent 

were from Alameda County. 

About S4 percent of San Jose International Airport (SJIA) passengers bad domestic and 

international destinations, and about 46 percent bad California destinations. About 82 to 

83 percent of passengers (regard.I~ of destination) were from Santa Cara County. 

Table 9.1 on p. 85 of the MTC 1990 Air Passenger Survey shows that about 36 percent of 

total Bay Area passengers bad California destinations; about 59 percent bad domestic 

destinations; and about five percent bad international destinations. The percentages were 

roughly the same for each Bay Area county JlS/ 

These data indic.ate that passengers u.1ing SFIA and MOIA come from a variety of 

locations, while most passengers u.1ing SJIA come from Santa Clara County. Paaenger 

choice of airports is related to a variety of factors, the most important of which appear to 

be convenience of acce&1 and available levels of air service. Research by MTC and others 

has shown that Oight frequenc::ies are an especially important factor in residents' ahport 

choice and are aitically important to nonresident busineg travellers./3/ Currently, flight 

frequencies vary considerably among the region's air carrier abports, with SFlA offering 

the greatest frequency of flights to the greatest number of destinations. · 

It stands to reason that, in a hypothetical multiple.abpon region with uniform levels of, 

and costs for, ground a~ and air service, passengers would use the airport nearest their 
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origin and/or destination. This would result in less severe traffic and associated impacts 

than would the more realistic situation, in which many passengers, for a complex variety of 

reasons, do not use the closest airport. Additional information on Bay Area air passenger 

characteristics and preferences has been developed for MTC by Mr. Greig Harvey, in 

conjunction with ACCESS, an airport-passenger-choice and ground-access computer 

package being used to help evaluate MTC RASP Update alternatives. Preliminary model 

results are discussed below, under Alternatives, pp. C&R.90-92 herein. 

The results of the MTC 1990 Air Passenger Survey were not available when the Draft 

SFIA Master Plan EIR was in preparation (the Survey was released in August, 1991, when 

the DEIR was out for public review). These results would alter some of the trip 

distribution patterns, but would not substantively alter the impact analysis in the EIR (this 

is discussed further below under Transportation, p. C&R.121 herein, and in C&R 

Appendix A). 

Issues related to regional population patterns, air travel demand, and service requirements 

are also discussed below under Regional Planning and Coordination, pp. C&R.56-85 

herein. 

Forecast Methodolo,:ies and Validity 

Comments 

"Over the 15-year period, as you look at patronage being up 70 percent over that period of time, 

that was pretty much an assumption that you were given and you did your analysis after 

that? ... Did we take any independent analysis to say whether or not we agree with that 70 

percent projection? How reasonable is it? Obviously, there is an awful lot of international 

demand that generates a larger airport. If you just looked at domestic demand or domestic 

growth in this area 15 years from now, how does the population growth impact the need for a 

larger airport? I would be very surprised if we would expect that the Bay Area would be 70 

percent larger 15 years from now." (Commissioner Sewell) 

" ... The passenger and the cargo forecast in the Master Plan are highly simplistic, and what they 

amount to is simply a straight line projection of the 1980 population, employment, and economic 

growth and the commensurate airport business growth. And a project this size needs a much 

more sophisticated analysis and forecast." (Charles Kroupa, public hearing of 10/17/91) 
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"Toe passenger and cargo forecasts -- the reason for this whole projection in the first place -- are 

totally simplistic. If they prove to be reasonable, it will be by accident. When you strip away the 

statistical gobbledygook, all they amount to is a straight-line projection of 1980's population, 

employment and economic growth, and of commensurate airport-business growth. (See Master 

Plan, page 7.1 et seq.) The present recession already has discredited such folly. 

"Toe 1980's was a unique consumer market for air passengers. Deregulation fostered cut-throat 

price competition, which boosted passenger volume enormously. The resulting shakeout has 

resulted in bankruptcy or assimilation for all but the most wily and aggressive carriers; and with 

the CWTent recession, it seems only a handful of U.S. carriers will be flying by the mid '90's. 

Nonetheless the Master Plan extrapolates the airlines' halcyon prosperity of the '80's unabated 

into perpetuity." (Charles Kroupa) 

Response 

The passenger forecasts prepared for the SFIA Master Plan, completed in 1987 and 

supplemented in 1989, made use of linear regression and time series trend analyses, not 

"straight-lfoe projection" of 1980's population, employment and economic growth. These 

methods are generally discussed in the Forecasts section of the SFIA Master Plan 

(Chapter 7); the EIR provides a summary discussion of the SFIA Master Plan's forecast 

methods and assumptions on pp. 61-72. 

As described in the EIR on pp. 22-26, SFIA Master Plan projects were developed on the 

basis of forecast growth in all aviation activity categories except general aviation and 

military operations. Domestic passenger totals were forecast to grow by 68 percent, and 

international passenger totals by 96 percent, between 1990 and 2006 (EIR, Table l, p. 24 ). 

However, it should be noted that, while the SFIA Master Plan anticipated continued 

growth in annual passenger 1Q1al.s through 2006, it forecast declining mte.s. of growth in 

passenger traffic for the region as a whole and SFIA in particular (SFIA Final Draft 

Master Plan, Tables 7.1 and 7.2; Figures 7.1 • 7.5). 

Forecasting is an -art as well as a science, without reliable means of evaluating results 

except in retrospect Aviation activity forecasts involve complex assumptions, variables, 

and judgments regarding the appropriateness of alternative methodologies. Thus, results of 

air carrier forecasts by different persons or agencies can vary considerably, as illustrated in 

graphs prepared by TRA Consulting for the MTC RASP Update._ These graphs show that 
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forecasts of SFIA passenger and cargo activity from the SFIA Master Plan are not outside 

the presented range of forecasts for SFIA from a variety of sources. As is also apparent 

from these figures, substantial "disagreement among experts" exists regarding forecasts of 

passenger and cargo demand for SFIA (this is also true of forecasts of aircraft operations, 

as discussed in the EIR on pp. 61-72, and below under Airfield Capacity and Delay, 

pp. C&R.46-55 herein). Aviation activity forecasts from different sources for the region as 

a whole are similarly varied./2/ 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15151, does not require that the decision-making body acting 

on an environmental impact rep:>rt correctly solve a dispute among experts. All that is 

required is that in substance, the EIR provide information from all sides of the issue in 

question, particularly where opinion and not fact is at issue. However, the EIR must 

respond to the most significant questions presented. The SFIA Master Plan EIR addresses 

the environmental effects of implementing facilities projects proposed under the SFIA . 

Master Plan which, in turn, was developed on the basis of aviation activity forecasts 

prepared by Airports Commission consultants. The EIR does not draw conclusions as to 

the validity of SFIA's forecast assumptions and methods, or "reasonableness" of the 

forecast results. For comparison, however, the EIR (pp. 61-72) summarizes forecast results 

from other sources, including the FAA and Caltrans Division of Aeronautics, and generally 

discusses how project impacts could differ under forecast scenarios other than those 

identified for the SFIA Master Plan. Thus, the other expert opinions on passenger growth 

are provided in the EIR. 

In comparing existing Bay Area aviation forecasts, and assembling forecasts for 

consideration in the MTC RASP Update, TR.A Consulting observed several trends that 

could affect air travel in the San Francisco region. Air travel trends considered most 

imp:>rtant include: international travel growth, domestic travel growth, the national 

economy, maturation of markets, airline yield, demographics and per capita travel, and 

telecommunications. According to preliminary Draft MTC RASP Update working papers, 

international air travel now represents about nine percent of total regional air carrier 

passenger traffic but (particularly to Pacific Rim nations) 11 
••• will be a very high growth 

market for the next 1 O· 20 years ... offsetting any weakness in the domestic market" f2J As 

pointed out above, under Project Sp:>nsor Objectives and Approach, on pp. C&R.13· 14 

herein, an imp:>rtant element of SFIA Master Plan objectives (and an assumption in SFIA 

Master Plan passenger forecasts) is that SFIA should and will capture a majority of the 

international component of total passenger growth. 
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According to preliminary Draft MTC RASP Update working papers, underlying some of 

the air travel growth projectio~ for the Bay Area may be the effect of airline "hubbing," 

which inflates the actual Bay Area activity figures as connecting passengers change planes 

in Bay Area airports. San Francisco, Oakland, and San Jose have each become hub 

airports to a certain extent (United at SFIA, Southwest at MOIA, and American at SilA). 

Another factor that could affect air travel demand, as noted by the commenter and the Draft 

RASP Update, is "maturation of markets." After rapid growth in the 1970s and early 

1980s, some of the travel markets to and from the Bay Area appear now to be experiencing 

growth only in proportion to overall population and economic growth./2/ 

The historical downward trend in airfares may be slowed or reversed due to potential 

increases in fuel and labor costs; rising airfares could act to dampen air travel demand. 

Similarly, "decreasing population growth, a slowing in the growth in real disposable 

income, and a decreasing number of first-time flyers suggest a slower air travel growth rate 

in the future." Finally, the Draft RASP Update points out that advances in 

telecommunications may affect air travel demand by providing alternatives to business 

travel, particularly through video conferencing./2/ 

It is possible, as pointed out by one commenter, that some of the above factors could cause 

actual future passenger and aviation activity levels to be lower than forecast in the SFIA 

Master Plan. If the Master Plan were to be implemented, the effective result could be an 

"overbuilt" Airport. The implications of this are discussed above, under Project Sponsor 

Objectives and Approach, pp. C&R.15-17 herein; in sum, overall environmental effects 

would likely be less severe than for the project 

As another commenter COITectly noted, the Bay Area's population is not expected to grow 

70 percent in the next fifteen years. Passenger traffic can grow faster than population (or, 

per capita rates of air travel can increase) for a variety of reasons, many of which are 

identified above. 

cu~o Forecasts 

Comment 

" ... [T]here was an article, I think, in the San Francisco Business Dmes about the airport's 

ability to attract cargo traffic vis-a-vis its efforts in attracting passenger traffic, and concerns that 
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cargo traffic was not getting a top priority at the airport and how that was ~ntial to San 

Francisco businesses. And I would like just a brief analysis of cargo versus passenger and the 

relative importance of cargo traffic and what that means in terms of, particularly, traffic that 

passes around the aiiport." (Commissioner Enginann) 

Response 

It is difficult to analyze clearly cargo versus passenger traffic, for reasom that will be 

described below. However, it is important to remember that_ although cargo busineu is 

significant, the emphasis at SFIA bas been on development of pasM:nger services. Toe 

following discu.uion of cargo activities at SFIA and i.uues to consider in planning for 

growth in cargo and paMCnger services will be helpful in responding to this c.ommenL 

Toe EIR (p. 35) descn'bes air freight, or cargo, operatiom at SFIA as being of two types: 

all-cargo and top-off. All-cargo carriers, which transport freight only, do not require access 

to the passenger terminal. Top-off carriers require proximity to the passenger terminal 

because they use ex~ capacity in scheduled paMCnger flights for transporting freighL 

Table C&R.2 below, provided by SFIA Administration staff, shows the relationship 

between top-cargo and all-cargo tonnage and aircraft operatiom (landings) at SF1A in 1989 

and 1991. SFIA does not regularly tabulate statistics on all-cargo versus top-off cargo 

traffic. Toe data in the table were extracted from landing fee reports and other operational 

data. /SI 

Toe table shows that nearly all (98 perc.ent) landings that included cargo were top-off. In 

terms of cargo tonnage in 1989 and 1991, roughly 73-79 perc.ent was top-off, and the rest 

(21-27 percent) was all-cargo. 

On-Ailport_All-cargo carriers, whose facilities are in the north and east field areas (see 

Figure 2, p. 34 in the EIR), include Flying Tigers (Federal Exprea), Japan Airlines (JAL), 

DHL and Evergreen. Most top-off carrier operatiom are concentrated in the north side of 

the passenger terminal in the west field area; the remaining facilities are adjac.ent to the 

South Terminal. Most of the top-off carriers lease space in shared facilities such as Cargo 

Building 7, or sub-lease space from another carrier. All-cargo and top-off carrier functions 

at SF1A together occupy approximately 868,000 square feet of building area. Of the 29 

million square feet of new building area proposed for the near-term and long-term SFIA 
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Master Plan, approximately 785,000 square feet, or about 27 percent, would be -med for 

additional air-freigh~ area. 

As the EIR notes, on p. 24, total cargo and mail tonnage is forec.ast to grow by about 

32 percent between 1990 and 1996 and by a total of about 55 percent between 1990 and 

2006. This growth can be described more exactly by looking at three basic categories: 

domestic cargo, international cargo and mail. Domestic cargo is forec.ast to increase by 

45 percent (or 96,000 metric tons) by 1996 and by a total of about S5 percent (or 

117,700 metric tons) by 2006. International cargo is forecast to increase by 14 percent (or 

31,950 metric tons) by 1996 and by a total of about 46 percent (or 108,950 metric tons) by 

2006. Mail cargo is forecast to increase by 47 percent (or 49,844 metric tons) by 1996 and 

by about 7S perc.ent ( or 80,922 metric tons) by 2006. 

These forecasm reflect an ~ment of past trends in the overall cargo market and in the 

division of market share among Bay Area airpom. The SFIA Master Plan notes that 

SFIA's market share for domestic air freight has declined in the past ten years from 

95 percent to 70 percent of the regional total, even though the overall regional market has 

grown by 37 percent It is expected that th.is trend will continue, with the market share 

decreuing to S4 percent The SFIA Master Plan anticipates that international air freight 

will oontinue to be the major growth component of air freight at SFIA, and that SFIA will 

continue to be the airpon of choic.e in the Bay Area for international cargo. 
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TABLE C&R.2; COMPARISON OF ACTIVITY FOR ALL-CARGO AND TOP-OFF 
CARGO CARRIERS, 1989 

All-Cargo All Major & All-Cargo% Top-Off 
Carriers Commuter Cargo% 

#Landings 4,228 191,721 2.2% 97.8% 

Total 
Freight/Mail 
(tons) 128,130 618,990 20.7% 79.3% 

On 63,384 311,078 
Off 64,746 307,912 

1221 

#Landings 3,921 190,361 2.1% 97.9% 

Total 
Freight/Mail 
(tons) 178,733 653,009 27.4% 72.6% 

On 80,536 319,755 
Off 98,197 333,254 

SOURCE: San Francisco International Airport, 1992 

It is difficult to describe comprehensively or quantify the needs of and growth in cargo 

operations as opposed to passenger operations. A recent (August 1991) "Air Cargo Study" 

was issued by the California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, as an 

element of Phase II of the California Aviation System Plan (CASP). Th.is report describes 

the difficulty of analyzing this situation by noting that when air cargo was deregulated in 

1978, airlines were no longer required to submit or collect monthly statistics. 

C&R.36 



It is difficult to quantify the actual effects cargo activities have on general passenger traffic 

and/or swface vehicle traffic because good statistics are not available comparing the 

pera:ntage of cargo that is carried all-cargo to that which is carried top-off. The CASP 

does point out some important comideratiom for understanding cargo versus 1)8,§Cnger 

business. Airport cargo activities do compete with passenger activities in three major 

areas: airspace, ground access facilities and on-airport facilities. 

The primary problem in the competition for air space is the need for noise abatement The 

nature of the air cargo business requires that most cargo flights take place between 7:00 

p.m. and 7:00 a.m. This will be increasingly true as 1rade increases between North 

America and Asia. At SFIA, cargo planes depart for the Far East between midnight and 

5:00 a.m. to meet strict arrival windows. There are also passenger flights that must meet 

these windows. Competition for these time slots will increase as international flights, 

especially those to the Far :East, increase. This need for scheduled nighttime departures 

coincides with the time when airport noise is the most disturbing. 

Competition for ground-access facilities and on-airport facilities is discussed in the "Air 

Cargo Study" in conjunction with a "Ground Access Study", which is also pan of the 

CASP repon. The report notes that SFIA bas reached i1S c.apacity to provide efficient 

cargo facilities on the Airport grounds and bas waiting lis1S for its cargo facilities. The 

report discusses the SFIA Master Plan's call for additional air-freight area, but also 

explains two general options that arc being comidered state-wide to deal with this need. 

These are off-airport cargo facilities and all-cargo airports./16/ 

There is a movement toward off-airport cargo facilities in several airports around the U.S. 

At SFIA, Emery Worldwide bas 30,000 square feet approximately three miles from the 

airport, and other carriers (Nippon Cargo Airlines, British Airways, Quantas) me the 

warehoUK facilities of a third party located off-Airpon./16/ 

The CASP report discusses the use of sites for cargo airports that are separated from 

pauenger airports. "Ibe thought • that the aviation resource already in place should be 

used for the good of the California aviation system. The facts, however, indicate that this 

iuue is far more_ complex than it appears." /16/ lbc report notes disadvantages of 1:1:am 

concept by stating that "passenger carrien bandle approximately 80 percent of total air 

cargo volume and that it would be impractical and uneconomical to spin off the freighter 

activities to locate them at a remote all..cargo airpon." However, in support of this idea the 
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report cites reduced air space congestion and road congestion at the existing airports, 

economic development of the new sites, and lower oosts./16/ 

APPROV AI.S REQUIRED 

SFIA Powers and Responsibilities 

Comments 

" ... (T]he airport see~ to be an arcane, autonomous, proprietary entetprise, answerable 

primarily, if not exclusively, to no one but its customers, the airlines. The EIR should expose in 

detail the airport's powers, authority, and autonomy, and its responsibilities to San Francisco 

government, San Mateo County government and other government entities, and to the general 

public." (Cllarles Kroupa, letter of 10/17/91 and public hearing of 10/17/91) 

"Page 167, Noise Abatement Program: ... 

"The SFIA Roundtable is an advisory forum only. It has no authority. The Roundtable made 12 

suggestions to the AiJport Commission when the current airport noise regulations were being 

evaluated for adoption. E.even of the twelve were rejected. 1bis has been the AiJport 

Com.mission's pattern in response to the Roundtable. Suggestions are usually completely 

ignored ... 

"Page 169: 

"With no authority in ALUC or the Roundtable, it is standard policy for the airport commission 

to overturn or ignore any policies initiated by these bodies." (Duane Spence, AiJport Mitigation 

Coalition) 

"Also, when you look at the development of this, and I don't know what the right forum is, but as 

we look at M&;ion Bay and some of the office buildings - and those projects have made certain, 

or planned to make certain contn"butions to economic development, job opportunity, whatever -

to what extent can we be involved with the d~veloper of this big project to look at the variom 

populations of San Franc~ participating in a project as huge as this?" (Com.missioner Sewell) 

Respome 

As one coni.menter points out, SFIA w a re~atively autonomous enterprise and one that 

does have responsibility to its tenants, the airlines. But SFIA is responsible also to a wide 
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range of other organizations, agencies, and individuals, including the Federal Aviation 

Administration, the California Department of Transponation, various regional and local 

agencies, and the general public. As noted in the EIR (p.18), SFIA is owned by and under 

the jurisdiction of the City and County of San Francisco; the governing body of SFIA, the 

Airports Commission, is appointed by the Mayor of San Francisco. With regard to the 

SFIA Master Plan, SFIA's powers and responsibilities are identified in the EIR under SFIA 

Master Plan Approval Process (pp. 73-76), Land Use and Plans (pp. 78-124 and pp. 250-

264), and applicable portions ofEIR technical sections. SFIA powers, limitations and 

responsibilities are further explained in C&R Appendix A, Attachment D, Background to 

Airport Operations and above, under Project Sponsor Objectives and Approach, Public 

Participation in Master Planning Process, and Project Costs (pp. C&R.12, 17, 19-20, 26-28 

herein). 

As noted in the EIR on p. 167, the Airport /Community Roundtable is a community group 

that monitors SFIA implementation of SFIA's Noise Abatement Program, which includes 

actions identified in the 1981 Airport Noise Mitigation Action Plan. The commenter is 

correct in stating that the SFIA Roundtable is an advisory forum only. As explained in the 

EIR on pp. 168-169, the San Mateo County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) has 

authority regarding noise compatibility standards for land uses near SFIA, but has no 

authority over actual Airport operations. 

The actions by SFIA in response to concerns expressed by the Airport /Community 

Roundtable or the ALUC are within the EIR's scope only to the extent that they are related 

to the physical environmental impacts of the SFIA Master Plan or the identification or 

adoption of specific mitigation measures. Responses to comments regarding noise impacts 

and mitigation measures appear below, on pp. C&R.194-313 herein. 

As noted in the EIR on pp. 73-74, the Final EIR on the SFIA Master Plan will be presented 

to the San Francisco City Planning Commission for certification as to ac.curacy, 

objectivity, and completeness. The Planning Commission does not have approval 

authority over the SFIA Master Plan itself, because this authority rests solely in the 

Airports Commission. This relationship is unlike the Planning Commission's jurisdiction 

over private developers who need building permits or conditional use permits. The 

Planning Commission's powers vary from project to project, depending on the specific 

conditions, requirements of the City Charter, etc.; in the case of privately sponsored 

projects and some conditional use authorization for public projects, the Planning 
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J Com.m~ion may have power to require changes in the project itself. However, with 

respect to the SFIA Master Plan, the Planning Commission is empowered only to decide 

on matters of CEQA compliance. 

For clarification of approvals necessary, the following changes are made in Section 11.E. of 

the EIR, under Master Plan Approval Process. The first sentence of the last paragraph on 

p. 73 is amended to read as follows: 

Publication of the DEIR will be followed by a 4S- to 60-day public comment period, 
including at least one public bearing on the Draft EIR before the San Francisco City 
Planning CommiMion (the certifying body of the "lead agency" under CEQA). 

The following text is added to the EIR, at the end of the first paragraph on p. 74: 

Approval of the SFIA Master Plan is a separate action from EIR certification, and 
will include public hearings to be held by the Airports CommiMion. 

Concerned A&encies 

Comment 

"The pro~ project is considered to be of major magnitude. It will have significant 

transportation impacts on the surrounding freeway network and on the arterial street network of 

surrounding communities. We have met with the Airport's consultant regarding proposals to 

modify existing highway facilities in Caltram right-of-way. To date, we have seen only 

conceptual plans which do not consider Caltram Design Standards and/or policy. Please contact 

Caltram District 4, Project Development-Peninsula Branch regarding design details for highway 

facilities, and/or for any pro~ls that may affect existing c:&ltrans highways and/or right-of­

way." (Preston Kelley, Caltrans) 

Respome 

1be comment above is consistent with, and further clarifies, the first paragraph on p. 75 of 

the EIR. FW1her relevant action is the responsibility of the Airports Co~ion and 

SFIA staff following action on the Master Plan. 
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Comment 

" ... Under the C&lifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City and County of San 

Francisco is the Lead Agency and the [State Lands) Commission is a ~tee Agency. 

"Th.e State acquired sovereign ownership of all tidelands and submerged lands and beds of 

navigable waterways upon its admission to the United States in 1850. The State holds these 

lands for the benefit of all the people of the State for the statewide public trmt purposes of 

waterborne commerc.e, navigation, fisheries, water-related recreation, habitat preservation, and 

open space. Toe landward boundaries of the State's sovereign interests are generally based upon 

the ordinary high water marks of these waterways as they last naturally existed. Thus, such 

boundaries may not be readily apparent from present day site inspectiom. The State's ungranted 

sovereign interests are under this jurisdiction of the State Lands Commission. 

"The pro~ project is located on historic and/or existing tidelands and submerged lands 

granted in trust by the Legislature to the City and County of San Francisco pursuant to Chapter 

987, Statutes of 1943, as amended. Uses involving granted tidelands mmt be comistent with the 

public trust and the applicable granting statutes. The City, as grantee, has the day-to-day 

administration of these lands and the [State Lands) Commission retains oversight authority. A 

permit from the Commission will, therefore, not be required. 

"We would appreciate being kept informed of this project as well as other pro~ projects 

involving the use of tidelands and submerged lands affecting this grant" (Diane Jones, State 

Lands Commission) 

Response 

1be following text is added to the EIR, as a new paragraph at the end of p. 74: 

1be pro~ SFIA Master Plan project is located on historic and/or existing 
tidelands and submerged lands granted in trust by the California Legislature to the 
City and County of San Francisco pursuant to Chapter 987, Statutes of 1943, as 
amended. Uses involving granted tidelands must be consistent with the public trust 
and the applicable granting statutes. The City, as grantee, bas the day-to-day 
administration of these lands and the State Lands Com.mission retaim oversight 
authority. ,A permit from the State Lands Commission will, therefore, not be 
required./20b/ 
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The following footnote is added to the EIR, p. 77: 

/'20b/ Jones, Diane, State Lands Commission staff, letter, August 14, 1991. 

Comment 

, "1be [Bay Conservation and Development] Commission has jurisdiction over all areas subject to 

tidal action of San Francisco Bay and all areas within 100 feet of the Bay. From the information 

contained in the Draft EIR, it appears that the only facilities proposed by the draft Master Plan 

within the Commission's jurisdiction are the doclc in Seaplane Harbor and portions of 

improvements to the North Field Access R~d. Most other proposed improvements would be 

located outside the Commission's jurisdiction, but within an area designated in the Bay Plan for 

airport priority use. 

"The Commission will consider applications for any work within its jurisdiction based on the 

policies of the McAteer-Petris Act and the Bay Plan. In considering the proposed dock in 

Seaplane Harbor, the Commission must fmd, among other things, that the use of the dock would 

be water-oriented, that the dock itself would be the minimum size necessary to achieve its 

purpose, that there was no feasible upland location for some or all of the dock, that the placement 

of the doclc would minimize any harmful effects on fish and wildlife resources, water quality, and 

marshes and mudflats, and that any significant impacts on the Bay would be mitigated. 

"In considering the expansion of the roadway, we understand that all work would occur on 

existing land. 1berefore, the Commission must fmd that the use of the roadway would be 

consistent with the airport priority use designation and that the maximum feasible public access 

consistent with the project would be provided. All other proposed improvements outside the 

Commission's jurisdiction but within the Airport appear to be generally consistent with the 

airport priority use designation of the Bay Plan." (Steven A McAdam, San Francisco Bay 

Conservation a.lid Development Commission) 

Response 

The comment above is consistent with, and further clarifies, text on pp. 74, 117·118, and 

259 of the EIR; the proposed multi-use harbor dock facility is noted on pp. S4 and 56 of 

the EIR. The following text is added to the EIR, at the end of the third full paragraph on p. 

74: 
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In considering the proposed dock in Seaplane Harbor, BCDC must find, among other 
things, that the use of the dock would be water-oriented, that the dock itself would be 
the minimum size ne.cesury to achieve its purpose, that there was no feasible upland 
location for some or all of the dock, that the placement of the dock would minimize 
any harmful effects on fhh and wildlife resources, water quality, and marshes and 
mudflats, and that any significant impacts on the Bay would be mitigated./208/ 

In considering the expansion of the roadway, BCDC mmt fmd that the me of the 
roadway would be c.onsistent with the airport priority use designation and that the 
maximum feasible public acce.,s consistent with the project would be provided. All 
other proposed improvements outside BCDC"s jurisdiction but within the Airport 
appear to be generally consistent with the airport priority use designation of the Bay 
Plan./20a/ 

The following footnote is added to the EIR, p. 77: 

/'20a/ McAdam, Steven A., San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development 
Commwion, letter, Augmt S, 1991. 

Other Agency Jurisdiction 

Comment 

"The caiifomia Department of 1iansportation, Division of Aeronautics, bas reviewed the above. 

referenced document with respect to the Division's area of expertise as required by CEQA Since 

no runway extemion, relocations or additions are included in this propoAI, the State Airport 

Permit for San Francisco International Airport should not be affected ... " (Sandy Hesnard, 

Depar1ment ofTramportation, Division of Aeronautics) 

Response 

1be comment above is consistent with, and further clarifies, text on p. 75 of the EIR. The 

following text is added to the ER, at the end of the second paragraph on p. 75: 

Since no runway extensiom, relocatiom or additions are included in the SFlA Master 
Plan, the State Airport Permit for San Francisco International Airport should not be 
affected by the project. /20c/ 

The following footnote is added to the EIR, p. 77: 

C&R.43 



./ 

J 

/20C/ Hesnard, Sandy, C.alifornia Department of Tramportation, Division of 
Aeronautics, letter, September S, 1991. 

NOTF.S • Project Description 

/1/ U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, Adv.wary Circular 
No. 150/5070..6A, June 1985. 

/2/ Metropolitan Transportation C'.ommission (MTC), Regional Airport System Plan (RASP) 
Update, preliminary draft working paper, "Ciapter 6. Aviation Demand Forecasts," Draft 
presented by MTCs outside consultant, TRA Airport Comulting, at the December 4, 1991 
quarterly meeting of the MTC Regional Airport Planning C'.ommittee (RAPC}. 
C'.omparative Bay Area air carrier airport passenger forecasts were compiled from the 
respective airpon master plans; the MTC RAPC; FAA San Francisco 1986 HUB Forecast; 
1991 FAA National Forecast; 1990 FAA Terminal Area Forecast; and the 1989 Caltrans 
California Aviation System Plan (CASP). 

/3/ Roddin, Marc, Manager of ~eaport and Airport Planning, Metropolitan Transportation 
C'.ommission, interview, April 22, 1992. 

/4/ Brittle, Chris, Manager, Planning, Metropolitan Tramportation C'.ommission, letter to 
Barbara Sahm, September 16, 1991. 

/SI Costas, John, Auistant Administrator, Planning and C'.onstruction, San Francisco 
International Airport, letter, March 9, 1992. 

/6/ Major U.S. airports such as LaGuardia and Washington National continue to operate 
despite severely congested ground access conditions. 

nl Shoenfeld, W.M., LAX Deputy Executive Director, January 15, 1992 memo to LAX Board 
of Airport C'.ommissioners. 

/8/ Wells, Rick, Facilities Planning Bureau, Los Angeles International Airport, telephone 
conversation with SFIA staff, February 12, 1992 

/9/ Costas, John, Auistant Administrator, Planning and C'.onstruction, San Francisco 
International Airport, letter, March 6, 1992 

/10/ Board of Supervisors Master Bond Resolution #34-92 adopted January 6, 1992. 

/11/ John F. Brown & Company, "Traffic and Engineering Report," February 28, 1992 

/12/ Buchbinder, Alan, Senior Financial Analyst, Port Authority of New York and N~w Jersey, 
telephone conversation with SFIA staff, February 3, 1992 

/13/ Costas, John, Auistant Administrator, Planning and C'.onstruction, San Francisco 
International Airport, interview, April 9, 1992 
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/14/ Costas, John, Assistant Administrator, Planning and Comtruction, San Francisco 
International Airport, telephone conversation, October 2, 1991. 

/1S/ Metropolitan Tramportation Commission, 1990 Air Passenger Survey, August 1991. 

/16/ California Department ofTramportation, CaliforniaAviationSystemPlan (CASP), 
Executive Summary, August 31, 1991. 
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AIRFIELD CAPACITY AND DELAY 

The Notes for this section begin on p. C&R.55. 

RELATIONSHIP TO PROPOSED SFIA IMPROVEMENTS 

Comments 

"I didn't understand from the beginning why this doesn't deal with runways. Maybe there is 

some magic answer if you are going to have this much more traffic. 

"One of my questions is, how does San Francisco Airport compare with other major airports in 

tenns of delays? I think I have read that we are bad about flights being on time. If we are 

increasing by 2006 this much, I don't know how it can happen without increased runways. It 

seems to me we need to know how much more often planes will have to land, what is the spacing 

between the planes. If the planes are coming that often, even if they aren't louder, does the noise 

increase because the planes, two or three are coming in at once. Maybe it's in here. I have not 

read every word of this. I have tried to look at the kind of things I think will be a problem. 

"It's hard for me to understand, I guess the Airport Commission makes the decision as to whether 

to expand or not But for the public to support this expansion, I don't think they or a planning 

commission, for instance, have the infonnation they will need." (Commissioner Bierman) 

"There is no mention of-- there is no renouncement in effect of a new runway. I cannot fathom a 

$1. 7 billion expansion proposal with no runway extensions or additional runways proposed. The 

FAA's policy is to encourage airports to develop to the capacity of their facilities. If they have a 

huge amount of the capital improvements in their land side facilities, terminals, et cetera, and the 

main point of congestion constriction ... the stricture point is the capacity of the runways, I am 

sure the FAA will encourage runway expansion. I think that ought to be examined in this EIR, 

albeit it isn't mentioned as part of the airport's capital improvement program." (Charles Kroupa) 

" ... [11he Master Plan deals with so-called land-side development only; that is, consideration of 

additional runways to deal with increased traffic is the subject of a separate study, the Runway 

Reconfiguration Sru.dy. The DEIR accepts an assumption in the Master Plan that additional or 

lengthened runways at SFIA are not necessarily dictated by implementation of the Master Plan. 

The Committee questions this assumption, notes the on-going Runway Reconfiguration Study 
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(which does consider new and lengthened runways at SFIA) and points out that additional 

environmental problems for San Francisco will be created by the addition of new or lengthened 

runways at SFIA. The DEIR should not simply accept the Master Plan assumptions in this 

respect." (Timothy Treacy, Airport Noise Committee) 

Response 

In 1989, SFIA had approximately 70 delays per 1,000 operations. Of 22 airports studied, 

those that had more delays were the three New York area airports (Kennedy, Newark, and 

LaGuardia International Airports), and Chicago O'Hare International Airport. Seven 

percent of SFIA operations were delayed 15 minutes or more in 1989; the airports with a 

higher percentage of delays were Newark, LaGuardia, and O'Hare. SFIA was one of 21 

airports exceeding 20,000 hours of annual aircraft delay in 198811/ 

Nationally, weather was the primary cause of operations delayed 15 minutes or more in 

1989. Terminal air traffic volume was the second most frequent cause of delays nationally. 

('The percent of total delays caused by terminal volume increased from 9 percent in 1988 to 

29 percent in 1989.) Other causes of aircraft delays nationally included air traffic center 

volume, runway construction, and equipment interruptionsJI/ 

The primary objective of the SFIA Master Plan is to provide the basis for implementing 

changes in the use of all Airport-owned landside facilities to improve the efficiency and 

cost-effectiveness of Airport operations (p. 1.1 of the SFIA Master Plan, emphasis added). 

The SFIA Master Plan evaluated the airside facilities (runways) and determined that 

runway extensions or additional runways were not necessary and that "the airfield capacity 

appears adequate to accommodate all of the scheduled air carrier traffic" (p 7.15 of the 

SFIA Master Plan). As discussed on p. C&R.51 herein, the EIR independently evaluated 

airfield capacity (pp. 65-72 of the EIR and Appendix J, pp. A.179-180) to determine 

"whether there could be airfield constraints that could cause additional environmental 

effects" (p. 72 of the EIR). 

There are no federal monies contemplated, nor will federal monies be used for the 

development of, landside facilities under the SFIA Master Plan. Conseg~ently, the FAA 

has neither approved nor disapproved the SFIA Master Plan for the purpose of receiving 

federal funding. 
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The FAA is co-sponsoring airport capacity task forces at major airports to assess how 

airport development and new technology could "optimize" capacity on a site-specific basis. 

The Bay Area Airports Capacity Task Force Study, completed in 1987, is discussed on 

pp.68 -70 and A.173 -A.177 of the EIR. Table 1-1 on p.A.174 Iists the Task Force's 

Recommended Action Plan for SFIA. The improvements included in the Action Plan 

range from airfield construction to air-traffic-control improvements, the installation of 

navigational aids, and user improvements (such as regional redistribution of air traffic, 

discussed on pp. C&R.77-84 herein). The construction of a new runway at SFIA is listed 

as a recommended improvement "for which the benefits in delay reduction must be 

evaluated in terms of its environmental and economic consequences by groups outside the 

task force" (EIR p.A.177). 

With regard to the Runway Reconfiguration Study, between 1977 and 1981 San Francisco 

Airport participated in a Joint Land Use Study with San Mateo County and Cities 

surrounding the airport. The purpose of the study was to define and solve the problems 

created by aircraft noise on residential areas. A number of solutions were proposed and 

many have been implemented under the Airport Noise Mitigation Plan and through the 

efforts of the Airport / Community Roundtable. One solution proposed during the Joint 

Land Use Study was a reconfiguration of the Airport runway system. However, it was 

never adopted or evaluated, primarily because of its potential impact on the Bay. 

Since that time, the runway reconfiguration solution has been brought up several times. 

Consequently, on December 8, 1988, the San Mateo County Regional Planning 

Commission I Airport Land Use Commission (RPC/ Al.UC) voted to request the Airport to 

study a reconfiguration of the runway system as a potential noise abatement measure. 

They passed the following motion: 

"The Regional Planning Commission endorses the initiation of a study to determine the 
feasibility of a runway reconfiguration at San Francisco International Ai.rpon as a noise 
abatement measure; provide that such endorsement shall not imply advanced approval of 
any findings of the study particularly any recommendation for the future filling of San 
Francisco Bay." 

On December 13, 1988 the Airport/Community Roundtable unanimously voted to request 

the Airport to undertake this study. 
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On January 17, 1989, the Airports Commission considered the request of RPC/ALUC and 

the Roundtable and voted to undertake this feasibility study in the following resolution: 

"That this Commission, in support of i1s policies for mitigating and abating aircraft noise 
on surrounding communities, wishes to undertake a study of reconfiguring the Airport's 
runway system to determine whether such reconfiguration will abate noise on surrounding 
communities, and to determine the cost and benefits thereof." 

The primary objective of the study was to determine runway alternatives that would 

eliminate noise impact on surrounding communities within the criteria set forth by the 

State of California Noise Standards, Title 21 (zero impacted homes in the 65 CNEL noise 

impact boundary.) Secondary objectives include a) mitigation of single event, overflight, 

and backblast noise,. b) minimization of other environmental impacts and economic costs, 

and c) enhancement of airspace/airfield safety and broad based economic benefits./21 

The study has three phases, each requiring Commission approval to proceed to the next 

phase: 

Phase I Determine if noise impacts can be abated by reconfiguring the runways; 
preliminary identification of alternatives; 

Phase Il Develop engineering concepts and more detailed analysis of altemative(s) 
selected by Commission for further study; and 

Phase Ill Preparation of environmental impact documents./2/ 

According to SFIA staff, the first phase of the study took approximately six months to 

complete. During the study there were nine public meetings, two of which were public 

workshops. The Phase I Draft report was completed and distributed in July 1990. It 

identified four p<mible runway reconfiguradom that potentially could achieve the primary 

objective of the study. Many secondary objectives were achieved but not all. None of the 

alternatives would increase the maximum capacity of the existing runway system. 1be 

Airport/Community Roundtable held a public workshop at its regularly scheduled meeting_ 

on August 1, 1990 to review the preliminary results of the report and receive further input 

from the public. On the basis of comments made at the meeting and by members of the 

Round.table on December 8, 1990, the Round.table requested the Airport to conduct 

additional analysis under the Phase I portion of the study, to further identify the noise 

mitigation benefits of the propmed alternative runways. This addidonal scope of work is 
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currently being defmed. If the Commission approves additional work, the Airport can 

redirect its resources to continue with additional analysis in the Phase I report. 

SFIA staff notes that the Draft Phase I report does not conclude overall feasibility 

(technical, environmental, economic/financial) of reconfiguring the runway system. If 

upon completion of Phase I, the noise mitigation benefits of the proposed alternative 

runways warrant further study, as determined by the Airport Community Round.table and 

the San Mateo City / County Association of Governments / Airport Land Use Commission 

(formerly RPC/ALUC), the Airports Commission, by request of these bodies, will consider 

proceeding with the next phase of the study to determine feasibility in further detail. If the 

benefits do not warrant further analysis, the study will conclude. 

The EIR indicates how often planes would land every hour on the average day of the peak 

travel month in 2006 (Appendix J) to carry the forecast passenger traffic within the present 

conditions of airfield capacity. Aircraft separation is under the sole jwisdiction of the 

FAA. The FAA has to consider not only air traffic entering SFIA but traffic operating to, 

from, and transiting the airports located throughout the Bay Area. Different weather 

conditions warrant different flight rules (IFR, VFR) and different standards for aircraft 

separation. Aircraft separation can be controlled by time, distance, altitude and speed with 

all these factors operating simultaneously. The FAA's airaaft separation criteria were 

considered in the EIR's evaluations of runway capacity. 

AIRFIELD CAPACITY, AIRCRAFr DELAY, AND ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

Comments 

" .•. The DEIR tteats the issue of airfield capacity and the cumulative effects of more flights 

inadequately. There is legitimate concern that the Master Plan improvements will lead to a 

situation of increased delay and congestion, thereby increasing demand for more airfield capacity 

through additional runways or other changes. Although the Master Plan states that capacity is 

sufficient until the year 2006, the DEIR should independently asseu and verify this statement 

Cumulative impacts of more flights on capacity needs examination." (Timothy Treacy, Airport 

Noise Committee) 

" ... Although the airport claims that airfield capacity is sufficient, the DEIR should 

independently verify this claim ... " (Curt Holzinger) 
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"One other thing that also is not discussed in here, and ... there is no mitigation. .. and that is the 

relatiombip between runway capacitr, delays and the further impac~ on the environment If you 

talk about some of the delays that they anticipate in the year 2006 in te~ of airplanes stacking 

up, that has a direct effect on people, the parking capacity, the transportation capacity, people are 

waiting longer, it tends to congest the airport a lot more. 

"One of the mitigatiom for that might be, in fact, increasing runway capacity. That may not be 

the only mitigation, certainly not the only mitigation. There is no discussion of that relatiomhip 

as to how delays in the airport ... as people are waiting longer, might affect the uansportation 

and other aspects of that, which I think there should be some discmsion on since they're not 

talking about runway expansion. Basically all we're ta1king about is expanding off site, and when 

they expand off site with existing runways and accommodating increased demand, it's going to 

cause increased delays." (Commissioner Engmann) 

Response 

The BIR (pp. 65-72) includes summaries of analyses of airfield capacity and delay prepared 

for the SFIA Master Plan, San Francisco Bay Area Airpom Task Force Study, and 

California Aviation System Plan. It also independently evaluates the ability of the existing 

runway system to accommodate arriving and departing aircraft on an hourly basis in 1996 

and 2006 (AppendixJ, pp. A179-180). 

The EIR analysis in Appendix J is based on a comervative assumption that the 1990 

pattern of peak flight schedules would increase proportionally over the next 15 yeats. 

Under this assumption, the existing runway system is able to accommodate the forecast 

level of aircraft operatiom in the future during good weather conditiom (61 percent of the 

time) with 22 percent of the total daily (average day peak month) flights delayed, and 

during less-than-optimal weather conditiom (25 percent of the time) with S. 7 percent of the 

flights delayed. 

The.se potential delays could be further reduced or eliminated if airlines were to reschedule 

flights to off-peak hours. Current trends in the domestic airline industry indicate that the · 

ind:mtry will be dominated by four to five major airlines that will transport the majority of 

future pagengers in the U.S. 'Ibis tramition is now occuning by way of meraets and 

bankruptcies. This domination and comolidation would reduce the large number of airlines 
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that now schedule unprofitable flights during peak hows to maintain a competitive market 

presence. Thus, delays may be reduced as an indirect result of market forces. 

The effects of average airaaft delays, as estimated in the FAA Capacity Task Force study, . 
on aircraft noise, air pollution, and fuel consumption at SFIA are discussed in the EIR, in 

Sections IV.C., Noise, IV .D., Air Quality, and IV .E., Energy (beginning on pp. 335, 357. 

and 367, respectively). As the commenter suggests, there is no discussion in the EIR of 

the relationship between airaaft delays and tramportation impacts. Accordingly, the 

following is inserted at the end of the Transportation Impacts section on p. 328 of the EIR: 

Effects of Potential Aircraft Delays 

It is possible that because of operational constraints and future delays, there would be 
changes in the forecast ground ttaffic using the Aiiport Tables J-1 and J-2, in 
Appendix J, pp. A.179-180, show the existing number of flights per hour in 1990, 
and the forecast number of flights per hour in 1996 and 2006. 

Using the information on Tables J-1 and J-2, in 1996 and 2006 there would be no 
more than one hour of delay for any flight under optimum visual flight rules (61 
percent of the time). Under le.than-optimum visual flight rules (25 percent of the 
time), there would be no more than one hour of delay for any flight in 1996, and 
there would be more then one hour of delay for only five flights in 2006. Under 
more adverse weather conditions there could be additional delays to flights. 

During instrument flight rules (IFR) conditions, which occur about 5.6 percent of the 
time, the existing SF1A airfield would not accommodate the number of flights 
forecast per hour in 1996 and 2006 with implementation of the SF1A Master Plan, if 
such conditions were to persist throughout a 24-hour period. (IFR conditions at 
SF1A generally occur over shorter periods; a review of SF1A weather summaries for 
1990 showed that in the summer, IFR conditions generally occuned only in the early 
morning and late evening hours.) Even if the forecast flights were spread throughout 
the entire 24·bour period to maximize use of the airfield, the airfield could not 
accommodate the total number of daily flights 'forecast, even assuming that the 
airfield were to operate at capacity every hour. (Although Appendix J does not 
include an analysis of the airfield's ability to accommodate.flights forecast for 2006 
without the SFIA Master Plan, it is likely that the result would be similar to that 
descnbed here.) 

The effecas of these delays on surface transportation impacts at or near SFIA cannot 
be estimated quantitatively. The delays could affect the hourly distn'bution of trips 
made by pa.uengers, people going to ~ Aiiport to pick up passengers, and 
employees. It i; possible that passengers aware of substantial flight delays would 
delay their trips to the airport; alternatively, these pa.uengers would experience the 
aircraft delay in the SF1A terminal building. People uavelling to the Airport to pick 
up arriving or drop off departing pa.uengers might also delay their trips to the 
Airport, or wait longer in the terminal building for the flight to arrive or deparl The 
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number of airline or airline support employees working during a particular shift 
might change to accommodate the services needed by delayed aircraft 

The potential change in the hourly distnbution of trips could result in the spreading 
out of peak forecast travel. The estimates of airaaft delay in Appendix J were 
developed assuming that the 1990 pattern of peak flight schedules would increase 
proportionally over the next 1S years. If the airlines were to reschedule flights to off­
peak hours, such rescheduling would have a similar effect on the hourly distribution 
of forecast surface vehicle traffic. 

The effects of this redistnbution of trips on traffic impacts near the Airport would 
depend on the change in the number of Uips during the peak hours on the 
surrounding roadway network. As noted on p. 280, the peak hours studied in the 
analysis of traffic impacts represent the peak hours on the network, not the air traffic 
peak hours. There could be more or fewer vehicle 1rips during the peak hours on the 
surrounding network, depending on when the airaaft delays occur and how long the 
delays are. 

If people travelling to the Airport to pick up or drop off passengers wait at the 
Airport, the demand for parking spaces during certain hours could increase. The 
turnover of short-term parking spaces in the parking garage and the GTC would be 
affected by flight delays. Vehicles could be required to circulate for longer periods 
of time before finding an available space. 

Because the impacts of aircraft delays on surface traffic impacts are not known, no 
mitigation for such impacts is idenitified in the EIR. 

SFIA AND MTC ESTIMATES OF AIRFIEI.D CAPACITY 

Comments 

" ... I want to add to the Committee's comments requesting more ac.curate forecasts a statement 

of concern that the data on operations capacity contained in the SFIA Master Plan documents and 

in the DEIR do not comport with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) data 

recently added to the DEIR on SFIA operations (departures and arrivals) for the Master Plan 

period. The MTC data projects that operations at SFIA will exceed present capacity well before 

the year 2006 (the end of the Master Plan period), while the Master Plan documents state that 

airport capacity is sufficient to handle the enormous expansion proposed up to the year 2006. 

This discrepancy must be addressed both in order to project as accurately as possible the 

consequences of airport expansion on the health and quality of life of San F~isco residents 

(and even on property values in the affected parts of our City and County), and to identify and 

assess the utility of available alternative means of mitigation. •. " (Carol Gamble) 
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"The DEIR treats the ~ue of airfield capacity and the cumulative effecm of more flights 

inadequately ... In Attachment B, which was provided by your office, the M.T.C. Regional. 

Airport System Plan Update suggests that in fact airfield capacity will be exceeded during the 

Master Plan period. In that document, Exluoit 4.23 shows SFlA annual service volume to be 

500,000 operations per year, with 86.1 % of that volume currently in use. Since the Master Plan 

projects an increase of over 100,000 operations, the volume would appear to be exceeded before 

the year 2006." ( Curt Holzinger) 

" ... (l]n the new data that was provided from MTC -· and tbi., gets to the question of capacity -

the airport has argued that capacity, airfield capacity at the airpon, is adequate through the year 

2006, for the Master Plan period. In the information provided by MTC on the chart in Appendix 

B on Page 4.23, that information indicates that the annual service volume, which is descn'bed as 

the annual runway capacity of San Francisco International Airpon, is 500,000 aircraft, 500,000 

operations. And, currently, it is operating at 86 percent capacity. 

"The Master Plan says that there will be an inaeasc of over 100,000 operations. If you take the 

MTC data and the Master Plan data, tbi.1 would indicate that the annual service volume of the 

airfield will be exceeded, i.e., there is a capacity problem here that bas not been addressed. We 

raised this issue two years ago, and it is still not addressed." (Curt Holzinger, Airport Noise 

Committee) 

Respome 

As c.orrectly stated by the commenters, Exhibit 4.23 of Attachment B, C&R Appendix A, 

"MTC Regional Airport System Plan" (excerpts), shows an estimated annual service 

volume for SFIA of 500,000 operations. The annual service volume for SFIA was also 
estimated at 500,000 operations in the C&lifomia Aviation System Plan (CASP), as noted 

on p. 72 ~f the EIR. With these estimates of annual service volume used as a measure of 

airfield capacity, the numbers of aircraft operations forecast for 2006 with the SFIA Master 

Plan would exceed SFIA airfield capacity. According to the CASP, increases in aircraft 

operations beyond the annual service volume result in rapid inaeases in airaaft delays, 

and deterioration of levels of service on the airfield (as stated on p. 66 of the EIR.) 

In tbe CA.SP, however," ••• it is reoognized that for many airports .•. the peak hour .•• 

capacity i.1 a more important and relevant measure of an airport's airfield capacity than the 

annual service volume .•• " (p.66 of the EIR). For that reason, peak-~ur capacity was 
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growth trends over the last 15 years, and makes reference to an Association of Bay Area 

Governments (ABAG) study suggesting that the region•s growth rates are likely to 

continue. According to the SFIA Master Plan, 

"In order to adjust to such growth patterns in a region as dynamic and economically 
healthy as the Bay Area, the infrastructure must be continually upgraded and extended to 
avoid congestion and inefficiencies. 

"San Francisco International Airport is a key element of this infrastructural improvement 
program. Recent widenings and ramp additions to the Bayshore Freeway adjacent to the 
Airport have improved ingress and egress for both passenger and cargo traffic. However, if 
the Airport is to be capable of handing the additional traffic generated by the area's current 
scale of economic growth, these improvements must be matched by significant 
restructuring of circulation systems, parking, and passenger/cargo handling facilities within 
the Airport properties. 

"Clearly, San Francisco International Airport is reactive to and acts only as a conduit to 
serve the economic growth of the Bay Area" (SFIA Final Draft Master Plan, p. 7.1) 

As pointed out above, under Project Sponsor Objectives and Approach (p. C&R.8-18 

herein), CEQA does not require analysis of economic or social impacts unless they are 

related to or caused by physical changes to the environment: "[T]here must be a physical 

change resulting from the project directly or indirectly before CEQA will apply" (State 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15131). The EIR therefore does not analyze, nor draw 

conclusions regarding, the regional economic role of SFIA and its Master Plan. Similarly, 

the EIR does not critique the SFIA Master Plan1s broadly-stated assumptions regarding 

future economic growth in the Bay Area (It may be noted that the latest preliminary 

ABAG employment growth forecasts for the 1990s are scaled back relative to the 

employment forecasts for the 1990s contained in ABAG's Projections '90. However, the 

reduction in expected regional job growth is not statistically significant.)/1/ 

While not required in the EIR, an analysis of SFIA's role in the regional economy could be 

conducted by the Airports Commission in its capacity as the decision-making body of the 

Lead Agency (the City and County of San Francisco), if the Airports Commission decides 

to approve the SFIA Master Plan (and tlie EIR has been certified). According to CEQA, 

''[a] public agency may approve a project even though the project would cause a significant 

effect on the environment if the agency makes a fully informed and publicly disclosed 

decision that: (a) There is no feasible way to lessen or avoid the significant effect. .. and 
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(b) specifically identified expected benefits from the project outweigh the policy of 

reducing or avoiding significant environmental impacts of the project" (CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15043). 

Regional Future of Air Travel in California 

Broad-based research, analysis and policy planning for the regional and state aviation 

systems are the subjects of the in-progress ABAG/MTC Regional Airport System Plan 

(RASP) Update and the Caltrans California Aviation System Plan (CASP), respectively 

(these plans are discussed in the EIR on pp. 108, 112-114 and 258). Additional 

information on how SFIA and the SFIA Master Plan fit into the regional and state aviation 

systems is provided below, under Regional Airport System Plan (RASP) Update, Regional 

Forecasts and Capacities, and Decentralization/Redistribution of Aviation Activity; 

Capacities and Plans of Other Regional Airports (pp. C&R.60-66, C&R.66-73 and 

C&R. 75-85 herein). 

According to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), airport planning in the United 

States is performed at several levels above the individual airport master planning level. 

The National Plan oflntegrated Airport Systems is a ten-year plan, published biennially by 

the FAA, that lists public-use airports considered to be in the national interest and eligible 

for federal planning and development funding. Statewide Integrated Airport Systems 

Planning "identifies the general location and characteristics of new airports and the general 

expansion needs of existing airports to meet statewide air transportation goals."/'}) This 

function is performed in California by the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics, which 

prepares the CASP. Regional/Metropolitan Integrated Airport Systems Planning 

"identifies airport needs for large regional/metropolitan areas. Needs are stated in general 

terms and incorporated into statewide system plans."/'}) This function is performed in the 

San Francisco Bay Area by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (M'fC), which 

prepares regional airport plans in conjunction with ABAG and incorporates resulting 

policies into the Regional Transportation Plan. Airport master plans, according to the 

FAA, "are prepared by the operators of individual airports, usually with the assistance of 

consultants. They detail the specific long-range plans of the individual airport within the 

framework of statewide and regional/metropolitan system plans." I'}) 

According to the above-summarized FAA guidance, the SFIA Master Plan was prepared at 

the appropriate level: by the airport operator and its consultants. However, the SFIA 
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Master Plan is not formally "within the framework of statewide and regional/metropolitan 

system plans.11 1bis situation derives at least partly from lack of coordination and 

integration among the regional, state and federal planning levels. In relation to the Bay 

Area, regional and state aviation planning processes are not formally coordinated; 

consistency among the regional and state plans is not readily apparent, and neither the 

regional nor the state aviation planning agency has complete authority to fully implement 

all plan policies. In an effort to better coordinate aviation planning in California, a 11plan 

for planning" concept is being developed by the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics and the 

Regional Transportation Planning Agencies Aviation System Planning Committee. The 

"plan for planning" concept has three basic objectives: 1) coordinate aviation system 

planning at the state and regional levels, including inter-regionally; 2) Make the best use of 

scarce system planning funds, in coordination with the FAA; and 3) encourage the 

equitable distribution of system planning funds throughout the state./3/ Obstacles to the 

implementation of comprehensive regional and state aviation system plans are discussed 

further below, under Regional Forecasts and Capacities (pp. C&R.70-73 herein). Thus, in 

theory, individual airport master planning in a complex, multi-airport region such as the 

Bay Area should be integrated with aviation planning at the regional, state and federal 

levels, and each should address problems appropriate to that level In practice, without this 

degree of coordination, airport operators (by virtue of their site-specific knowledge and 

hands-on experience) generally perform the detailed facilities inventory and requirements 

analyses required for individual airport master planning. 

It is not known whether a consortium capable of independent and comprehensive master 

planning for SFIA could be assembled, nor how such a body would be managed and 

financed. Other large metropolitan regions, such as Los Angeles and New York, conduct 

planning for multiple airport development within the auspices of a municipal or regional 

agency or authority which has decision-making powe~ over several airports within the 

region. A regional agency similar to the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, 

which operates a multi-airport system in a region also characterized by congested airspace 

and ground transportation conditions, could potentially be established for the Bay Area in 

the future. Even if the political conditions existed for establishment of such an authority in 

the Bay Area, the practical need for individual airport master planning would not likely be 

completely eliminated (however, the objectives of the individual airport operators could 

differ under a regionally controlled system from their objectives under the existing 

structure). 
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Existence of a Bay Area airport authority, moreover, would not necessarily lead to the 

outcome desired by the commenter--that is, a comprehensive Master Plan for SFIA that 

would also be [the most] "environmentally sound." If the authority could optimize system­

wide resources by, for example, facilitating di version of aircraft from more-congested to 

less-congested airports within the system, overall environmental effects of regional 

aviation operations could potentially be reduced. But in developing airport and regional 

master plans, such an authority, as do the individual airports currently, would need to 

balance environmental soundness with numerous other planning concerns and criteria (i.e., 

fiscal and economic factors; airline industry trends and airline business decisions over 

which the airports have minimal influence; government regulations; demand forecasts; 

levels of service to customers; relations with surrounding governments and communities; 

and competition with other airports, regional "hubs," technologies and inter-city travel 

modes). 

The second commenter's assertion that SFIA is the Bay Area's designated Regional Airport 

is likely incorrect as no regional, state or federal authority is known to have made such a 

designation. As explained above, under Project Sponsor Objectives and Approach 

(pp. C&R.8-18 herein, SFIA is the region's largest airport in terms of passenger traffic and 

is larger than all of the other air carrier airports in the region combined. However, three 

other airports -- Metropolitan Oakland International Airport (MOIA), San Jose 

International Airport (SJIA) and Sonoma County Airport -- provide air carrier service to 

the Bay Area and can therefore also be considered Regional Airports. 

REGIONAL AIRPORT SYSTEM PLAN (RASP) UPDATE 

comments 

" ... As the regional transportation planning agency, MTC must develop and adopt a Regional 

Airport System Plan. The last regional airport plan was adopted in 1980, and the forecasts have 

been periodically reviewed and updated since that time ... MTC is now engaged in the 

comprehensive review and updating of the 1980 plan. The new RAP will examine airport system 

alternatives for 2005 and 2010." (Chris Brittle, Metropolitan Transportation Commission) 

" ... [I]n the project summary and then again in the alternatives, it does talk about MTC and other 

agencies thinking some of this business should go to other airports. But it doesn't flesh that out. 

We don't know what the traffic impacts are on San Jose or on Oakland. We don't know if their 
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traffic is so bad that we are wrong to say it should go there. It could be that it would be very 

advantageous for it to go there. But in this document, you can't tell that. 

"It seems to cry out for a regional EIR, a regional discussion of airports. I would think MTC 

would almost be demanding that, or the state, somebody in control. I don't think it should be just 

be up to one individual airport who maybe can make more money ... The stuff just isn't in here 

·to make an unbiased decision. The Airport Commission, with this data, is just thinking about 

themselves and not the good of the other people. I think they will have to take that posture 

because they don't have the information." (Commissioner Bierman) 

"First of all, the BIR essentially views this project in isolation. It views it as a separate project 

and makes just a cursory mention that other airports in the region are planning to expand. I think 

the entire picture of the entire region ought to be examined. Oakland and San Jose have equally, 

if not greater, ambitions for expansion than San Francisco. The FAA is encouraging smaller 

airports to expand for general aviation use. There are some proposed military base closures. And 

the future use of those air fields, we don't know. 

"I think the entire regional picture ought to be examined before this EIR is adopted. 'This EIR 

chose not to examine that. Consequently, I think we ought to wait until the Regional Planning 

Committee of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission issues its revised Regional Airport 

Plan and an BIR is done on that. That will examine the entire regional picture, hopefully. And I 

think in that context, we can then examine the expansion plans of the San Francisco Airport ... 

"With the expansion of the various airports in the bay region, what we are ... doing is creating a 

nice revenue generator. We are creating something to bcx>st the economy of the bay region. But 

we are not looking at the effects of that in their entirety." (Charles Kroupa) 

11 
•• .I believe that the plan and the EIR approval should be withheld until a thorough 

investigation can·be made by a regional agency, such as MTC, and pending the issuance of 

MTC's Regional Airport Plan, which should be forthcoming next year. To approve this EIR 

prior to that plan, I think, would be very premature. 11 (Charles Kroupa, public hearing of 

10/17/91) 

11 
••• Considering the multiple impacts detailed in the EIR for the SFIA alone, it is imperative that 
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regional coordination must be involved for all airports, and that the Regional Airport Plan needs 

to be updated before expansions take place." (Onnolee Trapp, Leagues of Women Voters of San 

Mateo County) 

"On page 4 a sentence reads 'Those plans [the Caltrans CASP, the FAA Capacity Task Force 

Study and the MTC RAP] do not include the same recommended means for meeting forecast 

demand.' After reading statements further along in the report, I suspect that the sentence means 

that only the SFIA report recommends use of the plan as outlined in the report, that all other 

reports conclude that SFO is a poor place to expand air service due to the overcrowded, overbuilt 

conditions, and the overwhelmed situation of ground transportation in and out of the area ... " 

(Patricia Clark) 

Response 

The second paragraph on p. 108 of the EIR has been split into two paragraphs and revised 

as follows: 

Regional Airport Plan (RAP). This Plan was prepared by MTC and ABAG to guide 
future aviation growth in the Bay Area, was adopted as an element of the MTC 
Regional Transportation Plan in March, 1975, and was subsequently revised as part 
of the 1980 edition of MTCs Regional Transportation Plan ./52,53/ Forecasts 
developed for the 1980 Rerional Airport Plan have been periodically reviewed and 
revised./53a/ An update of the 1980 Regional Airport Plan , known as the Regional 
Airport System Plan (RASP) Update, is currently in progress and slated for 
publication by the end of 1992. An Environmental Impact Report on the RASP 
Update is scheduled for completion in early 1993./53b/ 

The RASP Update [ ] will include historical, current and forecast levels of aviation 
activity in the Bay Area, data on Bay Area aviation facilities, capacities and 
requirements, including ground access, terminals, airfields, airspace, etc.; 
environmental and other constraints affecting the regional airport/aviation system; 
and a range of altemativq [] for coordinating regional aviation planning, 
investments in capacity-increasint: and other airport projects, and operations. The 
RASP Update will examine aia,ort system alternatives for 2005 and 2010./53a/ 

The following notes are added to p. 123 of the EIR: 

/53a/ Brittle, Chris, Manager, Planning, Metropolitan Transportation Commission, letter to 
Barbara Sahm, September 16, 1991. 
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/53b/ Rood.in, Marc, Manager of Seaport and Airport Planning, Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission, interview, April 22, 1992. 

The following text replaces the last paragraph on p. 258 of the EIR: 

MTC's Regional Airport System Plan (RASP) Update is scheduled for completion in 
1992. When complete, the RASP Update will provide a body of information on the 
existing regional system and its operations, expected future requirements, and 
recommendations for accommodating those future requirements. Tilis information 
can be used by decisionmakers within the region, including the a.iqx>rts themselves, 
in guiding capital improvement programs and related policy decisions.II, la/ SFIA 
and the other air carrier airports in the region are members of the Regional Airport 
Planning Committee (RAPC), and therefore have access to information that becomes 
available through the RASP Update process regarding the optimization of regional 
aviation resources and the minimization of overall environmental effects. 

No authority currently ~xists that can enforce the RASP; implementation of its 
policies and recommendations therefore depends principally on voluntary actions by 
the airports and airlines. MTC's own authority to implement elements of the RASP 
is generally indirect, in that MTC has responsibility for environmental review and 
funding approval on regional ground transportation projects, and authority to 
prioritize applications from airports within the region for limited California State 
aeronautics Capital Improvement Projects (CIP) funds (the statewide fund estimate 
for the next cycle, 1995-96, is only $2.l million)./lb/ MTC can thus potentially 
influence regional airport planning and operations primarily through its role in major 
ground transportation projects affecting specific airports. MTC can also use the 
RASP to educate and thereby potentially influence other agencies with more direct 
authority over airport systems and operations in the region (e.g., the FAA, airlines, 
airports and the U.S. military)./1,la/ 

The level of detail in the final RASP, moreover, will likely be at a programmatic 
level. Cooperation by the airports with the RASP would therefore not eliminate the 
need for development of individual airport Master Plans.Ila/ 

The following note replaces footnote /1/ on p. 260 of the EIR: 

/1/ Steve Kiehl, TRA Airport Consul~ng, telephone conversation, September 16, 1991. 

The following notes are added on p. 260 of the EIR: 

/1 a/ Rodd.in, Marc, Manager of Seaport and Airport Planning, Metropolitan 
Transportation Com.mission, interview, April 22, 1992. 

/1 b/ Rodd.in, Marc, Manager of Seaport and Airport Planning, Metropolitan 
Transportation Com.mission, Record of CIP Advisory Committee Meeting, 
October 24, 1991. 
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As required under CEQA (Guidelines Section 15125), the EIR (pp. 107-110, 257-258) 

addresses inconsistencies be~een the SFIA Master Plan and the existing (1980) 

ABAG/MTC Regional Airport Plan (RAP). The EIR notes that the regional plan is in the 

process of being updated, but does not discuss the potential inconsistency of the SFIA 

Master Plan with the yet-to-be-completed RASP Update. ·Similarly, the SFIA Master Plan 

EIR analysis does not incorporate results of the RASP EIR analysis, since the latter is not 

yet even started. Discussion in the EIR of the specific contents of these unpublished 

documents would be speculative. 

According to MTC staff, in comments on the SFIA Master Plan EIR (listed and responded 

to on pp. C&R.66-71 herein), "~ .. the Regional Airport System Plan will be looking at in 

which SFO's share of regional traffic will most likely vary between the current 70 [percent 

and] a lower share of about 55 [percent], reflecting a substantial redistribution of air service 

to other airports. "/4/ As pointed out by one commenter, if such air service redistribution 

were to occur, it would likely result in traffic impacts different from those identified for the 

SFIA Master Plan, including more severe traffic impacts in San Jose and Oakland. The 

potential traffic impacts resulting from redistribution of some future SFIA air passenger 

demand and aircraft operations to other airports in the region are discussed qualitatively in 

the EIR on pp. 4 73-4 74, under the Off site Alternative. On the basis of limited information 

available during analysis of the SFIA Master Plan EIR Offsite Alternative, and the extent 

of disagreement among experts regarding future airport system capacities and air travel 

demand in the Bay Area, quantified traffic impacts for a regional redistribution scenario ( or 

other regional airport system scenarios) cannot be reasonably ascertained for inclusion in 

the SFIA Master Plan EIR, given its timetable for completion. (Tilese issues are further 

discussed below, under Decentralization/Redistribution of Aviation Activity; Capacities 

and Plans of Other Regional Airports, and Offsite Alternatives: Regional Redistribution, 

pp. C&R.75-85 and C&R.88-93 herein.) 

According to CEQA standards for adequacy of an EIR (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15151), 

"An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decisionmakers 

[in this case, the San Francisco Airports Commission] with information which enables 

them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmenta1 consequences" 

of the project (in this case, the SFIA Master Plan). As the certifying body of the Lead 

Agency, the San Francisco City Planning Commission may have to make a determination 

on the EIR's adequacy in the absence of analysis from the completed RASP Update and its 

EIR. 
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As correctly pointed out by one commenter, a detailed examination of the entire regional 

aviation picture, including other planned airport expansions and potential military base 

closures, is not included in the EIR; these items are addressed in the EIR at a general level 

for two reasons. First, the purpose of the EIR is to examine, and identify ways to avoid or 

reduce, the environmental effects of the project, which is defined as the SFIA Master Plan. 

Second, as with the RASP Update, the master plans or CEQA analysis of the master plans 

of the other major air carrier airports are in progress, making detailed analysis of their 

effects speculative. Draft data and information are available, however; some elements have 

been incorporated into this document and C&R.Appendix A. Although various possible 

civilian-aviation-use scenarios for Travis Air Force Base, Hamilton Air Force Base/Army 

Airfield, Moffett Field Naval Air Station, Alameda Naval Air Station, and other facilities 

have been studied by the FAA, MTC, Calttans Division of Aeronautics and other groups, 

actual closure and reuse plans, and the overall regional and cumulative effects of 

implementing those plans, are not fully known at this time. 

The commenter is also correct in stating that the EIR does not address the effects, in their 

entirety, of boosting the economy of the Bay Area through expansion of various airports in 

the region. According to CEQA requirements, airport expansion as a revenue generator, 

like other broad economic objectives and impacts, does not need to be evaluated in the EIR 

unless that would directly or indirectly result in a physical change to the environment 

(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15131). However, the role of airports (particularly that of 

SFIA) in the region's economy could be an important consideration for the City of San 

Francisco Airports Commission if it approves the SFIA Master Plan on the basis of 

:findings that economic, social or other benefits outweigh the significant environmental 

effects of the project (see discussion above, under Regional Planning and Coordination, 

General, pp. C&R.56-60 herein). 

One commenter's understanding, that the Calttans CASP, the FAA Capacity Task Force 

Study and the MTC Regional Airport Plan "conclude that SFO is a poor place to expand 

air service due to the overcrowded, overbuilt conditions, and the overwhelmed situation of 

ground tran&'J)Ortation in and out of the area," is partially correct, in that all three sru.dies 

identify airfield facilities, airspace congestion, and/or ground traffic congestion as the 

primary capacity constraints at SFIA, in contrast to the SFIA Master Plan, which addresses 

terminal facilities, and boarding gates in partic~ar, as SFIA's primary capacity constraint 

(SFIA Final Draft Master Plan, pp. 7.4, 7.10·12 and EIR, pp. 257-258, 439). However, 
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none of the three studies appear to conclude that "overcrowded, overbuilt conditions 11 in the 

area (Airport environs cities) is a major determinant of whether SFIA is a good place to 

expand air service. 

REGIONAL FORECASTS AND CAPACITIES 

Comments 

"For clarification, the current regional airport plan air passenger forecasts and airport traffic 

assignments are different than those shown on page 110 (see attached excerpts for the MTC 

Regional Transportation Plan). 

"The regional air passenger forecasts were last revised in 1986, and the airport traffic 

assignments were last revised in 1987. Note that the actual 1990 airport traffic shares for the Bay 

Area airports (page 120) are quite close to the recommended traffic allocations in the regional 

airport plan, i.e., the traffic allocations associated with a Bay Area traffic level of 43 Million 

Annual Passengers (MAP). 

"The current regional airport plan recommends that Oakland and San Jose Airports serve a larger 

share of regional air traffic as air travel demand increases in the future. These recommendations 

stem from extensive previous analysis showing this strategy is essential to: balance available 

runway and airspace capacity (i.e., reduce excessive aircraft and passenger delays), provide more 

convenient and accessible air service to the Bay Area's population, provide noise relief to Bay 

Area residents, and to minimize vehicle travel and air pollution for ground trips to and from Bay 

Area airports. One of the reasons the Plan is now being revised is to coordinate ongoing airport 

master plan proposals for SFO, Oakland and San Jose Airports. San Francisco's master plan, for 

example, proposes to serve 51.3 MAP in 2006, whereas the current policy limit in the regional 

airport plan is 31 MAP; similar conflicts with the regional airport plan exist at the other Bay 

Area airports. The question of how much additional airport capacity is needed and the optimum 

share of traffic for each airport is the subject of the current Regional Airport System Plan update 

due to be completed in ... 1992. Airport system alternatives for the update study are now being 

defined through discussions with the ABAG/M1C Regional Airport Planning Committee 

(RAPC). San Francisco Airport's Master Plan should be consistent with the regional plan. 

"MTC's 'expected' forecast for the Bay Area is 62.6 MAP in 2005 and 70.7 MAP in 2010; these 

projections employ different methodologies than either the FAA forecast or the CASP forecast. 
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However, the ABAG/MTC Regional Airport Planning Committee has also rec.ommended that the 

plan update c.onsider the long-term (20-25 year) capacity implications of an air passenger demand 

level of 84 MAP -- which is similar to the forec.ast in the California Airport System Plan. 

"In terms of airport system alternatives, the Regional Airport System Plan update will be looking 

at alternatives in which SFO's share of regional air traffic will most likely vary between the 

current 70% to a lower share of about 55%, reflecting substantial redistribution of air service to 

other airports. The Master Plan forecasts would be more c.onsistent with retention of the current 

share." (Chris Brittle, Metropolitan Transportation Commission) 

"The DEIR points out (pg. 258) that SFIA passenger forecasts for the near-term (42.3 million 

annual passengers in 1996) and for the long-term (51.3 million annual passengers in 2006) 

exceed MTC/ABAG-recommended allocations for SFIA (27 to 31 million annual passengers in 

1997). The Regional Airport Plan is currently being updated. In view of the major regional 

impacts of the expansion sought in the Master Plan, we recommend any decision await the 

development, public debate and final approval of the Regional Airport Plan. The magnitude of 

the proposed expansion makes conformity with the Regional Airport Plan imperative." (Gary 

Binger, Association of Bay Area Governments) 

Response 

The following text is added to the bottom of Table 14 on p. 110 of the EIR: 

Source: Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Regional Transportation Plan, 
1980. 

The first paragraph following Table 14 on p. 110 of the EIR is amended as follows: 

A comparison of MTCs 1980 Re,iional Aimort Plan-recommended shares of 
regional passenger traffic with actual 1989 shares for the five Bay Area air carrier 
airports is presented in the discussion of regional aviation activity and regional 
capacity issues, beginning on p. 118. 

The following text and tables are added after the first paragraph following Table 14, on 

p.110 of the EIR: 
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Tables 14A and 14B, below, reflect the most recent MTC regional airport plan 
passenger forecasts (revised in 1986) and airport traffic assignments (revised in 
1987). Anticipated total regional air passenger demand in the most recent forecasts 
is higher than in MTC's 1980 Regional Airport Plan forecasts, and the most recent 
forecasts are extended to 2005 (whereas the previous forecasts extended to 2000). 
The recommendation that SFIA's passenger share should decrease relative to shares 
of the airports at Oak.land, San Jose and Concord as total Bay Area air passenger 
demand increases, is inherent in both the 1980 and the 1986-1987 Regional Airport 
Plan airport traffic assignments. 

[TABLE 14A] 

PROJECTED BAY AREA AIR PASSENGER DEMAND 
()fillions of annual passengers • on & off) 

Time Frame 

1995 
2005 

Total Bay Area 
Air Passengers 

40.8 -46.8 
48.7 - 58.7 

Source: Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Regional Transportation Plan for 
the Nine-County San Francisco Bay Area. 1988. 

[TABLE l4B] 

AIRPORT TRAFFIC ASSIGNMENTS 
(Millions of annual air passengers - on & off) 

I",v,J J l&v;l 2 L,~,l J 
Airmlll Demand .shill: Demand .shill: Demand 

San Francisco 19.9 78.7% 30.0 69.3% 31.0 
Oakland 2.6 10.1 6.0 13.9 15.0 
San Jose 2.8 11.2 7.0 16.2 10.0 
Buchanan Field - - .JlJ ....Q..6 .JlJ 

Total 25.3 100.0% 43.3 100.0% 56.3 

.5.llm 

55.1% 
26.6 
17.8 

...il..5. 

100.0% 

Level 1 represents the 1981 traffic level and traffic distribution among the airports. Levels 2 and 3 
represent shares derived from policies in the RAP and airport master plans. Air passenger 
assignments for intermediate levels of Bay Area demand may be determined by interpolation between 
the three levels of demand shown in the table. 

Source: Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Regional Transportation Plan for the Nine-County 
San Francisco Bay Area, 1988. 

C&R.68 



In 1990, SFIA's actual passenger level (about 30.4 MAP) and regional share (about 
70.4 percent) were relatively close to MTC's recommendations for SFIA's 
component of regional passenger demand Level 2, shown in Table 14B. At regional 
demand Level 2 ( 43.3 MAP for the region), MTC recommended 30 MAP and 
69.3 percent of the regional passenger market for SFIA. Toe actual regional total in 
1990 was about 43.8 MAP. Thus, SFIA's 1990 passenger level and regional market 
share were consistent with MTC's most recent ( 1987) airport traffic assignments. 

However, the passenger levels and market shares anticipated in the SFIA Master Plan 
are not consistent with MTC's airport traffic assignments. As shown in Table l4B, 
MTC assumed a 13 MAP or 30 percent increase in total passengers for the region 
between demand Levels 2 and 3, but recommended that SFIA's passenger total 
increase by only one MAP (to 31 MAP) and that its market share decline from 
69.3 percent to 55.1 percent of the regional total. Toe SFIA Master Plan, in contrast, 
assumes that SFIA would serve between 70.5 and 72. 8 percent of regional passenger 
demand at Level 3, or 56.3 MAP. (The basis of this comparison is SFIA Master 
Plan Table 7.1, "Total Passengers -- Regional San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose Area 
Passenger Forecasts" and Table 7 .2, "Total Passengers--San Francisco Airport 
Passenger Forecasts. 11 Forecasts in SFIA Master Plan Table 7 .1 show the 56.3 MAP 
level being reached between 1994 and 1995; according to SFIA Master Plan Table 
7.2, SFIA's "unconstrained" passenger total would be about 39.7 MAP in 1994 and 
about 41 MAP in 1995. Thus, the data in the two tables reflect an expected regional 
share under the SFIA Master Plan of 70.5 to 72.8 percent for a regional passenger 
level of 56.3 MAP, MTC's Level 3). 

MTC's most recent (1986) regional air passenger demand forecasts and most recent 
(1987) airport traffic assignments are being revised as part of the RASP Update. 

A range of forecasts of total air passenger traffic for the Bay Area as a whole in 2005 and 

2010 was compiled in the RASP Update process by extrapolating or interpolating as 

necessary from the respective airport master plans; the MTC/RAPC (forecasts done for the 

RASP); FAA San Francisco 1986 HUB Forecast; 1991 FAA National Forecast; 1990 FAA 

Terminal Area Forecast; and 1989 Caltrans CASP./5/ (Note: EIR Table 10, p. 64, provides 

comparisons of 1996 and 2006 SFIA Master Plan forecasts in several categories of aviation 

activity with CASP and 1989 FAA Terminal Area Forecasts for SFIA in the same 

categories.) 

Of the regional forecasts compiled for the RASP Update, the CASP forecasts are the 

highest: about 80 MAP in 2005 and 90 MAP in 2010. The combined airport master plan 

forecasts total about 79 MAP in 2005 ~d 89 MAP in 2010 for the region (SflA's Master 

Plan forecasts were adjusted to provide figures for 2005 and 2010). It can be seen that this 

pair of aggregated master plan forecasts is close to the CASP's pair of regional forecasts for 
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2005 and 2010; however, the CASP forecasts reflect more growth at SFIA and MOIA, and 

less at SilA, than do the combined Master Plan forecasts./5/ 

Two sets of forecasts, low and high, were developed by MTC/RAPC and TRA Airport 

Consulting for the RASP Update. The MTC/R.APC high forecasts are about 75 MAP for 

2005 and about 85 MAP for 201 O; low forecasts are about 62 MAP for 2005 and about 71 

MAP for 2010 (these "low" forecasts are referenced by the commenter as MTC's 

"expected" forecast for the Bay Area). The FAA Terminal forecasts for the region, about 

64 MAP in 2005 and about 72 MAP in 2010, are close to the MTC/RAPC low forecasts. 

The commenter from MTC is correct in stating that the SFIA Master Plan market share 

assumptions contrast with previous MTC RAP recommendations. SFIA Master Plan 

market share assumptions would also contrast with future RASP Update recommendations 

if the commenter's expectations (as MTC's Planning Manager) are correct. The forecasts 

surveyed for the RASP Update from federal, state, and regional agencies, as well as from 

the respective master plans, show SFIA maintaining from about 58 percent to 71 percent of 

the region's passenger market through 2005. (Some of these forecasts show constant 

market shares in the future because they used existing market shares to apportion forecast 

total Bay Area air passengers among the air carrier airports, rather than considering market 

shares to be a study variable.) 

It is acknowledged in the EIR (p. 258) that the SFIA Master Plan is not consistent with the 

1980 MTC RAP. As noted in the previous response (p. C&R.63 herein), the major Bay 

Area air carrier airports are participants in the RASP Update process through their 

membership in the RAPC and/or staff attendance at RAPC meetings. However, MTC 

cannot compel the airports and the airlines providing service in the region to bring their 

operations, or their respective master plans, into conformance with the previous RAP or the 

RASP Update. 

Reducing or eliminating inconsistencies between the SFIA Master Plan and the existing 

MTC RAP (or the future RASP Update) is not mandated by CEQA. The CEQA 

Guidelines (Section 1S125(b)) require that the setting of the EIR "shall discuss any 

inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans and regional 

plans," including regional transportation plans. Further, the Guidelines recommend that, 

"Where individual projects would run counter to the efforts identified as desirable or 

approved by agencies in the regional plans, the Lead Agency should address the 
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inconsistency between the project plans and the regional plans. As a result of this analysis, 

Lead Agencies may be able to find ways to modify the project to reduce the inconsistency" 

(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15125, Discussion). 

The EIR, pp. 82-118 and pp. 253-259, discusses inconsistencies between the SFIA Master 

Plan and policies of applicable general plans (City of Brisbane, City of Burlingame, Town 

of Colma, City of Daly City, City of Foster City, Town of Hillsborough, City of Millbrae, 

City of Pacifica, City of San Bruno, City of San Mateo, City of South San Francisco, City 

and County of San Francisco, and County of San Mateo), and applicable plans and policies 

of state and regional agencies (ABAG, MTC, other airport master plans, Caltrans and the 

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC)). Consistency of 

the SFIA Master Plan with applicable policies and plans of the Bay Area Rapid Transit 

District (BART), the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) and the San 

Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) are discussed in the EIR 

on pp. 134-136, pp. 267-270 and pp. 320-323 (BARn, pp. 172-173 and pp. 354-364 

(BAAQMD), and pp. 233-235 and p. 402 (RWQCB). 

While the term "shall" in CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 indicates that discussion in the 

EIR of inconsistencies between a project and applicable plans is mandatory under CEQA, 

use of the term "should" indicates that addressing those inconsistencies is a.dyisozy and use 

of the term "may" indicates that finding ways to reduce the inconsistencies is a pennissive 

element under CEQA. Public agendes are advised to follow CEQA provisions identified 

by "should" in the absence of compelling reasons to take another approach. Permissive 

elements are left fully to the discretion of the public agencies involved (CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15005). Inconsistencies between a project and applicable plans and policies do not 

in themselves constitute significant physical environmental effects under CEQA; however, 

the presence of such conflicts may indicate or correspond to significant physical 

environmental effects, and may point to possible mitigations or alternative approaches that 

would avoid-or reduce those effects. 

comment 

"Finally, members of the Planning Commission at the August 29th hearing raised the matter of a 

regional discussion of airports, including SFIA, Oakland and San Jose. The Committee agrees 

with this criticism. The SFIA Master Plan and its EIR should include consideration for future 

activities at all three airports, incorporating at the least: 
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11 l. Forecast passenger and cargo demand for the whole Bay Region based upon rigorous 
macro-economic analysis which incorporates a realistic and thorough examination of the 
Bay Region's participation in the United States, Pacific Rim, Latin American and European 
economies. 

"2. Forecast passenger and cargo demands for individual air-carrier airports based upon 
thorough micro-economic analysis. 

"3. Inventory all existing buildings, facilities and equipment at all airports (including military) 
in the region which might be capable of servicing air carriers. 

"4. Inventory present use of airspace in the Region by altitude, time-of-day, day-of-week, 
season..of-year and weather conditions. 

115. Analyze present management practices and resource husbandry at individual air-carrier 
airports, and specify action necessary to optimize them ... 

"7. Create a plan for airspace use by altitude, time-of-day, day-of-week, season-of-year and in 
view of weather conditions which minimizes flight over urban areas. Useable airspace 
over non-urban areas seems to be a significant constraint on airport operations in the Bay 
Area. 

11 8. Using Item 7 above, match Items 2, 3, 4, and 5 to determine local excess and shortfalls vis-
a-vis forecast passenger and cargo requirements. · 

"9. Create policies based on Items 3, 6 [moved to comments and responses on Alternatives 
(see pp. C&R.96-97 herein)], 7, and 8 which optimize use of existing infrastructure, and 
which optimize benefits from new management practices and from new and replacement 
construction at the lowest cost. 

"10. Develop a cost-benefit analysis, capital budget and regionwide plan for implementing Item 
9." (Timothy Treacy, Airport Noise Committee) 

Response 

CEQA does not require that the SFIA Master Plan EIR create a regional airspace plan, a 

regional airfield, air terminal and airport ground access infrastructure plan, or associated 

budgetary plans. The EIR could be required to evaluate these items if they were defined as 

part of the project However, as noted previously, the EIR's purpose is to evaluate 

potential effects of the SFIA Master Plan (the project as proposed), and to identify feasible 

mitigation measures and alternatives that would avoid or substantially reduce any 

significant effects identified. The City of San Francisco Airports Commission, as the 

project sponsor and the decision-making body of the Lead Agency under CEQA, could 

elect not to approve the project (even if the EIR has been certified by the Planning 
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Commission), or could require substantial revisions to the project, including expansion of 

the SFIA Master Plan to make it more regional or comprehensive in scope. This action 

could not be takenby the Planning Commission, which in this situation is empowered only 

to evaluate the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA. 

Many of the tasks outlined by the commenter have been, or are being, undertaken by the 

individual airports in their master planning efforts, the FAA, the Northern California 

Airspace Users Working Group, Caltrans, or Mrc. Both the Mrc RASP Update and the 

Caltrans CASP are comprehensive ongoing planning programs; coordination between state 

and regional planning efforts is being improved (as noted above, under Regional Planning 

and Coordination, General, pp. C&R.58.-60 herein). 

However, even as coordination of the regional and state comprehensive planning programs 

improves, the problem of implementation remains. Cal trans, which currently has a limited 

role in statewide aviation operations, has identified barriers to implementation of the CASP 

and the development of an Integrated Airport System for California. From Caltrans' 

perspective: 1) policy/financial issues need to be separated from the ownership/operation 

function, since airport owners currently have relatively little incentive to respond to state, 

regional or national goals; 2) legislation mandating state and regional oversight of airpon 

master plans and grant programs is needed to insure consistency with CASP and regional 

airport plans; and 3) funding levers are needed to provide that oversight, but there is 

currently no direct state or regional role in federal funding decisionsJ6/ To remedy these 

problems, Caltrans recommends consideration of legislation requiring that all federal 

funding for airport capital improvements be channeled through Caltrans, and advocates a 

more significant state role in funding airpon ground access and capital improvement 

projects./6/ The outcome of this Caltrans initiative is unknown at this time. 

AIR PASSENGER DATA AND REGIONAL TRAFFIC IMPACTS 

Comment 

"One of the biggest problems I have with this EIR is that there is no analysis as to where the 

people are coming from. While you can discuss what the impacts can be with or without the 

project in a very localized area, there's absolutely no impact -- you can't analyze what an 

alternative might be, if, for example, they opened up an airport at Hamilton Air Force Base as to 

what the impacts are going to be on the Golden Gate Bridge and traffic through San Francisco, 
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for any policy-maker to be able to analyze what the impact is of following the MTC's 

recommendation of having Oakland expand and therefore perhaps create a decrease in traffic that 

is going cross the San Mateo Bridge and the Bay Bridge, all of which is tremendously important 

in terms of the future of San Francisco's ability to accommodate office workers who want to 

commute into town. 

"I find that a really big deficiency in the BIR, both in terms of traffic impacts and policy 

planning, as to trying to make some tradeoffs, given the fact that this EIR describes really, you 

know, the worst case. I mean, it's like reading the downtown BIR. And that is the :freeways are 

going to be jammed to cap~city on 101 starting in 2006. And basically the answer to this EIR is, 

well, we only contribute marginally to it, so there is nothing we can do about it, so let's just add -

- we are going to expand and not really worry about it, which is, I think, the approach to this. 

"I don't think we can take that approach. I think we have got to look at -- I am a big supporter of 

regional planning in this area. But it's very hard t.o do regional planning when there is no 

analysis in here about where the people are coming from to take the planes and what alternatives 

there might be to serve those people, and, correspondingly, what should be the role of San 

Francisco Airport, should it be an international connecting airport, or should it service local 

flights down to L.A. 

"And maybe that data has been collected and it is not in here. But to me, when you're talking 

about a huge regional project like this, it's deficient not to look at the regional-wide 

transportation impacts. Ifs certainly not helpful for policy-makers to try and make those kinds of 

decisions." (Commissioner Engmann) 

Res,ponse 

Toe fundamental concern expressed by the commenter appears to be that, because of the 

regional nature of the SFIA Master Plan project, a regional understanding of passenger 

travel patterns and the related regional traffic impacts is needed to understand the potential 

effectiveness of mitigation measures and alternatives. As noted on pp. C&R.3940 herein, 

the San Francisco City Planning Commission must make a determination on the BIR's 

adequacy on the basis of CBQA standards. While CEQA requires that an BIR provide 

decision-makers with information that allows them to make a decision which intelligently 

takes account of environmental consequences (CBQA Guidelines, Section 15151), it also 

states in the same section that "An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed 
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project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of 

what is reasonably feasible." 

Regional airport planning within the Bay Area is under the purview of MTC and Caltrans. 

However, as explained previously, these agencies do not have the authority to require 

airports in the region to fully implement regional and state aviation plans. Individual 

airports have the authority to implement their own development plans whether or not these 

plans are consistent with regional or state planning efforts. Given that the plans of MOIA 

and SnA are still under development and/or environ.mental review, and that there are no 

adopted development plans for Hamilton Air Force Base, it would be speculative to 

analyze cumulative impacts from potential future airport development in these locations at 

this time. If "a particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, the agency should note 

its conclusion and terminate discussion of the impacts" (CEQA Guidelines, Section 

15145). 

The traffic analysis in the EIR does identify significant impacts and mitigation measures 

for several regional transportation links from San Francisco to Redwood City. In addition, 

on pp. C&R.133-34 herein, the EIR examines capacity on the Golden Gate and Bay 

Bridges. In general, the area of traffic.impact analysis was limited to locations where the 

traffic impacts of the SFIA Master Plan could be expected to be measurable or statistically 

significant. 

The reasons for limiting the scope of the EIR traffic analysis are discussed further below, 

under Transportation Setting and Impacts, Regional Traffic Impacts (p. C&R.133 herein). 

Infonnation from the 1990 MTC Air Passenger Survey is summarized in C&R.Appendix 

A and above, under Project Description, Activity Patterns and Forecasts (pp. C&R.28-30 

herein). 

DECENTRALIZATION/REDISTRIBUTION OF AVIATION ACTIVITY; CAPACITIES AND 
PLANS OF OTIIER REGIONAL AIRPORTS 

comments 

"The DEIR notes that the Metropolitan Transportation Commission in its Regional Airp·ort 

Transportation Plan has determined that 31,000,000 passengers per year is San Francisco 

Airport's 'fair share' of regional air traffic. The DJ;:IR should address as an alternative, diverting 
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domestic air travelers to other regional airports to accommodate San Francisco's increase in 

international air travel." (Janet Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae) 

"Please consider the following recommendations: ... 

"Decentralization of SFO is necessary for the 1990's and ~1st Century. Airport branches 
are needed on the ocean shore at Half Moon Bay to service the Peninsula; in the north bay 
at Hamilton Airfield to service Marin, Sonoma and Napa Counties; and in the South Bay at 
Moffett Airfield to further service the Peninsula. Impact from traffic, noise, pollution and 
population along Highways U.S. 101, 380, 280 and CA I should not increase." (Leonard 
Lundgren, Lakeside Property Owners Association) 

"The EIR must address the issue of sharing in the region's air traffic growth with other regional 

airports, including Oakland and San Jose airports. In other words, Oakland and San Jose should 

receive their fair share of the region's air traffic growth rather than expanding SFIA to handle the 

brunt of the growth and the accompanying impacts." (George Foscardo, City of San Bruno) 

"Also, as we look at the airport plans for San Jose and Oakland, to what extent does this major 

expansion impact plans in those other areas, or is this a plan selfishly by itself?" (Commissioner 

Sewell) 

"It is respectively requested that approval be given to the plan for the expansion of the San 

Francisco International Airport. This matter is now pending before you and the announced 

hearing date is October 17, 1991. For convenience and reliability I am of the opinion that there 

exists only one first class airport in the San Francisco Bay Area. The excellent service level has 

continued since 1932. The airport at Oakland has always been a step behind San Francisco 

International Airport. At San Jose anything can happen there, such as: 

"1. Certain citizens of the City of San Jose complain about commercial airplane noise and the ... 

managers approval, on a test basis, of a police helicopter. I have no problem with noise from any 

type of aircraft but helicopters whether military to news broadcasting are a problem. Commercial · 

airplanes are descending to San Jose International Airport over my home (South of San Jose 

International Airport) most of the time and I have no noise problem. When it is raining or there 

is the threat of rain the commercial airplanes are climbing and over the last twenty-five years 

there has been a substantial reduction in noise ... 
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"4. The prevailing wind at San Jose International Airport is from the North and these ... 

managers are proposing to locate a stadium for the Giants (national professional baseball team) in 

North San Jose. If the Giants come to San Jose would there be an issue as to whether flights 

from San Jose International Airport would be restricted during the time for home games. 

"And, 6. Pricing for tickets out of San Jose is not competitive. American says the fliers would 

pay the price for the convenience to fly out of San Jose. Yes, if you are the President of Apple 

but not a retired person." (James Palma) 

Response 

Determining the extent to which future Bay Area air passenger traffic could be more evenly 

distributed among air carrier airports than at present is a complex problem that 

encompasses numerous "disagreements among experts." 1h.is issue is currently under 

investigation as part of the MTC RASP Update process; according to MTC comments on 

the SFIA Master Plan EIR (see pp. C&R.66 herein), "[t]he question of how much 

additional airport capacity is needed and the optimum share of traffic for each airport is the 

subject of the current Regional Airport System Plan update due to be completed in ... 

1992 ... One of the reasons the Plan is now being revised is to coordinate ongoing ·airport 

master plan proposals for SFO, Oakland and San Jose Airports."/4/ As noted above, under 

Regional Airport System Plan (RASP) Update, (pp. C&R.60-66 herein), the EIR cannot 

incorporate the final results of this effort because the work is still in progress. However, a 

discussion of the difficulties involved in merely defining an optimum share or regional 

redistribution scenario is included here to help illustrate why impact evaluation for such a 

scenario is speculative at this time. 

Even if the optimum share or regional redistribution scenario and its environmental effects 

could be reasonably ascertained prior to completion of the RASP Update, the "feasibility" 

of this scenario as an Offsite Alternative for the SFIA Master Plan EIR must still meet 

CEQA criteria (CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15364 and 15126(d)). Feasibility, in this 

context, means "capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable 

period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and 

technological factors." 1his and related issues are discussed further below, under Off site 

Alternatives: Regional Redistribution, (pp. C&R.88-93 herein). 
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The EIR (pp. 439-463) includes two variants of the No-Project Alternative: one that 

assumes little or no f\lture growth in passenger traffic at SFIA, and one that assumes a 

moderate level of growth even without facility expansion. The Offsite Alternative 

(EIR pp. 468-475) is an extension of the second No-Project variant; it explores the 

possibility that some air passenger demand not met at SFIA (due to the absence of 

expanded facilities) could be redistributed (without any specified intervention in the 

market) to other airports or other transportation modes. However, the EIR (p. 473) notes 

that the Offsite Alternative is not sufficiently defined to permit specific identification and 

calculation of associated impacts at this time. 

To evaluate how future air passenger traffic could be distributed or redistributed among 

Bay Area airports, numerous variables need to be understood individually and in relation to 

each other. These variables may be grouped roughly into three major categories: air travel 

demand, airport capacity (including airport access), and air service supply. These are 

subjects of ongoing study, not only for planning and policy documents such as the CASP 

and the RASP Update, but also to support the day-to-day business operations and strategic 

planning decisions of airports and airlines. Many of the questions about demand, capacity 

and supply that would need to be studied in developing an optimum share or regional 

redistribution scenario are posed in the public comments on the EIR. The EIR, in 

conformance with CEQA requirements for evaluation of the project and a range of 

reasonable alternatives, does not attempt to answer in detail a majority of these questions; 

the listing below is included to illustrate the complexity of defining a regional 

redistribution or optimum shares scenario. 

Toe starting point for this inquiry is essentially: if the air passenger demand that is forecast 

in the SFIA Master Plan were to materialize, and it were not provided for at SFIA, what 

would happen to it? Tilis question may be more bi:oadly framed as: how much, how fast 

and where can passenger demand within the region be expected to increase or decrease in 

the future, and why? These questions lead to others regarding the nature of air travel 

demand, such as: what makes passengers choose to travel by air in the first place, and what 

makes them select one airport versus another? If they actually prefer a particular airport, 

why? Are they most concerned about location, convenience of access, airfares, flight 

schedules, or other considerations? What factors underlie the existing patronage patterns 

of the various airports in the region? Where are people coming from and going, and why? 

Do SFIA demand forecasts and those of the other airports reflect passenger preferences for 

the specific airport, or could total regional demand be considered relatively flexible, 
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flowing in one direction or another in response to various capacity/access and supply/cost 

conditions? 

These questions lead to further questions about air travel demand characteristics, such as: 

how do various types of passengers (business, tourist; 'fesident, non-resident; older, 

younger; high- or low-income; etc.) differ from one another in their behaviors and 

preferences? How might passenger demand be affected by changes in the overall 

economy, airfares, traffic congestion near airports, availability of alternative technologies 

such as teleconferencing, or availability of alternative transportation modes, such as high­

speed rail? How much delay will different types of air passengers tolerate--on their way to 

the airport, at the terminal, on the runway, or waiting to land at their destination? How 

does air passenger demand vary by time of day, week, month, or year? What are the 

characteristics of demand for air cargo services, and how does this relate to passenger 

demand, airport capacities and airline services? (Background information on air travel 

demand characteristics is included in C&R. Appendix A, Attachment D, Back.ground to 

Airport Operations.) 

Another set of questions one might ask concerns airport access and capacity. First, if in the 

future, more Bay Area air passengers would be willing to go to airports other than SFIA 

(whether they actually prefer SFIA or not), would those passengers be able to get to the 

other airports as conveniently, and if so, could their air travel needs be as well 

accommodated? How are people getting to and from the respective airports at present? To 

what extent do ground access conditions in the region (roadway congestion, lack of 

convenient transit services) or parking availability limit utilization of airport capacities? 

How, why and where might those problems worsen in the future? What are the existing 

physical capacities of Bay Area airports (terminals, gates, runways and airspace)? How 

much unused capacity, of what type, exists at present airports in the region, including 

SFIA? What is each airport's maximum capacity? If one more plane, or one more 

passenger, .wanted to use an airport beyond that "maximum capacity," what would happen -

- more congestion, more delay, an increase in the duration of the peak hours of operation? 

How efficiently are the various aviation resources in the region being used at present? 

What are the obstacles to utilizing or expanding airport capacities? 

These questions, also, lead to further airport access and capacity questions, such as: how 

are the functions (general aviation, air carrier, cargo, heliport, military, etc.) of different 

airports within a region established and how are those roles changed over time? How do 
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airports finance their operations and capital improvements? How do airports coordinate 

with one another? How do the airports' physical capacities and management practices 

relate to airline service decisionS? How do government regulations, such as air traffic 

oontrols, affect existing or potential capacities of airport landside facilities? (Information 

on airport operations and related government regulations is included in C&R. Appendix 

A, Attachment D, Background to Airport Operations.) 

On the air service supply side, one might ask: if demand could be considered flexible and 

the respective airports could provide sufficient capacities, would the appropriate air 

services be available to support a regional redistribution scenario? To what extent can 

airports or local government agencies affect the business decisions of airlines? How does 

air passenger demand affect the services offered by airlines, and vice versa? What other 

factors (competing services, operating costs, aircraft load factors, etc.) determine the types 

and frequencies of service offered by the airlines? How do the airlines decide what 

capacity airplane to utilize for a particular flight at a specified airport on a given day? 

What have been, and will be, the effects of ~hanges to government regulation of the airline 

industry? What are the implications for the Bay Area of the trend toward hub-and-spoke 

operations by the airlines? How do conditions and regulations at destination airports 

(domestic and overseas) influence flight schedules to and from Bay Area airports, and how 

might those oonditions change in the future? How do changes in the overall economy 

affect airline service decisions? (lnfonnation on airport operations and related government 

regulations is included in C&R.Appendix A, Attachment D, Background to Airport 

Operations.) 

As noted previously, many of the above questions have been, or are currently being, 

researched extensively. Comparative passenger forecasts were discussed in the EIR 

(pp. 61-64) and above, under Project Description, Activity Patterns and Forecasts, and 

Regional Forecasts and Capacities (pp. C&R.28-38 and C&R.66· 73 herein). SFIA airfield 

capacity issues are discussed in the EIR (pp. 65-72). Capacities of airports region.wide 

have been assessed as part of the RASP Update.n / 

The RASP Draft Inventory chapter summarizes the existing physical, operational, 

environmental, and policy oonditions for each public-use and military airport in the region, 

and for the system as a whole. The preliminary draft Capability Assessment working paper 

oompares each airport's existing capacity with existing levels of demand, and provides an 

analysis of potential constraints on future aviation activity at each airport. The preliminary 

C&R.80 



Draft RASP Update working paper's comparison of runway capacity with demand found 

that "The commercial service airports are constrained considerably in the peak hour. 

Demand for runway access exceeds capacity in IPR [poor weather] conditions."n/ (See 

C&R.Appendix A, Attachment B, MTC Exhibit 4.23 for percentage of annual runway 

capacity currently used at each airport.) Other factors MTC is considering in its analysis 

are the frequency of IFR conditions, and the potential for IFR conditions locally or at other 

airports to affect capacity/demand relationships at Bay Area airpol.1$./8/. The preliminary 

draft Capability Assessment working paper's comparison of "landside" (including 

passenger terminal) capacity with demand found that SilA 11 
••• has a terminal capacity 

shortfall"; SFIA " ... has insufficient domestic and international terminal capacity"; and 

MOIA " ... has an adequate terminal capacity availability."n/ 

The Draft RASP Update constraints analysis notes that "There are additional factors 

beyond the airports' physical capacity ... which place limitations on how much activity can 

and will take place at each airport." The constraints are categorized as airspace#, 

environmental-, physical-, and policy-related. 

Airspace constraints " ... relate to regional airspace issues." The airspace used by the Bay 

Area airports overlaps, and procedures are in place where flights from one airport "interact" 

with ( operate in the same airspace as) flights from another airport. Because SFIA has the 

largest share of the region's air traffic, SFIA has been established at the top of the "user's 

hierarchy." nus designation means that the operations of other airports in the region (in 

the airspace) must conform with the operations at SFIA.nl 

Environmental constraints are those related to the natural environment, such as wildlife, 

wetlands, and San Francisco Bay. According to the MTC RASP Update preliminary draft 

Capability Msessment working paper, two of the major commercial airports, Oakland and 

San Francisco, are situated on the Bay, and host a variety of wildlife. Development at 

Oakland is also affected by the presence of non-Bay wetland areas. Wetlands exist to a 

lesser degree at other airports as well. Construction of new runways which affect wetlands 

or require Bay fill will meet with public opposition that may be strong and well 

organizedn, 8/ 

Physical coll$traints include such things as "limited airport size or the presence of physical 

barriers to growth." The constraints analysis notes that SFIA "is constrained by the 

absence of sufficient land area for a new runway and passenger terminal development," but 
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has undeveloped parcels that could accommodate support facilities. MOIA "has 

considerable land area" for development, but also has "significant areas of environmentally 

sensitive property." Future development at SJIA is "highly constrained," given the 

airport's location and small site.n / 

Policy constraints " .. .include noise, safety, and other community compatibility issues." 

The constraints analysis notes that noise regulations are in place at SFIA, MOIA, and 

SJIA. SJIA has a curfew on all operations from 11:30 p.m. to 6:30 am.; "[t]his limits the 

total daily activity which can occur at the airport, and also creates some congestion during 

the morning hours. If continued into the future, the curfew will constrain activity at the 

airport and cause increased congestion within the available operating time envelope. "n I 
The RASP preliminary Draft Capability Assessment working paper includes further 

discussion of the constraints on future development at the airports in the region (see 

C&R.Appendix A, Attachment B, pp. 37 through 44). 

Capacity expansion plans of the two other major air carrier airports in the region, MOIA 

and SJIA, are the subject of their respective ongoing master planning efforts. The Port of 

Oakland is proceeding with plans to increase existing landside capacity to match existing 

airside capacity as part of its "2002 Airport Development Program." According to the Port 

of Oakland, the proposed development has been designed to minimize impacts on wetlands 

and other biotic communities. Some of the components of the "2002 Airport Development 

Program" include: 

• construct up to twelve additional aircraft gates; 

• reconfigure access roads serving the passenger terminal complex; 

• construct a new parking garage; 

• enhance airline and airfield support facilities; and 

• improve and expand existing and displaced air cargo operations./9/ 

Minor airside improvements, such as a taxiway bypass and an extension of Runway 29/11, 

are also being explored as part of that plan19/ 

The master plan process for SJIA has been extended by at least two years, in order to 

respond to the direction of the San Jose City Council (the process would now be complete 
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or nearly complete under the original schedule). Through the master plan process, begun 

in 1988, SilA and its consultants developed a range of development alternatives and 

selected a preferred plan. In January 1991, the Airport took the plan to the San Jose City 

Council. After a series of contentious public meetings, the City Council (in May 1991) 

decided not to endorse any of the master plan alternatives. Toe Council directed the 

Airport to address a specific list of additional issues and develop three or four master plan 

alternatives incorporating those issues. The San Jose City Council has directed the Airport 

to begin work on the master plan EIR, which is to address all of the master plan 

alternatives in equal detail. A preferred plan will then be selected, incorporating the results 

of the environmental review. It is expected that this process will take aoout two years to 

complete.II 0/ A memorandum from the San Jose Director of Aviation to the City Council 

outlining the current master plan work program is included in C&R.Appendix A, 

Attachment C. According to the Draft RASP Update, the SJIA Master Plan may include 

the following:n I 

Airfield 
Extension of runway 12L-30R to 8,900 feet (included in previously adopted 
master plan and also the subject of a recent Draft BIR/Environmental · 
Assessment)/8/ 
Reworking of the taxiways 
Pavement management rehabilitation work on the airfield. 

Terminal 
Reconstruction of passenger terminal C and construction of new passenger 
terminal B 
Construction of a new air traffic control tower (in progress). 

Parking 
Construction of new parking garages. . 

General Aviation (GA) 
Relocation of all GA to west side of airport 
Reduction in total number of GA based aircraft. 

Air Freight 
New air cargo facilities. 

Other 
Installation of a fuel farm. 

Roadway 
Terminal area roadway improvements. 
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On the basis of the above discussion, references in the second full paragraph on p. 469 of the EIR 

to the "MTC RAP" are changed to "MTC RASP." The first paragraph under Impacts, p. 4 73 of 

the EIR, is revised to read as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown by 

brackets): 

The Offsite Alternative ( ] assumes that without implementation of the SFIA Master 
Plan. a portion of the future air travel demand the project would have served] (the 
difference between the proposed project passenger levels and those in the No-Project 
Alternative, Variant 1) would be distributed to the other Bay Area airports and long­
distance transportation modes (intercity rail). The transportation impacts in the SFIA 
vicinity would be the same as those for the No-Project Alternative, Variant 1. 
Because the assumed (] "distributed" passenger demand has not been split among 
the other Bay Area airports and transportation modes, and because a determination of 
future passenger levels at those facilities is pending the outcome of the [ ] RASP 
Update now underway at the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, a specific 
identification and calculation of the impacts of the [] "distributed" SFIA passenger 
demand and the level of significance of these impacts at these other locations would 
be premature. 

NOTES - Regional Planning and Coordination 

/1/ Brady, Ray, Director of Research, Association of Bay Area Governments, telephone 
conversation, April 14, 1992. 

/2/ U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, Advisory Circular 
No. 150/5070-6A, June 1985. 

/3/ Kemmerly, Jack D., Chief, Division of Aeronautics, California Department of 

Transportation, letter (with attachment), March 3, 1992, to Mr. Herman Bliss, Manager, 

Airports Division, Federal Aviation Administration. 

/4/ Brittle, Chris, Manager, Planning, Metropolitan Transportation Commission, letter to 
Barbara Sahm, September 16, 1991. 

/5/ Metropolitan Transportation Commw.ion (MTC), Regional Airport System Plan (RASP) 
Update, "Chapter 6. Aviation Demand Forecasts," preliminary draft working paper 
presented by the consulting team (TRA Airport Consulting) at the December 4, 1991 
quarterly meeting of the MTC Regional Airport Planning Committee (RAPC). 

/6/ California Department of Transportation materials provided to the March 16, 1992 Regional 
Airport Planning Committee Meeting, Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Oakland, 
California. 
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n1 Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Draft MTC Regional Airport Plan Inventory and 
Definition of Alternatives, TRA Airport Consulting, May 1991. 

/8/ Roddin, Marc, Manager of Seaport and Airport Planning, Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission, persona] communication, April 24, 1992. 

/9/ Meyer, Loretta, Supervisor, Environmental Review, Port of Oakland, letter, January 30, 
1992. 

/10/ Greene, Cary, Airport Planner, San Jose lntemationaJ Airport, telephone conversation, 
September 25, 1991. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

The Notes for this section begin on p. C&R.100. 

REDUCED LEVEL OF EXP ANSI ON 

Comments 

"Only three alternatives are analyzed in the DEIR: the no-project alternative, the on-site 

alternative and the off.site alternative. It would be helpful if another alternative were included 

that would serve more passengers than the no-project alternative but less than the Master Plan." 

(Gary Binger, Association of Bay Area Governments) 

"The EIR must address the issue of project alternatives, which includes reducing the Airport 

expansion to the degree that would be consistent with the mitigation measures and their time 

frame of implementation." (George Foscardo, City of San Bruno) 

Response 

According to the CEQA Guidelines, (Section 15126(d)), an EIR must describe "a range of 

reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which could feasibly 

obtain the basic objectives of the project. . . The range of alternatives ... is governed by 

the 'rule of reason· that requires the EIR to set fonh only those alternatives necessary to 

permit a reasoned choice. The key issue is whether the selection and discussion of 

alternatives fosters informed decision-making and informed public participation. An EIR 

need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose 

implementation is remote and speculative." 

The EIR (pp. 439-475) actually evaluates four alternatives, not three, as stated by the 

commenter. These include two variants of the No-Project Alternative, an Onsite 

Alternative, and an Offsite Alternative. The analysis emphasizes the No-Project 

Alternatives and ':he Onsite Alternative as the more "reasonable" in the range of possible 

alternatives because their effects can be reasonably ascertained. This is not among the 

characteristics of the Offsite Alternative, as discussed below, under.Offsite Alternatives: 

Regional Redistribution, pp. C&R.88-93 herein. 
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The three on-airport feasible alternatives examined in the EIR are variants of a "reduced 

scale" alternative, although the Onsite Alternative reduces the scale of construction only, 

not longer-term Airport operations. The No-Project Alternative, Variant 1 (moderate 

growth), which would serve more passengers than the No-Project (near-no-growth) 

alternative but fewer than the SFIA Master Plan, is the closest to that requested by the 

commenter. 

A major California court case on the range of alternatives that must be included in an EIR 

is Villa2e L3iuna ofL3iuna Beach v Board of Supervisors (4th Dist., 1982) 134 Cal. 

App. 3d 1022, 1028 [185 Cal.Rptr. 41, 44], in which the Court emphasized that the 

alternatives considered must be kept to a manageable number. The project in question was 

a proposed land development that would include up to 28,000 homes, but probably 20,000. 

The Court noted that "there are literally thousands of 'reasonable alternatives' to the 

proposed project. Certainly, if the building of zero homes and 25,000 homes are 

reasonable alternatives to the proposed 20,000 dwelling unit plan, then the building of 

1,000, 16,000, 22,500 and 20,001 homes are reasonable alternatives. But, no one would 

argue that the EIR is insufficient for failure to describe the 20,001 home altemative."/1/ 

As noted on p. 74 of the EIR, the SFIA Master Plan is a composite of proposed projects 

that are evaluated together in a Program EIR. Its various components could be 

implemented relatively flexibly, in accordance with changing requirements and conditions 

perceived by the project sponsor. Some components could be left unimplemented, but 

development could not exceed the overall amount included in the Master Plan (and 

evaluated in the EIR), within the Plan period. Thus, numerous variants of the Master Plan 

program as a whole could be considered "reasonable alternatives," ranging from minimal 

construction (which would result in impacts slightly more severe than those of the No­

Project Alternative, Variant 1), to nearly all the construction assumed for the project 

(which would result in impacts slightly less severe than those of the full Master Plan 

program). Thus, although the EIR does not evaluate every conceivable variation of the 

project, it does extensively analyze both ends of a range of "reasonable alternatives" to the 

SFIA Master Plan. • 

The phasing of mitigation measures is discussed below, under Mitigation, General, 

pp. C&R.385-390 herein. As noted above, the SFIA Master Plan is a composite of 

proposed projects that could be implemente~ relatively flexibly. This flexibility makes 

possible, but does not guarantee, phasing of development or an overall reduction in the 
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scale of Master Plan development, as suggested by the second commenter. CEQA does 

not require, however, that the scale or timing of a project be "consistent with mitigation 

measures" (full mitigation of significant impacts). When an EIR has identified significant 

adverse environmental effects (as it has for the SFIA Master Plan), CEQA does require for 

project approval that the Lead Agency's decision-making body (the San Francisco Airports 

Com.mission) make written Findings that disclose and justify any significant impacts that 

would not be mitigated (see discussion below, under Adequacy/Feasibility of Alternatives 

and EIR Process, pp. C&R.97-100 and 393-413 herein). 

OFFSI1E AL'IERNATIVES: REGIONAL REDISTRIBUTION 

comment 

"Toe EIR would benefit from an expanded discussion of regional airport system alternatives 

including the compatibility of SFO airport improvement proposals with improvement proposals 

being developed in other ongoing airport master plan studies at Oakland and San Jose Airports. 

Toe DEIR should provide some discussion of how airline and airport facility investments and 

airline service decisions (such as creating new airline 'hubs' for connecting flights) could either 

reinforce or change air service patterns at Bay Area airports." (Chris Brittle, Metropolitan 

Transportation Commission) 

Respome 

To determine if the EIR's examination of an offsite (regional airport system) alternative is 

adequate under CEQA, three questions need to be addressed. First, should an offsite 

alternative be included in the EIR at all -- is it necessary for a "range of reasonable 

alternatives" that would eliminate or reduce one or more significant effects of the proposed 

project? Second, can the environmental effects of such an alternative be "reasonably 

ascertained"? Finally, is the alternative feasible, or is its implementation "remote and 

speculative"? 

Should the EJR include an o/fsite alternative to the SF/A Master Plan? As noted in the 

previous response, CEQA states that the range of alternatives an EIR must investigate is 

governed by the "rule of reason." But CEQA also requires that "the discussion of 

alternatives shall focus on alternatives capable of eliminating any significant adverse 

environmental effects or reducing them to a level of insignificance, even if these 
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alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or 

would be more costly"(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126(d)(3)). 

Interpreted literally, the Airports Commission's two-fold objectives for the SFIA Master 

Plan (noted in the SFIA Master Plan on p. 2.1 and in the EIR on p. 18) would preclude 

consideration of an offsite alternative, since both objectives are framed as desired outcomes 

at the Airport. The first objective is "to provide a coordinated development plan that will 

consolidate and relocate many of the existing landside facilities in order to increase the 

efficiency and cost effectiveness of landside operations" (emphasis added). The second 

objective is, "To respond to the projected economic growth of the Bay Area and ensure 

that the future development required to meet that demand at the airport is implemented in 

a manner compatible with the plan" (emphasis added). 

However, if the emphasis of the second SFIA Master Plan objective is shifted to "respond 

to the projected economic growth of the Bay Area and. . . meet that demand,'' an off site 

alternative could potentially be considered that would avoid or reduce significant effects of 

the project, in conformance with CEQA. Because the possibility exists that future regional 

air travel demand could be met by different means than proposed in the SFIA Master Plan, 

and with potentially less severe overall environmental effects, an offsite alternative is 

included in the EIR {pp. 468-474). 

Can the environmental effects of the alternative be "reasonably ascertained"? CEQA 

states that "an EIR need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably 

ascertained"(CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126(d)). With respect to the SFIA Master Plan 

Offsite Alternative, a prior question is whether the alternative can first be defined well 

enough to permit reasoned analysis of its potential environmental effects. As discussed 

above, under Decentralization/Redistribution of Aviation Activity; Capacities and Plans of 

Other Regional Airports {pp. C&R. 75 .. g5 herein), defining an "optimum shares" or 

"regional redistribution" scenario for the airports in the Bay Area is a complex problem, 

requiring numerous guesses and assumptions as well as hard data collection and analysis. 

Identifying the impacts of a speculative alternative necessarily involves even more 

uncertainty than defining the alternative itself. Moreover, to permit a comparison between 

the impacts of a regionally defined Offsite Alternative and the impacts of the SFIA Master 

Plan, the setting and impacts of the latter would have to be defined equally broadly. 

Because substantial disagreement among experts cUITently exists regarding future Bay Area 
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aviation system requirements and the ways to meet those requirements, the EIR's definition 

and analysis of the SFIA Master Plan Offsite Alternative are general and qualitative. 

The in-progress Regional Airport System Plan (RASP) Update involves an extensive 

research and analysis effort by MTC, its consultants, and affiliated agencies and 

individuals that is aimed at addressing the region's future aviation needs. This effort may 

eventually produce a "Preferred Plan" of sufficient detail to use (or adapt for use) as an 

alternative means of serving SFIA Master Plan-forecast growth in air travel demand. 

Although neither the completed RASP nor the findings of the RASP EIR are yet available 

and it would be speculative to discuss their specific contents, preliminary draft working 

papers and other preliminary data suggest that the net regional environmental effects 

(particularly traffic-related effects) under a "redistribution" scenario may be found to be 

less severe than the net regional effects under a "combined airport master plans" scenario. 

The likelihood that the RASP Update will result in this conclusion is underscored by 

MTC's comments on the SFIA Master Plan EIR, including reference to "extensive previous 

analysis" showing that a redistribution strategy "is essential to: balance available runway 

and airspace capacity (i.e., reduce excessive aircraft and passenger delays), provide more 

convenient and accessible service to the Bay Area's population, provide noise relief to Bay 

Area residents, and minimize vehicle travel and air pollution from ground trips to and from 

Bay Area airports."/2/ If the RASP Update and its associated EIR analysis reach this 

conclusion, they would not contradict, but would instead elaborate and quantify, the 

qualitative impact analysis presented in the SFIA Master Plan EIR under the Offsite 

Alternative. 

Preliminary results of three computer model runs using ACCESS, a software package 

developed for MTC's use in analyzing airport access and airport competition in a multiple 

airport region, appear to advance the process of defining a reasonable "optimum shares" or 

"regional redistribution" scenario for existing and possible additional Bay Area airportsJ3/ 

The ACCESS model is being used by MTC to assist in refining and evaluating the RASP 

Update alternatives. Developed for MTC by Greig Harvey of Deakin, Harvey, 

Skabardonis, Inc., ACCESS: 

" ... is a tool for studying policies and trends that influence 1) the distribution of air 
travellers among airports; and 2) the patterns of use for airport access modes. It permits 
the user to quickly and easily analyze current patterns of airport choice and access mode 
use, and to test the effects of alternative traveler and service attributes .... ACCESS 
incol'JX)rates a set of models of airport choice developed for the San Francisco Bay Region, 
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using data from a survey of air travellers as well as a detailed representation of ground 
access and airline service at each airport .... The models and passenger sample are used 
with a database of access and airline service characteristics to obtain mode and airport 
choice probabilities for each traveling party .... By modifying the database, the user can 
assess the effects of a variety of scenarios involving different traveller characteristics, 
airport access services, airline services, and even airport locations."/4/ 

In addition to studying the effects that airport location and other access variables have on 

passengers' airport choice, the model can help to forecast the traffic (and air quality) effects 

of various future airport system scenarios by calculating total Vehicle Miles Traveled 

(VMT). 

Like any demand model, ACCESS must be interpreted by reference to the supply 

characteristics postulated.IS/ For example, the model "runs" on alternative BART 

extensions are based on assumptions as to speed, fare basis, number of stops, etc. H other 

assumptions are used, the results will differ accordingly. 

For the RASP Update, ACCESS has so far been run on three regional scenarios, using 

1990 existing conditions data (including the 1990 MTC Air Passenger Survey) and 

MTC/Regional Airport Planning Committee (RA.PC) passenger forecasts for 201016/ The 

scenarios explore "maximum" passenger shares for the three major air canier airports, 

(referred to herein as "the first model run"), potential "maximum" passenger shares for 

civilian air canier service jointly with military traffic at Travis Air Force Base (referred to 

herein as "the second model run"), and alternative airport BART extensions (not discussed 

herein). The potential applicability and limitations of the ACCESS model with respect to 

evaluation of SFIA Master Plan traffic impacts are discussed below under Transportation, 

p. C&R.135 .. 36 herein. 

The three model runs assumed a 2010 regional air passenger total of about 75 Million 

Annual Passengers (MAP). This is the MTC/RAPC "high" 2010 forecast (84.76 MAP), 

less transfer passengers (who do not use ground transportation in the Bay Area). The 

assumed distribution of passenger origins in 2010 was derived from the passenger origins 

within eight geographic areas (mainly within the Bay Area), slightly modified to reflect 

anticipated differential population growth rates (i.e., East Bay counties are expected to 

grow faster than others). 
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The first model run was intended to establish the hypothetical upper boundary (11Maximum 

Share") of each of the three major Bay Area airports' passenger markets, by geographic 

area of passenger origin and for the region as a whole, in 2010. This was accomplished by 

instructing ACCESS to eliminate differences in the levels of air service available at the 

three airports. The ground access conditions inherent in the database were not altered. For 

the region as a whole in 2010, "Maximum Shares" were found to be roughly 50 percent for 

SFIA, 27 percent for Metropolitan Oakland International Airport (MOIA) and 23 percent 

for San Jose International Airport (SilA) (The "natural market" for Oakland could be 

higher than 27 percent, but it is constrained by ground-access conditions, primarily Bay 

Bridge congestion and the temporary loss of the 1-880 / 1-80 connection due to earthquake 

damage at Cypress Street.)/3,5/ Calculated VMT for this hypothetical scenario totaled 

about 3.8 million miles per day, compared to about 4.3 million miles per day ~hen the 

1990 shares of the airports (71 percent at SFIA, 12 percent at MOIA, and 17 percent at 

SilA) are projected to 2010. lbis model run assumed that airlines served each of the three 

major airports approximately equally; this is not now the case. 

As a variant of the first model run, more-realistic 2010 passenger shares (''Equilibrated 

Shares") for the three major air carrier airports were derived by applying "adequate yield" 

(passenger load factor) criteria to eliminate flights that are assumed to be uneconomical 

for the air carriers. That is, for this variant, some differences in the level of available air 

service were introduced. From the standpoint of identifying the potential environmental 

effects (especially traffic and related air quality effects) of "redistributing" future air 

passenger demand from SFIA to MOIA and SilA, the "Equilibrated Shares" scenario 

provides the most useful output from the completed ACCESS runs15/ In other words,this 

part of the model run provides a view of how passengers' patterns of airport choice might 

look in the future if air carrier levels of service at the three major Bay Area airports were 

more similar to each other than at present, but not absolutely equal. "Equilibrated Shares" 

were found to be about 60 percent for SFIA, 21 percent for MOIA and 19 percent for SilA. 

Calculated VMT for this scenario totaled about 4.0 million miles per day. 

The second model run generated 2010 "maximum shares" for the respective major Bay 

Area airports, with an equal level of air service provided at Travis Air Force Base (equal to 

air service at SFIA, MOIA, and SnA-- that is, each of the four airports would provide 25 

percent of the regional air-carrier service). The results showed dtat Travis could attract as 

much patronage as MOIA or SilA does nowJ3/ 
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Discussions of the potential effects of airline hubbing strategies, and of other trends in the 

aviation industry, are included in Activity Patterns and Forecasts (pp. C&R.28-38 herein), 

and Attachment D: Background to Airport Operations, in C&R Appendix A herein. 

Is the Offsite Alternative feasible? As noted previously, CEQA's definition of feasible is 

"capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, 

taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors" 

(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15364). As discussed above, under Regional Planning and 

Coordination (p. C&R.S8-64 herein), even if the completed RASP Update "Preferred Plan" 

constitutes an "environmentally superior" alternative for the region (relative to the SFIA 

Master Plan, combined with other airports' development plans), MTC would not be fully 

empowered to implement every component of the RASP 13/ If SFIA and the other airports 

were to agree to bring their master plans into conformance with the RASP, such agreement 

would not ensure successful ~mplementation of the RASP either, because the airports are 

subject to government regulation of their operations (primarily by the Federal Aviation 

Administration (FAA)) and have extremely limited control over airline business decisions. 

Attachment D in C&R Appendix A herein contains a discussion of the limited powers 

granted to airport owners, the potential areas of control airports do have, the requirement 

that airport restrictions be reasonable and not discriminate unjustly, and the meaning of 

"unreasonable" and "discriminatory" when applied to restrictions imposed at several U.S. 

airports. 

Thus, while an offsite alternative is discussed in the Em, it is discussed at a general level 

with primarily qualitative analysis, due to the wide range of assumptions necessary to 

define the alternative and ascertain its environmental effects, and due to the limited 

feasibility of the alternative. 

ALTERNATIVE POLICIES/ MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS 

Comment 

" ... Broad altematjves to the SFIA Master Plan need to be analyzed to see if there are not 

alternatives that would greatly reduce the impacts.of noise ... 
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"Why has this EIR not even mentioned limiting the hours of airport operations? It seems like an 

obvious alternative to analyze in this Master Plan EIR. It would be an environmentally superior 

alternative under which the project objective would still be achievable. 

"We suggest that the EIR needs to analyze an alternative that w~uld limit [nighttime] arriving 

and departing flights to near zero (except perhaps for emergency situations). The night flights 

are somewhat low now -- why not analyze a Master Plan alternative that would allow people in 

the surrounding cities to sleep?" (Fred Howard, Pacifica Noise Abatement Committee) 

Response 

EIR project alternatives should not only be "capable of eliminating any significant adverse 

environmental effects or reducing them to a level of insignificance"; they must also, except 

the "No-Project" alternative, generally meet the objectives of the project. In the case of the 

SFIA Master Plan EIR, none of the alternatives meeting the basic project objectives would 

substantially reduce noise impacts. Both variants of the No-Project Alternative in the EIR 

would reduce the impacts of aircraft noise, as they assume reduced levels of aircraft 

operations in comparison with the SFIA Master Plan. The Onsite Alternative assumes the 

same future levels of passenger traffic and aircraft operations as the Master Plan, so it does 

not provide for substantially reduced aircraft noise impacts. The Offsite alternative, while 

potentially reducing aircraft noise impacts near SFIA (relative to the SFIA Master Plan), 

would not likely result in a net regional reduction in aircraft noise effects . 

Mitigation measures, in contrast to project alternatives, are more focused means of 

reducing project impacts, and may also be included to reduce the impacts of project 

alternatives. The EIR (pp. 424-426) contains a range of measures to mitigate the aircraft 

noise impacts that would result from the project Limiting night-time arriving and 

departing flights to zero or near.zero, as the commenter suggests, would be essentially the 

same as a curfew, which is a mitigation measure discussed below, under Aircraft Noise 

Mitigation (pp. C&R.268-71 herein). 
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System Optimization 

Comment 

"The EIR alludes to some items in the mitigation and/or alternatives which I think ought to be 

investigated further, and that is, just very briefly, a system management plan to determine how 

existing equipment facilities and systems can be optimized to their fullest use. I think that ought 

to be a subject of a separate investigation so that the decision-makers on this know exactly what 

they're dealing with, so they know if there is an altemati ve to do a better system management, 

they know it's available and they can encourage that." (Charles Kroupa) 

Response 

As referenced by the commenter, Airport System Management (ASM) is listed in the EIR 

(p. 469) among the preliminary range of altemati ves to address future aviation 

requirements in the region, as developed for the MTC RASP Update. nus strategy would 

aim at "matching supply and demand and making maximum use of existing facility 

capacity." In its preliminary form, this list of measures does not constitute a feasible 

alternative to the SFIA Master Plan. (The evaluation of RASP Alternatives is still in 

progress; the extent to which ASM will be incorporated into MTC's "Preferred Plan" is 

unknown at this time.) However, even if they were more fully developed and integrated, 

most of the listed ASM measures would not be within SFIA's control to implement nor 

meet the objectives of the SFIA Master Plan, and therefore they would not likely constitute 

a reasonable project alternative. 

The emphasis of the listed ASM measures is on avoiding major new construction by 

maximizing existing airside facilities in the region. Most of the ASM measures would 

either require changes in FAA policies or increased cooperation between the airports and 

the airlines. Some of the measures proposed, such as market share shifts between airports, 

fleet mix changes and flight schedule changes (by airlines) would be outside of the airports' 

control while others, such as development of reliever General Aviation airports or joint use 

of existing military airports, would likely require establishment of planning partnerships 

and implementation measures by government agencies. The only listed ASM measure that 

could potentially be implemented by SFIA, congestion pricing, could help to increase the 

efficiency of landside facilities (by spreading the airline peak demand for terminal gates) 
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but would not be within SFIA's ability to implement in the near term (see discussion of 

financial incentives on pp. C&R.279 herein). 

Revising the existing aircraft gate lease structure is a system management measure that 

could potentially reduce the need for SFIA Master Plan projects that aim to increase 

terminal capacity. This is not among the listed ASM measures, and is not in SFIA's 

control to implement in the near-term (see the discussion of exclusive-use leases in 

Attachment D, C&R Appendix A, herein). 

With respect to optimization of efficiency at an individual airport, and with regard to 

maximizing efficiency of its existing land.side facilities and operations, SFIA already has 

several advanced system management programs in place. For example, SFIA has a 

computerized maintenance control system for all airport equipment, operating systems, and 

facilities. The maintenance control system identifies, on a weekly basis, what 

facility/equipment/system needs service, what service is needed, and what resources are 

required (materials and labor). Work orders are then produced and work is scheduled and 

performed by the Airport's Facilities Operation and Maintenance surrf 17 / 

ALTERNATIVE TECHNOLOGIES 

Comment 

"Finally, members of the Planning Commission at the August 29th hearing raised the matter of a 

regional discussion of airports, including SFIA, Oakland and San Jose. The Committee agrees 

with this criticism. The SFIA Master Plan and its EIR should include consideration for future 

activities at all three airports, incorporating at the least: ... 

"6. Analyze and forecast the extent to which video conferencing, alternate transportation modes 
(e.g., high-speed rail) and other technology might reduce the need for air transport." 
(Timothy Treacy, Airport Noise Committee) 

Response 

At a regional or state planning level, the potential benefits of new technologies such as 

videoconferencing or high-speed rail may be incorporated in actual plans and policies. At 

the individual airport planning level, however, such new technologies may be considered 
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remote, exogenous influences on the aviation market, whether beneficial (relieving excess 

air service demand) or detrimental (competing with airports and airlines). As explained 

above, under Reduced Level of Expansion and Offsite. Alternatives: Regional 

Redistribution, (pp. C&R.86-93 herein), CEQA does not require an EIR to consider an 

alternative "whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is 

remote and speculative" (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126(d)). The EIR (pp. 472-473) 

includes the "New Technology" category in its summary of the preliminary range of 

alternatives developed for the MTC RASP Udate, but because it does not meet the above­

cited CEQA implementation criterion, "New Technology " is not considered a reasonable 

alternative to the project for the purposes of environmental review. 

ADEQUACY/FEASIBILITY OF ALTERNATIVES 

Comments 

11 As to the required exploration of alternatives to this vast expansion plan, the DEIR appears 

simp]y to repeat the conclusions of SFIA administration and staff that there are no viable 

alternatives. Til.is approach to exploring alternatives certainly cannot be what the California 

legislature contemplated for an environmental impact report on a major project such as this. 11 

(Caro] Gamble) 

"The DEIR section on alternatives is particularly weak, with no meaningful discussion of viable 

options. Furthermore, in many cases, the DEIR simply accepts the Airport's assessment about 

the inadequacy of alternatives. The Committee believes the DEIR should provide independent, 

unbiased examination of options, so the public and decision makers are adequately informed." 

(Timothy Treacy, Airport Noise Committee) 

" ... The alternatives offered seem to be restricted to Offsite: the MTC Regional Plan, Onsite: 

some vague, illusory FAA runway development plan, and no development at all (DEIR Vol. I 

Ch. §D). These alternatives are not even economic alternatives, much less environmental impact 

mitigating alternatives. Consequently, there simply is no way to determine when any of the 

proposed mitigating measures are to be applied. I get the feeling again that no real mitigation is 

ever intended." (Alyn Lam) 
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"While the use of other airports in the Bay Region to handle future air passenger growth is 

identified as an alternative, the basis for its rejection needs to be expanded." (Roger Chinn, 

Airport/Community Roundtable) 

"Finally, reading through the alternatives, I was struck -- now, I am not familiar with EIR's and 

what is an adequate EIR. In the alternatives, if you read the ~ternatives that are explored to this 

project, there is a description called 'reason for rejection'. Each of these says the sponsor has 

rejected this. Basically, that is what the EIR is saying. I would look to the EIR to explore 

alternatives that maybe the sponsor hasn't considered, alternatives that might shed new light on 

it To say, well, gee, we can do no growth and the airport doesn't want to do that therefore that 

is not a viable alternative, it seems to me it's not quite fulfilling the role, at least as I anticipate, 

of any EIR. I think we ought to have some real alternatives examined, not simply put something 

out and say: Well, the airport has already rejected this, therefore it's not a viable alternative." 

(Curt Holzinger) 

"The alternatives, I think, are given pretty short s~ft. It's kind of like developer responses 

which say: We have rejected this idea because it doesn't meet the demand. To me, that is not 

adequate for a public agency, particularly when other public agencies are recommending 

something different. There has got to be a better analysis and a better discussion as to why and 

what are the policy purposes so policy-makers can make decisions about the tradeoffs and the 

choices. It's not like a developer saying: I've got this land and I've got to build a 30-story 

building. It's in my economic interest to do so. Sorry, I am not going to consider any other 

alternatives. 

"This is the city. The city has got to say: The reason we have made this choice and we made 

these tradeoffs, and here are costs and here are the benefits, therefore these are why we rejected 

the alternatives. Otherwise, how is the public going to be able to .... or other policy-makers going 

to be able to - have any kind of understanding of what the decision points are here?" 

(Commissioner Engmann) 

"I agree with Doug, that the alternatives are pathetic and not fair to decision-makers. They may 

be fair to San Francisco Airport Commission, but not to the region." (Commission Bierman) 

C&R.98 



Response 

The EIR does not simply repeat the conclusions of the SFIA Administration and staff that 

there are no viable alternatives to the SFIA Master Plan. In accordance with CEQA 

requirements, the EIR considers a range of reasonable alternatives and identifies why the 

alternatives were rejected by the project sponsor in favor of the proposed project (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15126(d)). As explained above, under Decentralization/Redistribution 

of Aviation Activity; Capacities and Plans of Other Regional Airports, Reduced Level of 

Expansion, and Offsite Alternatives: Regional Redistribution (pp. C&R.75-85, 86-88 and 

88-93 herein), and acknowledged in the EIR (pp. 468-475), viable alternatives may exist 

which would, on a regional level, be "environmentally superior" to the SFIA Master Plan 

combined with other airports' master plans. However, CEQA does not require an EIR to 

consider an alternative "whose effect cannot be ascertained reasonably and whose 

implementation is remote and speculative." CEQA also requires that project alternatives 

be described that "could feasibly obtain the basic objectives of the project" or, would o~y 

"impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives .... "(CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15126(d)). 

The quality and scope of the EIR alternatives analysis is constrained, first, by the nature of 

the project objectives (which are defined in terms of the SFIA site itself), and second, by 

the complexity of the regional system. The EIR does not, and cannot, provide a Regional 

Aviation System Plan, and because the RASP Update has not been completed, the EIR 

does not, and cannot, evaluate the environmental impact of the RASP or its alternatives in 

relation to the impacts of the SFIA Master Plan. (It is not known at this time how well the 

completed RASP could be adapted to serve as an EIR alternative to the SFIA Master Plan, 

since the former is a regional plan, and the latter is an individual airport plan. The 

objectives, geographic scopes and levels of detail in the respective plans would likely differ 

substantially.) 

As one commenter correctly points out, the alternatives considered in the EIR (except for 

the No-Project variants) would not substantially reduce the environmental effects of the 

project The Onsite Alternative would primarily result in reduced construction effects, 

which are not considered as important as the longer-term operational effects of the project. 

The Offsite alternative could potentially reduce net regional environmental effects in 

comparison to the project, but this cannot be ascertained reasonably at this time. The 

Offsite alternative would also merely shift some effects to locations other than the SFIA 

C&R.99 



vicinity. The commenter's statement that the alternatives are not "economic" is unclear; 

CEQA does not require economic analysis of project alternatives or that alternatives be 

economically comparable to the project. 

The Airports Commission is required under CEQA (Guidelines, Section 15091) to consider 

alternatives and mitigation measures that would "substantially lessen or avoid" significant 

adverse environmental impacts (Public Resources Code, Section 21002), and when 

rejecting them as infeasible, supporting the rejection with substantial evidence (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15091). Further, if the EIR shows there to be unavoidable significant 

impacts resulting from the SFIA Master Plan, or if mitigation measures adopted by the 

Airports Commission would not reduce impacts below a level of significance, the Airports 

Commission must, under CEQA (Guidelines, Section 15093) fully disclose its rationale for 

project approval (through a Statement of Overriding Considerations). 1brough this 

process, the "tradeoffs" involved in the Commission's decision would be disclosed to the 

public. 

NOIBS - Alternatives 

/1/ Remy, Michael H., Tina A. Thomas, and James G. Moose, Guide to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), 1991 Edition, Solano Press Books, Point Arena, 
California, 1991. 

I'll Brittle, Chris, Manager, Planning, Metropolitan Transportation Commission, letter to 
Barbara Sahm, September 16, 1991. 

/3/ Roddin, Marc, Manager of Seaport and Airport Planning, Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission, interview, April 22, 1992. 

/4/ Harvey, Greig, ACCESS: Models of Airport Access and Airport Choice/or the San 
Francisco Bay Region (Deakin, Harvey, Skabardonis, Inc.), December, 1989. 

/5/ Harvey, Greig, telephone and facsimile communications, March 4-6, 1992. 

/6/ Data runs provided by Marc Roddin, Manager of Seaport and Airport Planning, 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, March 4, 1992. 

nl Costas, John, Assistant Administrator, Planning and Construction, San Francisco 
International Airport, letter, February 28, 1992. 
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WEST OF BAYSHORE LANDS 

The Notes for this section begin on p. C&R.103. 

Comments 

"West of Bayshore Airport Lands should be declared very valuable Open ,Space lands separating 

surrounding ~ities from Airport in perpetuity as protection against further vehicle and Pollution 

problems and listed as a necessity against more Pollution.11 (Jessie Bracker) 

"~ of Airport Lands bein2 currently used for Airport, lies a large needed Open Space 

surrounding the Easterly sides of San Bruno and Millbrae cities. As a Miti2;ation Action to 

insure protection against further Vehicle and Airport Pollution Problems those lands should be 

designated, as a necessary requirement, Open Space in Perpetuity and many trees should be 

planted there for purpose of helping to lessen the Pollution and Noise problems created because 

of this large Airport ... 

" ... [T]here is nothing in your document that tells of those lands planned for the possible BART 

station -- that they are the habitat lands of the endangered San Francisco garter snake, and 

especially where they plan to put the tail track storage area" (Jessie Bracker, letter of 8/27/91 

and public hearing of 8/27 /91) 

"The BART Station should not be placed in or near vacant Airport Lands west of 101 Hwy 

because of added Traffic Vehicle Pollutants, new roads that would have to be built and Parking 

lots that would have to be built, all generating more Pollutants which would make a farce of the 

purported reason for getting BART in the first place, which was to have cleaner air. BART is the 

only one that would benefit .. " (Jessie Bracker) 

"There is no discussion of a potential ballpark at that location. It may or may not be a reality, but 

it may be something that needs to be mentioned, just as the ballpark had to be mentioned in the 

Mission Bay EIR. ·: (Commissioner Engmann) 

"West of Bayshore Area. The development of this 180 acre property for airport-related purposes 

is essential to the long term development of SFIA. The final EIR should state the intent of the 

City to (a) proceed with the necessary environmental ~tudies; (b) take the required mitigation 
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measures; and (c) reserve the remaining available site for future SFIA development." (Thomas 

Brown, United Airlines) 

Response 

Page 20 of the BIR indicates that the "West of Bayshore site" is not included in the SFIA 

Master Plan Project Area. The BIR Project Description further states, "This site was 

removed from the SFIA Master Plan process because it is a habitat for the San Francisco 

garter snake, an endangered species, and the red-legged frog, a candidate for the 

endangered species list." According to the SFIA Master Plan, forecast long-term demand 

(until 2006) for aviation services would be satisfied at SFIA without the use of the West of 

Bayshore site. SFIA would not be precluded from developing the site; however, 

development of the West of Bayshore site for Airport (or other) use would be subject to 

additional CEQA review and regulatory approval by responsible agencies such as the 

California Department of Fish and Game. Toe environmental studies and mitigation 

measures mentioned by one commenter would be a part of that CEQA review. No 

development of the West of Bayshore site is proposed as part of the SFIA Master Plan 

Project. 

One commenter suggests that the West of Bayshore site be designated as permanent Open 

Space "as protection against further ... pollution," presumably to mitigate the project's 

pollution impacts and to prevent additional pollution impacts (due to site development) 

from occurring. Because the site is currently vacant and is not planned for development, 

the designation of it as Open Space would not mitigate the project's air or noise pollution 

impacts, as identified in the BIR. A discussion of the effectiveness of tree planting in 

mitigating air pollution appears in Air Quality Mitigation, p. C&R.332 herein. Toe 

designation of the West of Bayshore site as mitigation for the site's own development 

would not be appropriate because, as noted above, site development is not a part of the 

project. (The removal of the site from the SFIA Master Plan has already eliminated the 

potentially significant impacts that would occur as the result of the site's development 

under the SFIA Master Plan.) 

Several alternative BART station locations and layouts, including alternatives located on 

the West of Bayshore site , are under consideration for the construction of a BART 

extension.Ill Discussions of the BART station alternatives and the Alternatives 

Analysis/DEIS/DEIR are in the SFIA Master Plan BIR (pp. 269 and 415) and in BART 
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Extension to SFIA, pp. C&R.139-145 herein. The AA/DEIS/DEIR discusses the potential 

impacts of a BART station and associated access structures on the West of Bayshore site. 

A decision on the BART- San Francisco Extension "preferred alternative" will be made by 

a committee composed of representatives of BART, MTC, and SamTrans./2/ The public 

comment period for the BART AA/DEIS/DEIR was initiated in March, 1992. 

The BART AA/DEIS/DEIR indicates that construction of some of the San Francisco 

Airport BART Extension alternatives would result in significant impacts on the San 

Francisco garter snake, San Francisco forktailed damselfly, and the California red-legged 

frog, endangered species that occur on the West of Bayshore site. The San Francisco 

Airport BART Extension could also result in impacts on wetlands located on the West of 

Bayshore site. These impacts would depend on the preferred alternative selected, the 

acrual design of the facilities, and results of an accurate delineation of the wetland 

areas./1,3/ The BART AA/DEIS/DEIR indicates that a total of approximately 35 acres of 

wetlands exist on the West of Bayshore site and states that, "[a]t worst, 10 to 15 acres of 

wetlands would be eliminated, while at best only 3 to 5 acres would be affected."/3/ 

The characteristics and impacts of a BART station west of US 101 are discussed in the 

SFIA Master Plan EIR only to the extent they relate to the characteristics and impacts of 

the SFIA Master Plan. BART station characteristics and impacts are not evaluated in the 

SFIA EIR because the siting and construction of the station are not part of the Master Plan. 

The SFIA Master Plan EIR acknowledges the presence of endangered species on the West 

of Bayshore site but it is not a function of the SFIA Master Plan EIR to mitigate the effects 

of the proposed BART extension. BART station siting and construction are actions under 

the authority of BART (and MTC and Sam Trans), not the Airports Commission. 

The West of Bayshore site is not currently under consideration as a ballpark site. A 

ballpark was considered in the Mission Bay EIR because the ballpark was a pending 

proposal and was on the City of San Francisco ballot. Consequently, discussion of such a 

development proposal in this EIR would not be appropriate. 

N01ES - West of Bayshore 

/1/ BART - San Francisco Airport Extension AA/DEIS/DEIR, March 1992. 
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/2/ Wallsten, Karen, Senior Planner, Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc., telephone 
conversation, March 13, 1992. 

/3/ BART- San Francisco Airport Extension AA/DEIS/DEIR, March 1992, pp S-20, and 5-20 
to 5-24. 
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LAND USE AND PLANS 

Toe Notes for this section begin on p. C&R.111. 

LAND USE REGULATIONS APPLICABLE TO SFIA 

Comments 

"The draft EIR states that the Airport is not subject to county of San Mateo and adjacent cities 

land use and zoning regulations ... " (Richard Gee, SamTrans) 

"The Federal Government has given much aid to this Airport. They added more than $12 million 

by 1945 with Massive Improvements. How much of the Land and Fill was paid for with Federal 

Money?? As many as 2,000 people a day were employed by WPA and other relief agencies 

1933-1940 working at the Airport. ·1n World War Il the Military took over the Airport 

Supervision and completed Massive Improvements by 1945. By War's end the Airport had 

700 acres in use and another 2,000 acres under Development. Consequently SFIA emerged as a 

major crossroads of the World. Isn't it true that if Federal Government helped purchase land for 

Airport it must be kept for use of that Airport only? No ball parks." (Jessie Bracker, letter of 

8/27/91 and public hearing of 8/27/91) 

Respome 

The first comment refers to a statement in the second paragraph on p.78 of the EIR. The 

statement is taken directly from the SFIA Master Plan, and is supported by information in 

the SFIA Master Plan (pp. 3.1-3.2) regarding the powers and responsibilities of Airport 

Land Use Commissions (ALUCs). The AL.UC for San Mateo County is discussed on 

pp.103-105 of the EIR. 

Article 3.5, Section 21674 (e) of the S~ Aeronautics Act (which establishes the Airport 

Land Use Commission "to provide for the orderly growth of airports and surrounding 

areas") states, "The JX>Wers of the commission [ALUC] shall in no way be construed to 

give the commission jurisdiction over the operation of any airport." 

The second comment requests an account of parcels purchased with federal dollars and 

whether such land must remain in Airport use. According to the Federal Aviation 
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Administration (FAA), the title holder for each parcel of land at SFIA has not been 

determined, including whether such parcel(s) were purchased with federal dollars (but 

owned by SFIA) or whether.title is still held by the Federal GovernmentJl,21 

Title to specific parcel(s) of an airport's land may or may not be required prior to the 

implementation of an approved master plan. Whether any portion of SFIA property is 

restricted to Airport land uses can be determined after researching the federal branch that 

purchased the parcel(s), the terms and conditions of the purchase agreement (including any 

agreements with the City and County of San Francisco), and the authority for the purchase. 

Such research could produce an account of the parcel(s) affected by the proposed SFIA 

Master Plan, from which a determination could be made as to whether such parcel(s) 

would be restricted to Airport usesJl ,2/ 

As shown in the Project Description section of the EIR, the SFIA Master Plan does not 

include any "non-Airport" (non-aviation-related) uses. Therefore, an assessment of federal 

restrictions on land use is not relevant to the assessment of environmental effects in the 

BIR. 

EXJSTING LAND USE 

comment 

"P. 21 Fig 1 - does not show that some Airport lands are Elhin Millbrae. Map P. 83, Fig. 11 -

several designated land uses are shown incorrectly for City of Millbrae, for instance - 1) Airport 

lands within City of Millbrae are zoned Open Space. 2) Land you show as electric utilities is part 

of that Airport Open Space Lands and P.G. and E. Towers for Electric Lines. The P.G. and E. 

Substation is adjacent to that and you show it as Vacant. 3) There is also a Kennel and a Private 

Tennis Club Courts in that same land parcel you show Vacant. 4) There is a Sheltering Pines 

Convalescent Hospital at north side of area just across the R.R. Tracks from west side of that 

where you show Single Family. 5) There is a small Power Unit Bldg. located just South adjacent 

to Marina Vista fa[k alongside Bay St that supplies power to Airport. 6) There is a Sewer-Lift 

Station at Madrone and Bay St 7) There is a Storm Drainage Pump Station just north of City 

Boundary Line in Airport field, across from Lomita Park School by Lomita Canal. 

"P. 75 last of par 4 - should add- and Southwest - just after "West" because elsewhere in text it 

states Millbrae ~ "Southwest"; and east of Millbrae St, Airport lands are also habitat of the 
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endangered San Francisco Garter Snake and of the red legged frog within City of Millbrae 

Boundary lines all along Lomita Canal. 

"P. 92-93 - says nothing about Airport lands zoned Open Space in Millbrae and nothing about 

the snake and frog habitat nor Millbrae's Sphere of Influence on any Airport Lands, also on Pages 

255 and 256 - you left out the same things but yet wrote aoout all 3 as for San Bruno area! Why? 

There are more of the Snakes located in Millbrae." (Jessie Bracker) 

Response 

Figure 1, Project Location, on p. 21 of the EIR is revised to depict the approximate area of 

the City of Millbrae that is within the SFIA boundary. 

Figure 11, Existing Land Use and City Boundaries Adjacent to SFIA, on p. 83 of the EIR 

is intended to depict existing land uses. Toe legend and shaded areas on Figure 11 are 

intended to illustrate the predominant existing land use for the areas covered. The zoning 

designations for those areas may differ from the existing land use. Figure 11 is not. 

intended to show the City of Millbrae's zoning designations. 

In some instances, a particular legend designation may be meant to represent multiple land 

uses. To clarify the land use designations depicted on Figure 11, the "Electric Utilities" 

designation in the legend is revised to "Electric Utility Facilities." 

The comments regarding the P.G. and E. substation, kennel and private tennis club, power 

unit building, sewer-lift station, and storm drainage pump station are correct. However, 

these land uses are not the predominant use within the respective areas depicted on 

Figure 11. Toe Sheltering Pines Convalescent Hospital is added to Figure 11. 

The commenter requests the addition of the words "and Southwest" after the word "West" 

in the last sentence of paragraph 4 on p. 75 of the EIR. Toe word "West" is part of the title 

"West of Bayshore" and is not referring to a direction but a portion of SFIA property. Toe 

title "West of Bayshore" should be consistent throughout the EIR, and therefore, is not 

changed on p. 75. 
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The commenter notes that the City of Millbrae lands within the Airport boundary are zoned 

Open Space by the City of Millbrae and within the City of Mill brae's Sphere-of-Influence, 

and that there are more [San·Francisco Garter] snakes located in [the part of the West of 

Bayshore site in] Millbrae [than in the remainder of the site]. To further clarify the 

discussion of the existing land use conditions in the environs of SFIA, the following 

sentences are appended to the first paragraph on p. 93 of the EIR: 

SFIA lands within the City of Millbrae are designated Industrial/Utility east of 
US 101, and designated Open Space west of US 101, by the City of Millbrae General 
Plan. These lands are zoned Industrial east of US 101, and zoned Open Space west 
of US 101, by the City of Millbrae Zoning Ordinance./26a/ These SFIA lands are 
within the City of Millbrae's Sphere-of Influence. 

On p. 255 of the EIR, the following paragraph is inserted after the fifth paragraph : 

SFIA's West of Bayshore parcel is within the City of Millbrae Sphere oflnfluence. 
As stated on p. 20, the parcel is habitat for the San Francisco garter snake, an 
endangered species, and the red-legged frog, a candidate for the endangered species 
list. The number of San Francisco garter snakes inhabiting the Millbrae or other 
portion(s) of the West of Bayshore is not known. As stated on p. 20, the West of 
Bayshore parcel is not included in the SFIA Master Plan Process. 

The following note is inserted after note /26/ on p. 121 of the EIR: 

/26a/ Ironside, Robert, Millbrae Director of Community Development, telephone 
conversation, March 5, 1992. 

GENERAL PLAN NOISE ELEMENTS 

comments 

"Although we agree that the Pacifica Noise Element may state that aircraft noise is not 

considered a problem for Pacifica (pp. 94-95), the noise element is over 10 years old and in 

obvious need of revision. The activities of our committee of the past three years is evidence that 

airport noise is now (in 1991) considered a problem in Pacifica. .. " (Fred Howard, Pacifica 

Noise Abatement Committee) 

" ... [T]he description of community setting, land use, and noise compatibility for the City of 

Pacifica as included in the DEIR is incomplete. Although the DEIR correctly states that our 

Noise Element does not recognize aircraft noise as a problem, the City of Pacifica has been 
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participating in the Airport Roundtable for many years and has repeatedly expressed concern 

about aircraft noise. In particular, our response to the Notice of Preparation and our response to 

working papers for the Master Plan indicated a concern about the noise impacts which would 

result from the planned increase in the number of flights. The DEIR should be revised to 

acknowledge that the City has serious concerns about aircraft noise, particularly in regard to 

single-event noise impacts and overflight patterns." (Wendy Cosin, City of Pacifica) 

Response 

Both comments refer in part to the statement on p. 94 of the EIR that ". . . aircraft noise is 

not considered a problem for Pacifica." The EIR's discussion of the environmental setting 

for Land Use and Plans is primarily based on adopted plans and policies such as the Noise 

Element of the General Plan for the City of Pacifica. Responses to the Notice of 

Preparation, participation in the Airport/Community Roundtable, and other community 

involvement meetings indicate that the City of Pacifica and the Pacifica Noise Abatement 

Committee have "serious concerns" regarding existing aircraft noise levels and the 

potential single-event noise levels and overflight patterns under the SFIA Master Plan. 

The last paragraph on p. 94 of the EIR is revised as follows (revisions are underlined): 

The ado.pted Noise Element of the General Plan states that aircraft noise is not 
considered a problem for the City of PacificaJ29/ The SFIA 1976 65 dB CNEL 
contour did not cross into Pacifica1s city limits. However, participation in the 
Aixport/Comrnunity Roundtable csee p, 167l and at other community meetin2s 
concerned with aircraft noise has indicated that noise, particularly sin2le-event noise 
levels and overfli2ht patterns. is currently perceived as a problem by some City of 
Pacifica residents,/29a/ 

Neverthe]ess. the primary source of surface noise in Pacifica is the arterial / collector 
street system. According to the Noise Element of the 1980 City of Pacifica General 
Plan: ... 

The following note is inserted after note /29/ on p. 121 of the EIR: 

/29a/ Cosin,'Wendy, Planning and Building Director, City of Pacifica, telephone 
conversation, March 5, 1992. 

N01ES - Land Use and Plans 

/1/ Cross, David, Federal Aviation Administration, telephone conversation, March 5, 1992. 

/'lJ Hopkins, Les, Federal Aviation Administration, telephone conversation, March 9, 1992. 
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TRANSPORTATION SETI"ING AND IMPACTS 

Toe Notes for this section begin on p. C&R.151. 

SETIING 

Roadway Network 

Comment 

"On page 127 the document states that Millbrae Avenue is 'a four-lane arterial running east-west 

from 1-280 to Old Bayshore Highway. It provides access to SFIA for areas west and south of 

SFIA. .. ' 

"As anyone who has travelled on Millbrae Avenue from 1-280 to Old Bayshore Highway can tell 

you, the road is two lanes, winding, steep, and peppered with stop signs for most of the distance. 

It passes through residential areas where high speed, high volume traffic would not be 

appropriate. 11 (Patricia Clark) 

Response 

The first sentence of the third paragraph on p. 127 of the EIR is changed as follows (new 

text is underlined and deletions indicated by brackets): 

Running east - wesl Millbrae Avenue is a [ ] two-lane arterial between 1-280 [ ] and 
El Camino Real and a six-lane arterial between El Camino Real and Old Bayshore 
Highway. 

Existing Ground Transportation Services 

Comment 

"P. 131 AC/BART Plus passes, etc. Technically, p~ge on MUNI or AC Transit is not free; 

the passenger pays seven dollars twice monthly in addition to BART fare for the privilege of 

riding the bus lines involved. More importantly, the BART Plus Pass is not valid for passage on 

SamTrans lines 7F/7B - it is only worth a 50¢ credit toward passage. It is therefore of limited 

value for SFO tripmaking. 
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"A separate joint Sam Trans/MUNI pass arrangement is, however, currently at the discussion 

stage which is expected to offer users a discount on the order of $10 from the combined $75 p.p.ce 

of passes ($30 MUNI, $45 SamTrans SF/SFO). (SamTrans prices may rise shortly.)" (Peter 

Straus and James Lowe, MUNI) 

Response 

The BART Plus Pass is currently gcxxl for full credit on Sam.Trans lines 7B and 3B, and 

$0.85 credit on Sam.Trans line 7F. Therefore, the BART Plus Pass could be used for trips 

to SFIA. A separate SamTrans/MUNI pass would also make trips to SFIA more 

accessible. 

The last two sentences in the third paragraph on p. 131 of the BIR are changed to: 

SamTrans recently entered into a fare-coordination agreement with BART that 
provides free rides on ~ SamTrans buses <and credits on others) to passengers 
who present semi-monthly AC/BART Plus passes. These passes, subject to 
additional monthly fees, are good for free passage on MUNI routes also. 

SFIA MASTER PLAN TRANSPORTATION ASPECTS 

On-Aimort Circulation (GTC/APM/Roadwaysl 

Comments 

"The Division supports the proposed plans for an Automated People Mover (APM) system at 

San Francisco International Airport. However, we do note that it appears that with the exception 

of private automobile passenger drop-off, vehicles that previously proceeded directly to the 

terminal buildings (taxi/limo, shuttle van, shuttle bus and Sam Trans bus) would now go to the 

Ground Transportation Center, with the occupants then using the Automated People Mover to 

access the terminal buildings. 

"Will all curb side drop-off be discontinued for these altemati ve modes of travel? If so, we 

suggest that further consideration be given to the potential impact on the shuttle, bus and 

taxi/limo services if private vehicles are still allowed to drop-off passengers at the curb." (Sandy 

Hesnard, Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics) 
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"Tenninal Roadway System. The Master Plan correctly states on Pg. 10.9 that 'additional 

planning will be required to determine the optimum design' of the roadway system. The 

schematic design depicted in the DEIR (IV.B., pgs. 265-272) should not be taken as a final 

configuration of the new roadway system required to interconnect the existing and new terminals 

with Highway 101 and other roads." (Thomas Brown, United Airlines) 

" ... There are some comments on widening the road R-3, which is commonly called McDonnell 

Road, between 101 and San Bruno Avenue. Now, I am not sure I understand that, because R-3 

doesn't run between 101 and San Bruno Avenue. But the road seems awful narrow now ... " 

(Edwin Works) 

Response 

The functions and operations of the Ground Transportation Center (GTC) and the 

Automated People Mover (APM) are described on DEIR pp. 265-268. The GTC would 

house most of the ground transportation vehicles, including shuttle vans. The objective of 

the GTC and APM (Light Rail System) is to provide a comparable level of service to 

patrons who use this system to access the terminals and to those who drive to the terminal 

curbside. For the convenience of Airport patrons, the Light Rail System would be 

designed to operate on the upper and lower level roadways in front of the terminals. It 

would connect and transport passengers, meeters/greeters and employees to and from the 

terminals, Ground Transportation Center, hotel, remote parking lots, aircraft maintenance 

and cargo facilities and future mass transit facilities. The DEIR analyzed the APM and the 

GTC with the understanding that the design was conceptual, and has not been finalized. 

The Caltrans commenter is correct in stating that private automobiles would retain 

passenger pick-up/drop-off privileges at curbside directly in front of the air passenger 

terminal buildings. The impacts associated with this configuration are that private auto use 

would continue to be encouraged, and shuttle, transit and other alternative transportation 

modes might be discouraged. The EIR anticipates no measurable impact of the APM on 

the modal split for passengers and employees entering and leaving the Airport in the future 

(pp. 283-285, Tables 27-29). The final design of the APM and the GTC should consider 

providing at least· equivalent service levels for all modes, and if possible, incentives for 

using alternative modes (e.g., HOV lanes directly into the GTC, preferential treatment of 

transit, etc.). 

C&R.114 



The roadway design described in the EIR (Figure 27) diagrammatically represents the 

roadway configuration to interconnect the existing and new terminals with US 101 and 

other roads. Although the design and configuration of the roadway connections to US 101 

are under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Transportation, the Airport 

would participate in the design and fund this project The configuration analyzed in the 

EIR is the result of a joint effort between the Airport staff and Caltrans during the past 

three years. The final design would be subject to Caltrans approval. The EIR {pp. 265-

272) and Master Plan (pp. 10.8 - 10.9) describe the traffic circulation and rationale of the 

Terminal Roadway System. 

Road R-3, which is also known as McDonnell Road, is a two-lane connector roadway that 

runs between San Bruno Avenue and Road R-18, near the US 101 interchange. It would 

be widened to four lanes as part of the near-term (1996) Master Plan. 

On-Airport Parkin& 

Comment 

" ... Weare also working with SFIA staff on a joint public/employee parking facility immediately 

adjacent to the MOC [Maintenance Operations Center] (Lot DD) which would, in part, support 

future additional MOC employee parking requirements ... 

.. Lots C and CC. Due to space restrictions and already existing traffic congestion in the terminal 

area, United is opposed to the use of Lots C and CC for commercial development and automobile 

parking (11.C., Section 11, pg. 58), unless necessary to accommodate those businesses already at 

SFIA being displaced from existing leaseholds. Parking 1,200 cars in this restricted area near the 

terminal will not serve to relieve either parking or traffic problems at SF1A ... 

"Parkin&. The parking provisions described in the DEIR (Il.C., Section 9, pg. 56; IV .B., pg. 324; 

and Tables 46 and 4 7, pg. 325 and 326) need to be adjusted to reflect the following: 

"United plans to develop, in conjunction with SFIA, the entire ground level of Lot DD, the 
capacity of which is 3,500 spaces, in order to replace the present United employee_ parking 
Jots being demolished as listed in Paragraph 2 above [Airport Support Area Facilities, 
p. C&R.21 herein]. 

"United plans to construct parking deck(s) above our existing MOC West Lot in order to 
increase the capacity of this lot from the present 1,750 spaces to approximately 
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4,000 spaces. Again, a majority of these additional spaces will serve to replace those being 
demolished as part of Master Plan development. 

"Due to the configuration of-the· new International Terminal, it will not be possible to park 
cars on the roof of the North Terminal. The Master Plan deleted this parking [capacity]." 
(Thomas Brown, United Airlines) 

Response 

The parking garage DD would be developed as noted in the EIR (p. 27, second paragraph; 

p. 57, Table 9; p. 58, first paragraph) to support replacement parking and serve additional 

MOC employee parking requirements. nus project is also described in the Master Plan 

(pp. 10.9 and 10.10). The relation of this garage to potential BART passenger needs is 

discussed on p. C&R.143 herein. 

The commercial development and a parking structure project for Lot C-CC are intended to 

provide replacement space for Airport tenants that would be displaced because of the 

Master Plan program. The expansion of Lot D would require the relocation of the Bank of 

America facility to the Lot C-CC commercial office building. This building would house 

other aviation-related businesses, such as charter operations and aviation-support/airline­

administration offices. United Airlines submitted a letter dated August 18, 1989, 

commenting on the SFIA Master Plan Working Paper C (p. Il-70 of the "Response to 

Comments and Addendum to Master Plan Working Paper C") stating, "In any case, both 

Lot C and CC should be reserved for vehicle parking requirements." Vehicle parking is 

one of the proposed uses for this location. 

Any comments or concerns United Airlines may have about the appropriateness of features 

of the SFIA Master Plan should continue to be expressed to the San Francisco Airports 

Commission and Staff. The EIR analyzes physical environmental impacts. 

The parking provisions described in the EIR reflect the SFIA Master Plan and do not need 

to be adjusted. The SFIA Master Plan includes replacement for demolished facilities as 

United Airlines requested in its letters of October 28, 1988 and August 18, 1989. These 

replacement facilities include parking as described in the SFIA Master Plan (Chapter 10, 

Fig. 10.4 and 10.5) and the EIR (p. 39). The EIR states, "Projects under functional Parking 

categories 1.0 through 10.0 are summarized in Tables 4 to 7, pp. 46-49, and are presented 

in further detail in Appendix B ... " The parking garage on Lot DD is intended to replace 
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United employee parking that is not otherwise being replaced at relocated facility sites. 

Lot DD would be developed as necessary for the garage DD parking facility described in 

the EIR (p. 58, Section. 11.0 Parking Facilities). 

The SFIA Master Plan does not contemplate the construction of parking decks above the 

MOC West Lot The SFIA Master Plan includes replacement for d~molished tenant 

facilities and parking. This project was not requested by United Airlines during 

development of the SFIA Master Plan (United Airlines October 28, 1988 and August 18, 

1989 letters - Comments on Master Plan Working Papers Band C, respectively). 

The Airport staff eliminated the proposed North Terminal roof parking project in the early 

stages of the SFIA Master Plan study. The North Terminal roof parking had been intended 

to provide close-in additional parking for terminal employees and had not been intended to 

replace parking for demolished tenant facilities. The New Intemationa1 Terminal concept, 

as presented in the third Master Plan Working Paper and as adopted in the SFIA Draft 

Final Master Plan, physically precludes development of the North Termina1 roof parking. 

However, it does provide additional close-in termina1 parking on the top floor of the 

Ground Transportation Center adjacent to the New Intemationa1 Termina1. 

The analysis for the DEIR assumed that the projects in the previously approved SFIA 

Capital Projects Plan (dated 1989) would be built. The 420 parking spaces on the roof of 

the North Termina1 are part of this plan, and were therefore assumed to be existing by the 

build-out year of the 5-year Capital Projects Plan (1994). 

If the Master Plan would preclude the provision of these 420 public parking spaces, then 

the following impacts would occur: 

• In 1996, the projected parking deficit for public short-term spaces would increase from 
1,131 to 1,551 (a 37 percent increase). The projected total parking surplus would 
decrease by 420 spaces, from 2,252 to 1,832, but the surplus is projected only for 
Airport employees and not air passengers. Vehicles would circulate for a longer time 
in the shbrt·term garage or the Ground Transportation Center before finding a parking 
space. 

• In 2006, the projected parking deficit for public short-term spaces would increase from 
4,616 to 5,036 spaces (a 9 percent increase). The overall parking deficit at SFIA 
would increase from 4,391 to 4,811 spaces .. With the BART station at SFIA, the 
parking deficit would increase from 1, 171 to 1,591 spaces. 
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Please see the responses on pp. C&R.177-183 herein, for further discussion on parking deficits 

and suggested mitigation measures. 

ASSUMPTIONS 

Comments 

"The EIR indicates several highway segments and local intersections will deteriorate to Level of 

Service F as a result of projected future air traffic growth resulting from the master plan. MTC 

has reviewed the traffic data and assumptions in the DEIR and finds the methodologies and 

assumptions to be reasonable, given the air passenger forecast, including such factors as the air 

passenger and employee mode split, the projected use of the proposed BART extension to SFO, 

and the impact of the BART extension on airport parking requirements." (Chris Brittle, 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission) 

" .. .In summary, it is my view that both local and regional agencies develop EIR reports that 

justify large-scale, high-density development projects while the MTC and city agencies develop 

EIR reports that justify the large-scale transit system extensions required to transport people from 

counties where they can afford to live to counties where they work. Unfortunately, the land use 

plans are expensive (costly) to the public as are the transportation projects developed. Moreover, 

the transportation plans are inefficient and generally obsolete about the time they are completed. 

In sum, the participating local and regional agencies use one another's data in their planning 

activities, and thus, white elephants are set in concrete. 

"If anybody wishes to question this statement, I refer you to the referenced reports that I have 

prepared and delivered to both local and regional officials. The public record shows that these 

reports have been wholly ignored by elected officials and/or deleted from EIR reports - with rare 

exception in their entirety. 

"The SFO Master Plan DEIR is inextricably linked to the MTC's Regional Transportation Plan 

DEIR because of MTC's definition of future land use and transportation plans and BAAQMD's 

Clean Air Plan in terms of the draconian Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) required to 

address the serious environmental problems created by the high density land us~ and 

transportation projects. 
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"Certification and implementation of the policies and projects defined by ABAG, the MTC and 

BAAQMD and SFO Airport will have substantial impact upon the future of the Bay Area for 

well into the 21st Century. For example page 16.8 of MTC's RTP EIR states: 

Toe Project would require an irreversible commitment of financial resources to the 
development of the Project elements .. the Project would require an irreversible 
commitment to satisfying mobility needs primarily throu&h automobile accessibility.' 

"In short, the Project defined in MTC's RTP EIR establishes that Bay Area transportation 

'requirements are prolW)1llmed to be 'solved' with an expected increase in the use and density of 

automobiles in already high traffic areas - and once the Project is underway, it is irreversible. 

What happened to the 'transit first' policy and the strict requirements codified in the Clean Air 

Act. The BAAQMD's EIR is also fatally flawed because it merely 'reacts' to land use and 

transportation plans in a manner much like a nazzled mother reacts to the antics of an errant 

child. The SFO Airport EIR is even worse. It attempts to define a large-scale project in a 

vacuum - much like the errant child thinks only of itself." (Dehnert Queen, Small Business 

Development Corporation) 

Response 

The MTC comment is noted, with appreciation. 

The EIR, under CEQA guidelines, is intended to determine potential impacts of the project 

and to identify feasible measures to mitigate its impacts; this information is presented in 

the EIR. Certification of the EIR would not constitute justification or approval of the 

project. 

Regional impacts of the SFIA Master Plan are discussed throughout the EIR, for example 

on pp. 68-72 (potential impacts); pp. 257-260; pp. 320-322; pp. 306-313, including 

Table 41; pp. 320-322; pp. 339-351, including Tables 53-54; and pp. 362-365, including 

Table 61. 

Regional impacts of the SFIA Master Plan are further addressed in the responses on 

pp. C&R.133-137 herein. 

Under CEQA, it is not the role of this EIR to comment on the quality of EIRs on other 

projects. 
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FUTURE TRAFFIC CONDIDONS 

Cumulative Growth 

Comment 

"The DEIR has taken the anticipated growth in communities immediately adjacent to it and 

utilized that in connection with its own growth as factors for projecting future circulation 

conditions. We believe that this clearly underestimates the impacts on the 101 corridor. A large 

percentage of the traffic problem on the 101 corridor will be north of the airport and most of the 

off airport development will occur north of the airport in the cities of Brisbane and San 

Francisco. The cities immediately adjacent to the airport are largely built out and there is more 

growth projected in Brisbane than in all those cities combined. While the uses on some 600 acres 

of that is undetermined, a development agreement exists dating back to 1984 which will permit 

approximately 1.7 million square foot commercial development and 1100 hotel rooms. These 

impacts should be reviewed. 

"The DEIR states as fact that for every on airport Job that is created, one half a job is created 

immediately off airport. In doing traffic projections, the increase in on airport employment was 

used, but no factor was made for the additional one half person generated off airport by the 

airport expansion. If it is true that the airport expansion will create this additional half job, it 

should be factored in for traffic impact purposes." (Stephen Waldo, Mayor of Brisbane) 

Response 

Assumptions regarding developments in the vicinity of SFIA that might affect the traffic 

operations in the study area (the area in which local intersections could be affected by the 

SFIA Master Plan) were obtained from the cities of Brisbane, Burlingame, Millbrae, San 

Bruno, and South San Francisco, and reviewed with respect to the project's potential 

impacts on study-area intersections. Brisbane project locations are over six miles from 

SFIA, so that it is unlikely that these projects would affect the study area intersections in a 

statistically significant way. Therefore, they were not included in the list-added-growth 

analysis. However, Brisbane development's cumulative impacts on US 101 ~ 

considered, as the forecast growth factors (in effect, additions to the list-added growth) 

came from the North San Bruno Areawide Traffic Model (a year-2005 travel-demand 

model). 
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As stated on p. 275 of the EIR, the year-2005 traffic model, which covered an area from 

San Francisco to SR 92 on the south (including San Mateo, Burlingame, Millbrae, San 

Bruno, South San Francisco and Brisbane), incorporated approved projects, and 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and Association of Bay Area 

Governments (ABAG) zonal land use data. Since the model's analysis year was 2005, a 

straight-line projection was used to determine 1996 and 2006 traffic conditions. 

ABAG has compiled projections of housing and employment by census tract throughout 

the Bay Area (ABAG Projections 1987). The MTC traffic model has assigned these land 

use forecasts to 550 analysis zones, which form the basis for the MTC regional 

transportation model. (The MTC regional transportation model that was used in the 

analysis was based on AB A G's Projections 1987. The DEIR incorrectly states that 

ABAG's Projections 1985 were used. [The EIR has been corrected to read "1987" on all 

appropriate pages.] The most recent version of the MTC regional model uses ABAG's 

Projections 1990, which differs only slightly from Projections 1987 in housing and 

employment figures. The results of the analysis would not be expected to change if the 

more recent version of the model was used, as the model was used only for trip distribution 

and background growth factor purposes.) 

The year-2005 North San Bruno Areawide Traffic Model was derived from MTC's 550-

zone regional transportation model. The MTC model now contains 700 zones, but 

contained 550 zones at the time the North San Bruno Areawide Study was completed. The 

North San Bruno Areawide Traffic model has a base year of 1986 and a forecast year of 

2005. It is consistent with the General Plans of communities in San Mateo County, and 

covers an area greater than the local-intersection study area of the EIR. 

The traffic analysis accounts indirectly for additional off-site jobs generated by the Airport. 

The forecast growth factors derived from the year-2005 traffic model were used to forecast 

traffic growth in the larger (San Francisco to San Mateo) area around the Airport, which 

includes the local-intersection study are~ 
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Trip Generation 

Comment 

"P. XI-A-165 Table G-4 - Vehicle Trip Generator - Shouldn't the two Hotels, Clarion and Westin 

and Hertz Car Rental have been added there?" (Jessie Bracker) 

Response 

All of the uses mentioned by the commenter were already in existence when the BIR traffic 

counts were taken; thus, the BIR setting analysis included the traffic generated by these 

uses (and other existing hotels) .. 

The traffic-impact analysis included the lists of approved (but not yet built) projects for the 

cities of South San Francisco, San Bruno, Millbrae and Burlingame. Each of these cities' 

planning departments had been consulted and asked to provide the list of projects that they 

wanted to include in the analysis. The analysis was performed in 1990; it is not unusual 

for project lists to change as projects are cancelled or changed in some way and new 

projects are proposed. 

The forecast growth analysis for years 1996 and 2006 takes into account the unforeseen 

factors by using forecast growth factors. The forecast growth factors are based on general 

plan buildout information, which includes the maximum amount of potential development 

for each municipality. If a project was not recognized in the list-added-growth analysis, it 

would be (implicitly) included in the forecast growth analysis. 

TRAFFIC IMPACTS 

At Specific Locations 

Comments 

"In reviewing the traffic impacts section it was noted that additional traffic generated on 

Highway 101 will cogenerate or force traffic onto other north-south corridors.such as El Camino 

Real. The EIR evaluates impacts to segments of Highway 101 from Whipple Avenue in 

Redwood City to Holly in San Carlos and includes a segment from Hillsdale Boulevard north. 
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However, the EIR fails to analyze the impacts upon the segment of Highway 101 lying within 

Belmont. Segments lx>th north and south of Belmont are anaJyzed and the entire segment along 

Highway 101 within Belmont is completely overlooked." (Ed Everett, (then) City Manager, City 

of Belmont) 

"The Draft EIR indicates that the intersections at El Camino Real / Millbrae A venue, California 

Drive / Millbrae A venue and Rollins Road/ Millbrae Avenue will all drop to LOS F during A.M. 

and P.M. peak periods by 2006 if SFIA's master plan is accomplished in the time frame 

conceived. The repon: does not adequately address the Old Bayshor:e Highway / Millbrae 

Avenue interchange. However it does note the additional congestion on 101 will increase the use 

of parallel roadways to access SFIA, including Old Bayshore Highway which is now impacted 

with parallel traffic destined for the airport. How will these trips diverted from 101 increase with 

implementation of each phase of the SFIA Master Plan? What will be the impact on the service 

level of the Millbrae/ Old Bayshore intersection? ... " (Dennis Argyres, City Manager, City of 

Burlingame) 

Response 

The DEIR analyzed segments along US 101 lx>th south and north of SFIA. Although not 

every segment was covered in the analysis, the DEIR presented a sampling of freeway 

segments. The freeway mainline analysis was recalculated to include the US 101 segments 

immediately north and south of Ralston A venue in Belmont. 

Currently the segment of US 101 between Holly Street and Ralston Avenue operates at 

LOS Din both the a.m... and l2,.m... peak hours. In 1996, with the addition of forecast-growth 

traffic, the Holly Street to Ralston Avenue segment of US 101 would degrade from LOS D 

to LOSE during the .a.m... peak hour and remain at LOS D during the 12.JD.,. peak hour. With 

the addition of project traffic, this US 101 segment would continue to operate at LOS E 

during the~ peak hour and degrade from LOS D to LOS E during the J2J1L. peak hour. 

The segment of US 101 between Ralston Avenue and Hillsdale Boulevard currently 

operates at LOS E in both the iJlL. and 12JD.,. peak hours. In 1996, with the addition of 

forecast-growth traffic, the Ralston Avenue and Hillsdale Boulevard segment would 

degrade from LOS E to LOS F during the a.JD... peak hour and would remain at LOS E in 

the J2,JD...peak hour. With the addition of project-generated traffic, this US 101 segment 

would operate at LOS F during both the a.JD... and llJlk peak hours. 

C&R.123 



In 2006, with forecast growth traffic, the US 101 segments immediately north and south of 

Ralston Avenue would operate at LOS E during the .arm.. peak hour and LOS F during the 

n.m... peak hour. With the addition of project traffic, these segments would operate at 

LOS F during both the morning and afternoon peak hours. Tables 40 and 41 are revised as 
follows to reflect the additional analysis of these freeway segments. 

The segments of US 101 in Belmont would experience the same kinds of increases in 

traffic as would those in San Mateo and San Carlos. Freeways that are projected to operate 

at LOS F in the future would actually experience longer peak periods to spread out the 

projected demand, so that the volume-to-capacity ratio on the freeway remains below 1.0 

(the theoretical maximum operating point). 

In the EIR, the Old Bayshore Highway/ Millbrae Avenue intersection is analyzed for 

future conditions in 1996 and 2006, with forecast growth, with the near-term and long-term 

development of the project and with list-added growth. Figures 29 and 30 (EIR pp. 290-

291) show the distribution of traffic along Old Bayshore Highway in the future. The traffic 

analysis projected that fewer than one percent of airport employees and two percent of air 

passengers would use Old Bayshore Highway in the future. These percentages do take into 

account, however, trips that would have used the freeway but are now projected to divert to 

parallel roadways because of congestion or perceived travel-time advantages. The 

intersection level of service summaries presented in Tables 35 through 39 (EIR pp. 296-

308) account for the additional trips that would divert off US 101 onto Old Bayshore 

Highway and other parallel roadways. 

During the iJ1L. peak hour in 1996, the project would add 336 trips at the Old Bayshore 

Highway/ Millbrae Avenue intersection, including 39 additional vehicles onto Old 

Bayshore Highway. During the llJJL. peak hour in ·1996, the project would add 364 trips at 

the Old Bayshore Highway / Millbrae Avenue intersection, including 43 additional 

vehicles onto Old Bayshore Highway. During the .a...m.. peak hour in 2006, the project 

would add 514 trips at the Old Bayshore Highway/ Millbrae Avenue intersection, 

including 64 additional vehicles onto Old Bayshore Highway. In the l2JlL. peak hour in 

2006, the project would add 554 trips at the Old Bayshore Highway / ~brae A venue 

intersection, including 70 additional vehicles onto Old Bayshore Highway. 
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TABLE 40: EXISTING LEVEL OF SER VICE - FREEWAY MAINLINE SEGMENTS 

1990 1990 
Se2m"'n1 A.M. l!cak Hourlal f.M. Peak Hour/bl 

Vol. Vol. 
Total Per Total Per 

Emm To Volumcfc/ ~ LQS. Yolume/cJ ~ LOS 

u,s. 101 <Bayshore Freeway} 

Willow Rd. 
(SR 84) Marsh Road 5,575 1,394 A-C 5,302 1,326 A-C 

Whipple Ave. Holly Street 6,388 1,597 D 6,075 1,519 D 
Holly Street Ralston A venue 6,773 1,693 D 6,440 1,610 D 
Ralston A venue Hillsdale Blvd. 7;i69 1,817 E 7,102 1,776 E 
Hillsdale Blvd. SR92 7,859 1,965 F 7,474 1,869 E 
3rd Ave. Poplar/Dore Ave. 8,363 2,091 F 7,953 1,988 F 
Broadway Millbrae Ave. 8,169 2,042 F 7,769 1,942 F 
Millbrae Ave. SFIA 8,517 2,129 F 8,100 2,025 F 
SFIA San Bruno/1-380 9,059 2,265 F 8,616 2,154 F 
1-380 Grand Ave. 7,588 1,897 F 7,216 1,804 E 
Oyster Pt. Blvd. Candlestick Park 6,911 1,728 D 6,572 1,643 D 
Candlestick Park Third Street 6,930 1,733 D 6,591 1,648 D 
I-280 Army Street 7,046 1,762 E 6,701 1,675 D 

I-280 Qunipero Serra Freeway} 

SR 84/SR 114 Farm Hill Blvd. 3,040 760 A-C 3,480 870 A-C 
Edgewood Road SR92 3,205 801 A-C 3,668 917 A-C 
Hayne Road Trousdale Drive 3,369 842 A-C 3,856 964 A-C 
Larkspur Drive SR 35 4,232 1,058 A-C 4,843 1,211 A-C 
San Bruno Ave. 1-380 4,191 1,048 A-C 4,796 1,199 A-C 
I-380 Sneath Lane 6,204 1,551 D 7,100 1,775 E 
SneathLn. Avalon Drive 6,122 1,531 D 7,006 1,752 E 
Serramonte Blvd. SR 1 South 7,889 1,972 F 9,028 2,257 F 
SR 1 North Alemany/SR 82 5,259 1,315 A-C 6,019 1,505 D 
St. Mary's us 101 6,368 1,592 D 7,288 1,822 E 

Key: LOS fe[-Lane Volume 
A-C up to 1,460 
D 1,461 - 1,740 
E 1,741 - 1,880 (capacity= 1800) 
F 1,881 and above 

(Continued) 
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TABLE 40: EXJSTING LEVEL OF SERVICE - FREEWAY MAINLINE SEGMENTS 
(CONTINUED) 

NOIBS: 

/a/ For US 101 & 1-280, A.M. Peak Hour Volumes shown are for northbound traffic only. 
Northbound is generally the heavier direction of traffic flow on US 101 and & 1-280 during 
the A.M. Peak Hour and therefore represents the worst-case traffic condition. 

/b/ For US 101 & 1-280, P.M. Peak Hour Volumes shown are for southbound traffic only. 
Southbound is generally the heavier direction of traffic flow on US 101 & 1-280 during the 
P.M. Peak Hour and therefore represents the worst-case traffic condition. 

/cl Existing freeway volumes were factored from two-direction peak hour volumes presented 
in Caltrans' 1988 Volumes on California State Highways, based on actual counts taken by 
Caltrans on November 3, 1989, on U S 101 at Army Street in San Francisco, and at 
3rd A venue in San Mateo. That is, the distribution in volumes along the entire freeway, 
from San Francisco to San Mateo, as shown in the 1988 Caltrans book, was assumed to 
remain the same, but volumes at intennediate points were adjusted to be consistent with 
the actual 1989 counts at the two endpoints. 

SOURCE: Caltrans District 4, and OKS Associates. 

As shown in the tables, critical-movement traffic at the Old Bayshore Highway / Millbrae 

A venue intersection is projected to increase by 29 percent in the a.m... peak hour and 

12 percent in the l2Jll,. peak hour, with the addition of project traffic in 1996. With list­

added growth (i.e., development in Burlingame), the critical·movement traffic would 

increase by another 12 percent in the .aJIL. peak hour and an additional 16 percent in the 

12.JJL. peak hour. In 2006, the percentage of project-generated additional traffic would be 

comparable to that in 1996. The additional list-added-growth traffic, however, would 

increase the critical turning movements at this intersection by another 50 percent in the 

.m.. peak hour and 36 percent in the llJIL. peak hour. These relatively large increases in 

critical movements would not cause this intersection to operate at an unacceptable level of 

service in the future, as there is sufficient excess capacity today to accommodate additional 

traffic. 
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TABLE 41: 1996 AND 2006 PROJECT IMPACTS ON FREEWAY MAINLINE SEGMENTS 

--------------A.M. Peak Hour/al-------------- --------------P .M. Peak Hour/bl--------------
-------------- Northbound -------------- --------------Southbound ----------

YEARtffl --Forecast Growth-- --Plus Project-- --Forecast Growth-- --Plus Project--

Emm Tu YD} VPL* LQS. Ym .YeL LQS Ym YfL LQS. Ym YfL LQS. 

U.S. 101 (Bayshore Freeway) 

Willow Rd (SR 84) Marsh Road 5,798 1.450 A-C 6,231 1,558 D 5,514 1,379 A-C 5,970 1,492 D 
Whipple A venue Holly Street 6,644 1,661 D 7,099 1,775 E 6,318 1,580 D 6,798 1,699 D 
Holly Street Ralston Avenue 7,044 1,761 E 7,476 1,869 -E 6,688 1,674 D 7,153 1,788 E 
Ralston A venue Hillsdale Blvd. 7,560 1,890 F 8,015 2,004 F 7,386 1,847 E 7,866 1,966 F 

n Hillsdale Boulevard SR92 8,173 2.()43 F 8,653 2,163 F 7,773 1,943 F 8,278 2,069 F 

~ 3rd Avenue Poplar/Dore Avenue 8.698 2.174 F 9,202 2.301 F 8.271 2,068 F 8,803 2,201 F 
::0 Broadway Millbrae Ave. 8,496 2.124 F 9,027 2,257 F 8,080 2,020 F 8.639 2,160 F 
~ 

Millbrae Avenue SAA 8,858 2.214 9.417 tJ F 2,354 F 8.424 2,106 F 9,013 2,253 F 
-.J 

SAA San BrunoAv/1-380 9.42) 2.355 F 9,534 2,384 F 8,961 2,240 F 9.096 2,274 F 
1-380 Grand Avenue 7,892 1,973 F 8,414 2,103 F 7,505 1,876 E 8,152 2,038 F 
Oyster Pt. Blvd Candlestick Park 7,187 1.797 E 7,683 1,921 F 6.835 1,709 D 7.450 1,862 E 
Candlestick Park Third Street 7,207 1,802 E 7,678 1,920 F 6,855 1,714 D 7.439 1,860 E 
1-280 Army Street 7,328 1,832 E 7,775 1,944 F 6,969 1,742 E 7,524 1,881 F 

1-280 (Junipero Serra Freeway) 

SR84/SR 114 Fann Hill Boulevard 3,162 790 A-C 3,472 868 A-C 3,619 905 A-C 3,956 989 A-C 
Edgewood Road SR92 3,333 833 A-C 3,654 913 A-C 3,815 954 A-C 4,162 1,041 A-C 

Hayne Road Trousdale Drive 3,504 876 A-C 3,834 959 A-C 4,0IO 1,003 A-C 4,369 1,092 A-C 
Larkspur Drive SR35 4,401 1,100 A-C 4,742 1,185 A-C 5,037 1,259 A-C 5,406 1,352 A-C 

San Bruno A venue 1-380 4,359 1,090 A-C 4,710 1,177 A-C 4,988 1,247 A-C 5,369 1,342 A-C 
1-380 Sneath Lane 6,452 1,613 D 6,642 1,661 t> 7,384 1,846 E 7,616 1,904 F 
Sneath Ln. Avalon Drive 6,367 1,592 D 6,551 1,638 D 7,286 1,822 E 7,511 1,878 E 

Serramonte Blvd SR 1 South 8,205 2,051 F 8,383 2,096 F 9,389 2,347 F 9,007 2,402 F 

SR l North Alemany ~lvd/SR 82 5,469 1,367 A-C 5,643 1,411 A-C 6,2(,() 1,565 D 6,472 1,618 D 

St. Mary's us 101 6,623 1,656 D 6,791 1,698 D 7,580 1,895 F 7,785 1,946 F 

(Continued) 



TABLE 41: 1996 AND 2006 PROJECT IMPACTS ON FREEWAY MAINLINE SEGMENTS (Continued) 

--------------A.M. Peak Hour/a/-------------- --------------P .M. Peak Hour/bl--------------
---------- Northbound ---------- ----------Southbound ----------

YEAR2Q06 --Forecast Growth-- --Plus Project-- --Forecast Growth-- --Plus Project--

fmm To Yw VPL* LQS .Y2l VPL LQS .Y2l ~ LOS .Ym YfL LQS_ 

U.S. 101 (Bayshore Freeway) 

Willow Rd (SR 84) Marsh Road 6,188 1,547 D 6,967 1,742 E 5,885 1,471 D 6,692 1.673 D 
Whipple Avenue Holly Street 7,091 1,773 E 7,910 1,978 F 6,743 1,686 D 7,593 1,898 F 
Holly Street Ralston A venue 7,S18 1,880 E 8,296 2,074 F 7,148 1,787 E 7,95S 1,989 F 
Ralston Avenue Hillsdale Blvd. 8,069 2,017 F 8,888 2,222 F 7,883 1,971 F 8,733 2,183 F 
Hillsdale Boulevard SR92 8,723 2,181 F 9,586 2,397 F 8,296 2,074 F 9,190 2,298 F 

~ 
3rd Avenue Poplar/Dore Avenue 9,283 2.321 F 10,191 2,548 F 8,828 2,207 F 9,769 2,442 F 
Broadway Millbrae Ave. 9,068 2,267 F 10,023 2,506 F 8,624 2,156 F 9,614 2,404 F 

;:o Millbrae Avenue SAA 9,454 2.363 F 10,460 2,615 F 8,991 2,248 F 10,034 2,509 F ...... 
tJ SAA San Bruno Av/1-380 10,055 2,514 F 10,212 2,553 F 9,564 2,391 F 9,747 2,437 F 
00 

1-380 Grand Avenue 8.423 2,106 F 9,387 2,347 F 8,010 2,002 F 9.203 2,301 F 
Oyster Pt. Blvd Candlestick Park 7,671 1,918 F 8,587 2,147 F 7,295 1,824 E 8,428 2,107 F 
Candlestick Park Third Street 7,692 1,923 F 8,562 2,141 F 7,316 1,829 E 8,393 2,098 F 
1-280 Anny Street 7,821 1,955 F 8,648 2,162 F 7.438 1,860 E 8,461 2,115 F 

1-280 (Junipero Serra Freeway) 

SR 84/SR 114 Farm Hill Boulevard 3,374 844 A-C 3,855 964 A-C 3,863 966 A-C 4,374 1,094 A-C 

Edgewood Road SR92 3,558 889 A-C 4,053 1,013 A-C 4,071 1,018 A-C 4,599 1,150 A-C 

Hayne Road Trousdale Drive 3,740 935 A-C 4,250 1,063 A-C 4,280 1,070 A-C 4,824 1,206 A-C 

Larkspur Drive SR35 4,698 1,174 A-C 5,224 1,306 A-C 5,376 1,344 A-C 5,936 1,484 A-C 

San Bruno Avenue 1-380 4,652 1,163 A-C 5,195 1,299 A-C 5,324 1,331 A-C 5,902 1,475 A-C 

1-380 Sneath Lane 6,886 1,722 D 7,249 1,812 E 7.881 1,970 F 8,330 2,083 F 

Sneath Ln. Avalon Drive 6,795 1,699 D 7,148 1,787 E 7,777 1,944 F 8,212 2,053 F 

Senamonte Blvd SR l South 8,757 2,189 F 9,098 2,275 F 10,021 2,505 F 10,444 2,611 F 

SR I North Alemany Blvd/SR 82 5,837 1,459 A-C 6,169 1,542 D 6,681 1,670 D 7,091 1,773 E 

St. Mary's us 101 7,068 1,767 E 7,390 1,847 E 8,090 2,022 F 8,487 2,122 F 

(Continued) 
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TABLE 41: 1996 AND 2006 PROJECT IMPACTS ON FREEWAY MAINLINE SEGMENTS (Continued) 

Key: LOS Per-Lane Volume (VPL)* 
A-C Up to 1,460 
D 1,461 - 1,740 
E 1,741 - 1.880 (Capacity = 1880) 
F 1,881 and above 

/a/ For US 101 & 1-280, A.M. Peak Hour Volumes shown are for northbound 1raffic only. Northbound is generally the heavier direction of traffic flow on 
US 101 and & 1-280 during the A.M. Peak Hour and therefore represents the worst-case traffic condition. 

/b/ For US 101 & 1-280. P.M. Peak Hour Volumes shown are for southbound traffic only. Southbound is generally the heavier direction of traffic flow on 
US 101 & 1-280 during the P.M. Peak Hour and therefore represents the worst-case traffic condition. 

SOURCE: OKS Associates 



Level of Service 

Comments 

" .. .It's not really clear how this ground transportation center is going to ~ork and what its 

capacity is and what the potential impact of that getting into overcapacity, flooding the roadways 

that are going into the airport. Anybody who has gone to the airport knows how overloaded the 

access roads happen to be." (Commissioner Engmann) 

"As I was coming down tonight, speaking about environment, .how are they going to 

accommodate the traffic coming and going out of this airport? They built a few ramps; even the 

few ramps are outdated today. One comes into the airport for either departure or arrival, you are 

playing Russian roulette in order to get into the proper lane if you're coming from San Francisco 

or from the southern part of the Peninsula" (Bruno Bernasconi) 

"I just drove to the airport recently, Monday night. It's not easy as you get to the airport. I 

wasn't frightened because I know how to do it. But with the traffic increasing, I notice so.me of 

the ramps, they are already at F. And it's my old argument, aren't you ever going to say double 

F, triple F. It's F now. That means it's bad. That is why it's a little frightening when you try to 

get over. Some people ... just from San Francisco take that -· at San Bruno there is an exit. 

Some of us still do [use] the old exit. As those two merge and people are whizzing, it's scary. 

How much worse is that going to be with this kind of increase? I don't think this document tells 

all those things." (Commissioner Bierman) 

"The Draft EIR states that the proposed airport expansion will result in an increase of vehicular 

traffic from approximately 110,700 daily in 1990 to 151,000 daily in 1996 (an increase of 36.4 

percent) and to 179,700 in 2006 (an increase of 62.3 percent). Similar increases would occur 

during peak-hour traffic. 

"With a rail extension to the vicinity of SFIA, it is projected that SFIA would generate 168,(X)() 

vehicular traffic daily in 2006. lb.is would still amount to an increase of 52 percent over 1990 

traffic. 

"Highway 101 from lb.ird Avenue to 1·380 currently operates at Level of Service (LOS) F during 

peak hours. Route 101 between Millbrae Avenue and Airport Interchanges is currently carrying 

an average Daily Traffic of 265,000 vehicles. Toe airport expansion would cause further 
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deterioration of level of service on the freeways and on the arterial streets in the surrounding 

communities. The Airport projects proposed for 1996 would cause El Camino Real at Millbrae 

Avenue and Rollins Road at Millbrae Avenue to operate below LOSE during the a.m. peak 

hour." (Richard Gee, SamTrans) 

Respome 

Tables 42 through 44 (pp. 314·318 of the EIR) summarize the ramp volumes and service 

levels for the existing and future conditions. The issue of merging and driver confusion 

would be improved with the addition of the Ground Transportation Center. The access to 

and egress from the Ground Transportation Center is described in further detail on 

pp. C&R.114-115 herein. 

The Ground Transportation Center (GTC) would improve the merging of vehicles coming 

into SFIA. By separation of the traffic streams by function (e.g., buses, taxis, shuttles, 

drop-offs, etc.), the flow of vehicles would be better maintained. The GTC would reduce 

driver confusion, as vehicles would not be competing for the same space on the entry 

roadways. Signs directing motorists to specific locations would be posted at spots well 

ahead of the GTC entry ramps. 

By provision of separate entry ramps into different levels of the GTC, vehicles entering the 

GTC would be separated from the main traffic stream heading on the ground level for the 

arrival and departure roadways. While more vehicles would be using the GTC and internal 

roadway system, there would be less merging and lane changing, and therefore less driver 

confusion. 

The last comment correctly summarizes the information presented in the EIR. Although 

large increases in traffic are projected, several mitigation measures were formulated that 

would contribute to minimizing the impacts. For SFIA traffic, mitigation measures are 

presented in Section V of the EIR that address intersections, roadways, transit and parking, 

which collectively would minimize the impacts of SFIA traffic. 

The traffic level of service on US 101 is already at LOS F along many segments, and the 

SFIA Master Plan would add traffic to congested segments. However, with or without the 

SFIA Master Plan, US 101 would require mitigation measures to address existing 

deficiencies and future congestion resulting from forecast and list-added growth in the 
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region. Several mitigation measures are presented in Section V of the DEIR for freeway 

mainline segments and freeway ramps. Along with the previously mentioned mitigation 

measures for intersections, roadways, transit and parking, and with the suggested TSM 

measures, freeway congestion impacts and the required mitigation measures have been 

addressed. 

Intersection impacts in the local study area have been identified and several intersections 

would require mitigation measures. The intersections of Millbrae A venue with Rollins 

Road and El Camino Real require mitigation today to address existing deficiencies during 

the .aJn.. peak hour. Both of these intersections currently operate at LOS E during the .a..m... 
peak hour. The additions of forecast growth and list-added growth contribute in a 

statistically significant way to the level of service deterioration projected in the future. The 

increases resulting from the SFIA Master Plan would also contribute to the LOS 

degradation, but to a lesser extent. Tables 36 and 38 of the EIR (pp. 300, 304, 

respectively) show the impacts of the project compared to those of the forecast and list­

added growth that would occur in any event. 

Indirect Impacts 

Comments 

" ... There will also be adverse economic impacts in San Mateo County and the cities in the 

airport vicinity if the projected vehicular traffic impacts occur ... " (Onnolee Trapp, Leagues of 

Women Voters of San Mateo County) 

" ... Adding of the required over-6,800 dwelling units in the area of the airport would make life 

in nearby cities such as Millbrae unbearable due to, especially, water and transportation 

problems." (Patricia Clark) 

Response 

It is true that growth in enplanements (independent of the SFIA Master Plan), and 

implementation of the SFIA Master Plan itself, would contribute to worsening of traffic in 

San Mateo County as a whole and the Airport's immediately neighlx>ring cities. Most of 

the worsening of traffic would be the result of forecast and list-added growth. It would 
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therefore be speculative to try to quantify the Master Plan's (secondary) adverse economic 

impacts in the County and the neighboring cities. 

As the location of the "required" dwelling units would be diffuse and unpredictable, it 

would be speculative to try to quantify the water and transportation problems noted in the 

second comment. It is a matter of individual judgment as to whether "life in nearby cities 

such as Millbrae" would be "unbearable." 

REGIONAL TRAFFIC IMPACTS 

Freeways 

Comments 

"About freeways, our Downtown Plan EIR talks about the need for increased freeway lanes, 

increased bridges. There is nothing in here, it seems to me, that fits in with that. It talks about 

need for more ramps. Maybe the increase isn't that much as compared with our office traffic. 

Maybe our 19 or 20 million or 25 million office increase makes this seem infinitesimal on the 

freeway. I'd like more information on that." (Commission Bierman) 

" ... [Y]ou said that commute problems plague Highway 101. I don't know when you found 

problems getting to the airport, but I go there regularly and can't recall an airport-generated 

freeway problem. The alternative that your remarks imply is to force San Franciscans to go to 

Oakland via the Bay Bridge, the truncated Nimitz Freeway, and Hegenberger Road at commute 

times, hardly a better choice ... " (Stanford Hom) 

Beswrwe 

The transportation impact analysis for the EIR focuses on the area which would be most 

affected by Airport growth. Traffic impacts are shown for US 101 as far south as Willow 

Road (SR 84) and as far north as Army Street. Traffic impacts on 1-280 are shown as far 

south as Woodside Road (SR 84) and as far north as the US 101 interchange. Farther from 

the Airport, traffic increases due to the Airport would be lower in magnitude as traffic 

diffuses onto other routes, and still lower as percentages of total traffic growth. 
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The Mission Bay EIR (superseding the Downtown E/R) identifies potential impacts of 

projected downtown growth at regional screenlines as follows: Bay Bridge (I-80), Golden 

Gate Bridge (US 101), US 101 (at the San Francisco/ San Mateo County line), and 1-280 

(at the San Francisco/ San Mateo County line). At the Bay Bridge, the Mission Bay EIR 

showed an increase of only 250 vehicles (three percent) in the l2JIL. peak hour between 

1990 and 2000; this low increase is because demand on the Bay Bridge would be 

constrained by the estimated capacity of 9,700 vehicles, so that almost all new trips were 

assumed to be shifted to public transit (BART and AC Transit). By comparison, additional 

(worst-case) calculations for the SFIA Master Plan EIR show a total increase of up to 670 

vehicles on the Bay Bridge in the J2JlL. peak hour between 1990 and 2006; this assumes a 

modest mode shift, as described in the Downtown EIR, but does not reflect capacity 

constraints on the Bay Bridge. Since the Bay Bridge is at capacity during the J2J!1. peak 

hour, the Airport trips would likely displace non-Airport vehicle trips (e.g., those by 

downtown commuters) which are more easily diverted to alternative modes or travel 

periods. Similarly, Airport growth between 1990 and 2006 is projected to add up to 480 

vehicles to the Golden Gate Bridge during the l2Jll.. peak hour, whereas the Mission Bay 

EIR projected a 700-vehicle-trip increase ( 11 percent) between 1990 and 2000, taking into 

account capacity limitations and resulting shifts to public-transit modes. Again, the likely 

effect of the Airport traffic growth would be to shift still more downtown commuters to 

public transit and alternative times, since they are more easily shifted than Airport users. 

On the basis of standard methods of calculation from the 1985 Highway Capacity Manual, 

the existing level of service on US 101 between Hillsdale Boulevard (San Mateo) and 

Grand Avenue (South San Francisco) is E-F (EIR Table 40), indicating congestion during 

.LID... and J2JlL. peak hours. However, as noted in the EIR (p. 150), field observations show 

that traffic flows well (LOS D or better), even during peak periods. 

Table 40 is modified as follows, to reflect this: 

Footnote Id/ is indicated next to the column heading for LOS for both the 1l.m.a. and the 

l2JJL. peak hours. 

Footnote /di is added as follows: 

/di Even in segments where the calculations indicate LOSE or F, field 
observations show that traffic flows well (LOS Dor better). 

C&R.134 



In 1988, MTC sponsored a research project (elaborating on work sponsored by the 

National Science Foundation from 1983 to 1985) that led to the creation of an Airport 

access and choice model called ACCESS. The model, created by Greig Harvey of 

Stanford University and Deakin, Harvey, Skabardonis, Inc., is a tool for studying policies 

and trends that influence the choice of airports by air passengers in a region and the 

patterns of use for airport access modes. ACCESS used the 1985 MTC air passenger 

survey and considered such factors as flight choices, travel times, value of time for 

business and non-business travellers, hotels, parking fees, and rail and shuttle services. 

The software is capable of estimating the number of passengers who would use each Bay 

Area airport, the passenger's county of residence, the total vehicle miles travelled, and the 

impacts of extending BART to any of the airports. The ACCESS model has several 

useful applications in regional transportation analysis (MTC, ACCESS Models of Airports 

Access and Airport Choice for the San Francisco Bay Region, Version 1.2, December 

1989)./1/ 

Clearly, in any given year, the actual distribution of enplanements over the Bay Area's 

airports, and over time of day at each airport, would determine the generated ground traffic 

in the vicinity of each airport, and its distribution over the course of the day. 

The ACCESS model forecast about 7,600 daily BART riders to SFIA in 2010, using a 

forecast of 40 million annual passengers. The DEIR estimates the BART ridership to be 

about 12,000 air passengers and 9,000 Airport employees each day in 2006, using a 

forecast of 51 million annual passengers. Tirls works out to roughly the same proportion 

of air passengers using BART; however the comparison does not consider Airport 

employees, as the ACCESS model does not treat Airport employees, and can therefore not 

be considered (by itselt) to be a general-purpose travel-forecasting model. 

For the purposes of this EIR, several important features would enhance the model and its 

reported results to date. As noted, the model does not take into account Airport 

employees, who make up over 30 percent of SFIA trips. Also, it is configured for Airport 

conditions in August 1985 (but has been run for 1990 and future projections with 

appropriate adjustments). The model would have to be updated continually (as would any 

forecasting model) to reflect the changes in airline competition, ground access, air travel 

trends, trip purposes, vehicle occupancy, aircraft load factors and aircraft changes. For 

example, if one airline offers a discount fare in a heavily travelled market (e.g., San 
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Francisco to Los Angeles) but offers the :flights only out of Oakland Airport, then 

significant shifts in air passenger behavior would be observed. Toe updated model would 

have to consider the airport's capacity to support additional flights, or the number of gates 

each airline may operate at each airport. 

Downtown San Francisco Arterials 

Comment 

"pp. 125-152 Environmental Settin1:; Transportation [and] pp. 265~330 Environmental Impacts; 
Transportation, General Comment. Any major facility such as SFO has broad regional impacts, 

notjust impacts in the immediate proximity of the facility. It appears to us that a major flaw in 

the transportation analyses is the apparent treatment of impacts on the roadway system as 

localized to San Mateo County. 

"In fact, a significant amount of travel to and from SFO is associated with San Francisco trip­

ends. This is clearly suggested by materials such as Table 41 (pp. 310-311) which show project 

impacts in the northernmost freeway link evaluated -- 101 .s.oJ.1tb. of Army -- as being reduced 

from LOS E to LOS F as an impact of the project. It follows as probable that such impacts carry 

into San Francisco north of Army Street as well -- and we believe the critical linkages in tenns of 

capacity constraints are north, not south, of Army Street. 

"Impacts of traffic growth on major arteries within the City -- such as but not limited to US-101, 

1-280, CA-1 (19th Avenue), Portola/Market etc.)-- should be evaluated and mitigated as 

appropriate." (Peter Straus and James Lowe, MUNI) 

Response 

Toe study area for detailed transportation analysis is sufficiently broad to identify the 

primary impacts of the Airport. It is true that an important amount of travel to and from 

the Airpon is associated with San Francisco trip ends. However, the net impacts of the 

Airport relative to total traffic volumes decline with distance from the Airport, particularly 

within San Francisco, for two reasons. First traffic disperses off the mainline freeway 

onto arterial streets for access to ultimate destinations within city neighborhoods. Second, 

traffic increases due to the Airport begin to overlap with traffic increases due to non­

Airport growth, which would occur with or without Airport growth. For example, some of 
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the Airport-generated trips would be by new downtown or Mission Bay commuters or 

visitors already accounted for in downtown growth projections. In the absence of Airport 

expansion, these trips would still be generated but would be made to other locations; this 

would not necessarily cause a net increase in US 101 mainline freeway volumes relative to 

the No-Project alternative. 

For similar reasons, potential traffic impacts on city arterials such as 19th Avenue, 

Portola/Market, etc. were not analyzed in the EIR. It would not be possible to quantify 

reliably the dispersion of traffic to individual arterials within San Francisco, and net traffic 

increases of the project would not likely be statistically significant on these routes. 

CALTRAIN 

Comment 

" ... I have had an alternative plan to take Caltrain rail service directly to the airport passenger 

tenninals for over five years now. I have taken it to the MTC, the Joint Powers Board, this body, 

and the Board of Supervisors, and have had it buried every time ... 

" ... [T]hey're trying to say they're going to set it up where it's just going to be a skeleton and 

then get down to the meat later. I think that makes it [this EIR] fatally flawed right off the bat. .. 

"I'd also like to point out that our plan takes Caltrain type service. It will acrually be a PCC type 

car, or equivalent, directly to the airport passenger terminals in a loop, which will provide direct 

service to the airport passenger terminals from downtown San Francisco, downtown San Jose and 

the Peninsula. And then Phase 2, across the Dumbarton Bridge into the East Bay, into the 

Hannigan proposal, which will take you to Sacramento and Los Angeles and points east. 

"I have already documented, using the MTC's own numbers and the City and County's numbers, 

that our proposal can be built in three years instead of 11 years and save taxpayers in excess of 

$2. 7 billion. And by now it's even probably higher than that. 

"I would also like to point out that during the EIR process, from what this document says, is that 

the Airport Com.mission asked SamTrans: Is there anybody else interested in doing this? And 

they said 'no.' 
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"Well, they know full well that we have been arguing this, that we have had a letter of intent in to 

take over the Caltrain operation. And in recent days, June 30th was the day that the letter of 

intent for the JPB to take over Caltrain expired. And I went to the JPB and I said: I want a letter 

of no prejudice so that we may formally discuss takeover of Caltrain from SP. And they just 

fobbed it off. 

"The next thing I knew, Mr. Hsieh at the Board of Supervisors quietly sneaked through another 

little piece of paper without any public hearing whatsoever and made it so that they canjust 

continue playing their games . 

"Well, this document lays out the numbers fairly well, and I am no longer willing to play the nice 

guy, okay? We are going to do this one the hard way. There is a better plan. The vehicular 

transportation systems in here are out of scale. It's not going to work. I just want to put it on 

record that you11 have a substantial number of documents come in. If you don't address them 

this time, I guarantee we are going to go to court. There is a better way." (Dehnert Queen) 

Response 

The alternative transit system being advocated by the commenter is a regional rail system 

that extends CalTrain service north to Justin Herman Plaza in downtown San Francisco 

and, in later phases, extends service across the Dumbarton Bridge for service to the East 

Bay and across the Golden Gate Bridge into Marin and Sonoma Counties. 

Under the alternative transit proposal, the currently proposed BART extension from Daly 

City to the Airport vicinity would be eliminated and, instead, the CalTrain route would 

loop (above ground) through the Airport. The savings in time and cost of construction that 

are claimed for the alternative transit proposal are due to eliminating the BART extension. 

The decision as to whether to extend BART service to the Airport is a regional issue, more 

appropriately addressed in the ongoing BART SFIA Extension Alternatives Analysis/Draft 

EIR/EIS. 

The SFIA Master Plan considers a multi-modal station west of the Airport along with a 

fixed guideway transit system (Automated People Mover or APM) to connect this station 

to Airport destinations. The station could be served by both BART and CalTrain. 

Therefore, the SFIA Master Plan does not preclude the regional aspects of the alternative 

transit proposal. If there are comparable patronage levels for either the BART extension or 
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the alternative transit proposal, impacts of the SFIA Master Plan would not be significantly 

different under either regional transit alternative. 

The SFlA Master Plan would preclude the CalTrain aerial loop through the Airport that is 

included in the alternative transit proposal. Instead, Airport travellers would use the 

proposed APM for access from CalTrain at the multi-modal station to final Airport 

destinations. The aerial loop envisioned in the alternative transit proposal would add travel 

time to all regional trips on CalTrain. Also, as a regional system it would not serve the 

majority of SFIA employment locations (e.g., United Airlines Maintenance Facility); 

unless stations were provided at each passenger terminal building, most air passengers 

would still have to transfer to the APM or walk to their final destinations. Non-terminal­

area Airport employees would also have to transfer to the APM to reach their employment 

locations. Therefore, the aerial loop is viewed as potentially penalizing all non-Airport 

transit users while benefiting only a portion of the Airport travellers. The APM system 

proposed in the SFIA Master Plan provides the flexibility to serve both BART and 

CalTrain passengers to the Airport without penalizing through travelers, and the flexibility 

to serve more Airport destinations directly with frequent service than does the aerial loop. 

BART EXTENSION TO SFIA 

Comments 

"Since the DEIR was prepared two additional BART extension alternatives were added to those 

previously under study by MTC: Alternative 5 (1-380 corridor to an 'external' BART station on 

the airport's West of Bayshore property) and Alternative 6 (1-380 corridor to an 'internal' station 

under the Airport's main garage). The decision on which alignment will be the preferred 

alignment to SFO will be a joint decision by MTC, BART, and SamTrans. This study assumes 

the Airport will finance, construct and operate an Automated People Mover system to the 

'External' SFO BART/Cal Train Station if this alignment is selected as the preferred alternative. 

Potential airport contributions to the capital and operating cost of the proposed BART extension 

will be evaluated by MTC in the ongoing BART extension study." (Chris Brittle, Metropolitan 

Transportation Commission) 
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"Since the writing of the Master Plan DEIR, two additional BART extension alternatives have 

been developed. Descriptions of the new alternatives are given below and should be included in 

the alternatives descriptions on page 267. 

"Alternative 5 - External SFIA Station via 1-380. This alternative would be identical to 
Alternative 3 but would continue underground from the Tanforan Station and pass under 
the CalTrain tracks paralleling 1-380 on the north side. It would bypass part of San Bruno 
to the east. The alignment would proceed under 1-380 and run south in a cut-and-cover or 
at-grade profile until it links up with the CalTrain corridor. It would become ground level 
at the same station designation as in Alternative 3. 

"Alternative 6 - Internal SFIA Subway Station with UAL Station. This alternative would 
be similar to Alternative 5 until just west of Highway 101 where the alignment continues 
under the freeway to the airport. A CalTrain station would be located east of the Tanforan 
BART Station. A shuttle bus service would transfer passengers between the BART and 
CalTrain stations. A BART station [would] be located east of U.S. 101 and south [ofJ 
1-380 near the United Airlines maintenance base with a surface parking lot nearby. Toe 
BART line would continue underground to the Airport Station and connect to the same 
alignment as Alternative 4." (Joan Kugler, BART) 

"As you may be aware, the BART Extension Study Policy Committee added another alternative 

to their study at about the same time the DEIR was published. Titled 'Alternative 6', this new 

alignment includes a station to serve commuters located in the vicinity of the United Airlines 

Maintenance facility and a station located in the existing SFO main parking structure. As the 

station at the UAL Maintenance Facility will be serving the commute market, potential traffic 

impacts to South San Francisco streets, primarily South Airport Boulevard, should be discussed." 

(Jack Drago, Mayor, City of South San Francisco) 

" ... [BART] is only discussed in relation to local intersections and parking demand; a discussion 

of the impacts on freeway segments would also be warranted." (Chris Brittle, Metropolitan 

Transportation Commission) 

"However, increasing the track for BART from Colma to the area of Highway 101 at a cost of 

nearly ONE BILLION DOLLARS to be PAID BY TiiE PEOPLE OF SAN MAlEO COUNTY 

for an airport serving SAN FRANCISCO is the most outrageous local boondoggle ever to have 

come to my attention." (Patricia Clark) 

"Caltrans supports _SFIA's plans for an Automated People Mover (APM) system to circulate 

people and their luggage between airport terminals, parking facilities, as well as to serve Lot D, 

Lot DD, and the maintenance area. We recommend that both routes connect directly to a 
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CalTrain/BART station west of Highway 101, in order to provide direct public transit access to 

the largest number of people. Tilis is particularly important during hours of congestion on the 

adjacent highway/freeway and street network. 

"The perceived disadvantage of transferring between modes at a station external to an APM 

would be offset by the much greater convenience provided by the APM in distributing passengers 

throughout the various terminals. Frequent and direct access to the maintenance are~ the largest 

employment center in San Mateo County, via an APM from a CalTrain/BART station should 

provide a sufficient incentive to attract a significant number of daily commuters. 

"Conversely, an internal BART station may not encourage transit usage by maintenance 

employees, and would require airport passengers to carry luggage great distances, both 

horizontally and vertically. 

"Toe encouragement of convenient public transit access to both the terminals and the 

maintenance area is consistent with Caltrans policy to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) on 

the State Highway System." (Preston Kelley, Caltrans) 

"The DEIR does not identify any potential impacts from the proposed Automated People Mover 

on the Lomita Park residential area in San Bruno. If either pedestrian or vehicular access is 

provided to the APM from the Lomita Park area via Huntington Avenue, then in essence, 

Huntington A venue and Lomita Park become another direct access point to the airport. 

Passengers could be dropped off on Huntington, walk a very short distance across BART and 

CalTrain platforms and access the APM to the airport. Tilis would avoid Highway 101 at a 

significantly adverse impact on the Lomita Park residential area." (George Foscardo, City of San 

Bruno) 

Response 

Two additional BART extension alternatives have been developed since the preparation of the 

DEIR. The alternatives descriptions on page 267 of the EIR are augmented to include the 

following (insened after the second bulleted item): 

• Alternative 5 .. External SFIA Station via 1-380. This alternative would be 
identical to Alternative 3 but would continue underground from the Tanforan 
Station and pass under the CalTrain tracks paralleling 1-380 on the north side. It 
would bypass part of San Bruno to the east. The alignment would proceed under 
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1-380 and run south in a cut-and-cover or at-grade profile until it links up with 
the CalTrain corridor. It would become ground level at the same station 
designation as in Alternative 3. 

• Alternative 6 - Internal SFIA Subway Station with UAL Station. This 
alternative would be similar to Alternative 5 until just west of US 101 where the 
alignment continues under the freeway to the Airport. A CalTrain station would 
be located east of the Tanforan BART Station. (Under Alternative 6A, there 
would be a CalTrain/BART connection at Tanforan.) A shuttle bus service 
would transfer passengers between the BART and CalTrain stations. A BART 
station would be located east of US 101 and south of 1-380 near the United 
Airlines maintenance base with a surface parking lot nearby. The BART line 
would continue underground to the Airport Station .and connect to the same 
alignment as Alternative 4. 

The impacts on intersections of the project with these alternatives to SFIA are similar to 

those stated on p. 306 of the EIR. IfBART were extended to SFIA in 2006, vehicle trips 

to/from the Airport would be reduced. With either of the two additional alternatives, none 

of the study area intersections would experience a change in LOS compared to the 2006-:­

without-BART scenario. 

BART Alternative 5 patronage would be similar to that under BART Alternative 3; as the 

stations are in the same locations. The public-transit impacts of 2006-with-BART 

Alternative 5 scenario would be the same as those stated in the 2nd paragraph on p. 320 of 

the EIR. The project would add to transit loadings on BART, CalTrain, and SamTrans. 

Direct rail service (APM) between the terminal Ground Transportation Center and a transit 

center west of the Bayshore Freeway would provide linkages between the Airport and 

BART and CalTrain. These linkages would reduce vehicular travel by approximately 

11,250 daily, 520 i.J!L. peak-hour, and 560 lt1D.,. peak-hour vehicle trips. 

The patronage estimates for BART Alternative 6 show that the number of daily air 

passengers using transit as access to/from the Airport would be slightly greater than for 

BART Alternatives 3 and 5, approximately 400 additional trips (Metropolitan 

Transportation Commission, BART San Francisco Airport Extension Alternatives Analysis 

I Draft EIS/EIR Patronage Forecast Results, Draft, July 1991). Since BART Alternative 6 

would serve the UAL maintenance facility, the use of BART by these employees would 

increase. However, the connection between CalTrain and BART would be moved from 

San Bruno (the existing San Bruno CalTrain station) to Tanforan, thereby decreasing other 

work trips on BART in this area. The vehicular travel reductions would be approximately 

the same as those under scenarios with an external BART station. 
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The design of BART Extension Alternative 6, which is still conceptual and not final, 

would provide a parking lot near the United Airlines Maintenance Facility. nus parking 

facility would be located in Lot DD, which is proposed in the SFIA Master Plan to be a 

Jong-term-passenger- and employee-parking garage. A potential problem that could arise 

would be that BART provides free parking at its commuter stations, whereas the new 

garage on Lot DD at SFIA would be a fee parking Jot. Also, it has not been determined 

whether there is sufficient space for two parking structures, or how a joint parking structure 

would operate. 

The impacts on local roadways in South San Francisco resulting from a potential BART 

station and parking garage near the United Airlines Maintenance Facility are more 

appropriately addressed in the BART to SFO AA/DEIS/DEIR (on pp. 4-1 to 4-66). 

Impacts that are associated with the SFIA Master Plan are addressed in this EIR. 

Impact of BART on Freeways 

The impact of the BART extension on freeways in the vicinity of the Airport would be to 

slightly increase traffic volumes south of the Airport and to reduce them north of 1-38011/ 

Under scenarios with BART alternatives which have a CalTrain/BART connection at San 

Bruno, the northbound freeway volumes on US 101 would have increases between 450 and 

600 vehicles south of the Airport and have reductions of about 200 vehicles north of the 

Airport during the ~ peak hour. These changes would not result in changes to LOS. 

(1be ongoing study of the BART San Francisco Airport Extension includes traffic analysis 

for the .a..m... peak hour only. The MTC regional travel model used in the BART study 

provides travel projections for the .a.Jl1. peak hour.) Under the scenario with BART 

Alternative 6A (CalTrain/BART connection at Tanforan) the northbound freeway volumes 

on US 101 would have a slight increase (about 70 vehicles) south of the Airport and a 

slight decrease (about 100 vehicles) north of the Airport. 

With and without the BART extensions, the northbound freeway level of service would be 

LOS F between the Broadway and Millbrae Avenue exits on US 101 during the .a.m... peak 

hour. The northbound freeway level of service during the .a.m.. peak hour between Oyster 

Point Boulevard and Candlestick Park would be LOS F without a BART extension and 

LOS D with a BART extension. Contributing to this LOS D would be the planned 

reopening of 1-280 and SR 480 within San Francisco, and other TSM program 

elementsJ2/ 
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Costs of BART 

The preliminary estimates of capital costs for the BART extension from Colma range from 

$627 million to $1,168 million, depending on the alternative./3/ The estimates of costs .are 

part of the BART San Francisco Airport Extension Alternatives Analysis (AA) study, 

which is ongoing and being conducted by MTC, BART, SamTrans and the Urban Mass 

Transit Administration (UMTA). The AA study provides information about the financing 

structure of the proposed BART extension and is separate from this EIR. The BART San 

Francisco Airport Extension Alternatives Analysis I Draft EISIEIR was released in March 

1992, and is undergoing public review as of early May 1992. 

APMIBART Connection 

At the time of preparation of the SFIA Master Plan DEIR, only two BART extension 

alternatives were known to be under serious consideration; it was expected that the SFIA 

Automated People Mover (APM) would be designed to accommodate either alternative. 

Therefore, the SFIA Master Plan EIR does not analyze in detail the localized impacts of 

the APM west of US 101 (or east of US 101, as the APM design is still conceptual). It 

would be speculative to attempt to quality the impacts of the APM at this time, given that 

the design is only conceptual. (Seep. C&R.114 herein.) 

The APM would connect the BART station, if it were located west of US 101, to the 

Ground Transportation Center (GTC). At the GTC, air passengers would continue on the 

APM to the terminal buildings. Airport employees might have to change to an APM 

travelling to the long-term parking area (Lot DD). Master Plan concepts now undergoing 

refinement could allow for separate trains from the BART station, one going only to the 

GTC and returning, the other making the entire loop, thus allowing employee trips to the 

Lot DD areas without changes. If the BART station were located internal to SFIA, Airport 

employees would not have to transfer to a separate APM, and air passengers would still be 

able to access the APM to circulate tlu'oughout the terminal buildings. 

Toe level of detail for the APM/BART connection in this EIR is conceptual and design has 

not yet detailed all services that would be provided at this connection. Toe EIR notes that 

departing air passengers could benefit from the convenience of a baggage-handling facility 

at the BART station prior to boarding the APM to the terminal. Arriving air passengers 

could also benefit from the convenience of picking up baggage at the BART station, but 
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since departures are more time-sensitive to air travelers, more benefit would be gained by 

providing baggage service for departing air passengers than arriving air passengers. It is 

not currently known whether baggage handling would be accommodated for both aniving 

and departing passengers at the SFIA BART station; most likely this will be determined 

when a more accurate BART-to-SFIA passenger profile is developed. The information 

presented in this EIR is based on what is currently known about the APM and the SFIA 

BART station alternatives. If a BART extension is chosen following the ongoing BART 

SFIA Extension study, the detailed design of an APM/BART connection would consider 

feasible types of services to the patrons. 

APM Connection Between BART and SF/A 

Toe APM connection between a BART external station west of US 101 and SFIA would 

require an exclusive right-of-way for the APM. This APM connection would have visual 

impacts for motorists on US 10 l, neighborhood impacts, and JX>Ssible ecosystem impacts, 

but would not likely have adverse impacts on traffic or noise. If a BART extension is 

chosen following the BART SFIA Extension Study, the design of the connection would 

involve an analysis of these impacts. 

Impacts on Lomita Park 

The extension of the Automated People Mover (APM) and the location of the BART 

station have not been finalized as yet. The BART alternatives, and the connection to the 

APM, are discussed in detail in the response on pp. C&R.141-142 herein. The Lomita 

Park area of San Bruno would most likely not become a drop-off area for air passengers, 

even if the APM is extended to a west-of-Bayshore BART station. The APM connection 

in the Ground Transportation Center (GTC) would be better suited for passengers being 

dropped off, particularly if there was direct access to the GTC from HOV lanes on US 101. 

Since access to CalTrain and the free areas of BART would not be restricted, it would be 

JX>Ssible for non-transit-riders to come into the mass-transit station and then take the APM 

into the Airport. Motorists on US 101 would most likely continue into the Airport to drop 

off passengers rather than exit the freeway toward the mass-transit station. While JX)tential 

neighborhood impacts would result if the mass transit station were used as a drop-off area 

for SFIA, it is likely that residents of the Lomita Park neighborhood would be the only 

non-transit-riders who would find this access to SFIA convenient. 
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PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE ACCESS 

Comments 

"Th.is letter comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the San Francisco 

International Airport Master Plan, specifically to the lack of attention and consideration related to 

pedestrian and bicycle access in the Master Plan. 

"There are only brief mentions of bicycle access on pages 136/7 and 323 of the text of the DEIR. 

The apparent perspective expressed in the DEIR seems to be something like 'Getting to the 

airport on foot or on a bicycle is such a pain in the ass that practically nobody would ever want to 

do it, so we don't have to think about providing for pedestrian or bicycle access.' 

"For most of the period from 1975 to 1979 I used to com.mute between Berkeley, Oakland 

Airport, and San Francisco Airport. Sometimes I drove a car. Sometimes I would take. my 

bicycle with me on BART from Berkeley and Daly City, and then I would pedal 9 miles 

downhill and downwind to the obscure aircraft hangar by the bay where I used to work 

overnight. Sometimes, instead of pedaling back uphill and upwind to the Daly City BART 

station in the morning, I would load my bike on the C-47 aircraft that I had just un1oaded and 

then fly with it over to the Oakland airport maintenance base. From there I would pedal either 

3 miles to the Coliseum BART station or 12 miles back to Berkeley if I was too late to avoid 

BART's peak period bicycle prohibition. At other times I loaded my bicycle on top of the freight 

in airfreight trucks, and then drove or rode as a passenger in the trucks. Occasionally I would 

combine taking buses and walking as a commute. In the course of the more than three years that 

I did variations on this commute I learned a great deal about using bicycles to get to and from 

airports. 

"Aside from my commuting, on other occasions I have brought my bicycle packed in a box in a 

car to an airport, then taken the bicycle with me as excess baggage on a flight, then assembled 

the bicycle and pedaled away from the airport. I would have preferred to have been able to ride 

my bicycle to the airport, and then at the airport been able to pack the bicycle in the box. 

"There have been yet other occasions where my preferred mode of ground transportation would 

have been to have left my bicycle parked at the airport, but I didn't have a safe place to park it to 

await my return flight. 
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"I believe that the airport's Master Plan should realize that providing for bicycle and pedestrian 

access is allowing for the most environmentally benign means for people to get to and from the 

airport, and that it is desirable and cost effective to provide better pedestrian and bicycle access. 

I would suggest the following measures to facilitate bicycle and pedestrian access: 

"First, provide a bicycle and pedestrian path parallel to the old Bayshore Highway frontage road 

between San Bruno Avenue and Millbrae Avenue, with a separate path leading to the general 

area of the passenger terminals. (My route to the airport from Daly City BART was via or 

parallel to Mission, El Camino Real, Mission Road, Grand Avenue, Airport Boulevard, South 

Airport Boulevard to the North Access Road). Ifl had to go to the terminal I would come down 

South Airport Boulevard to the old Bayshore Highway frontage road, then follow the main 

entrance road into the terminal. I would have preferred having a separate path to get to the 

terminal. If demand develops, it might also be desirable to provide a pedestrian and bicycle path 

on a new suucture over the freeway in the general area of the Airport interchange, leading to the 

general area of El Camino Real near the San Bruno / Millbrae City Limits. 

"The other necessity is a safe and secure place to park bicycles. The minimum bicycle parking 

facility would be covered for weather protection, and would have controlled access to prevent 

bicycle theft and vandalism. Probably the most inexpensive way to provide such parking would 

be to have a caged in area by a parking lot exit, with the lot attendants controlling access to the 

cage. The lot attendants could also rent out tools and provide boxes for those bicyclists who 

wanted to pedal to the airport, then pack their bikes and ship them as excess baggage on 

departing flights. An air hose would be useful for those bringing their bicycles on arriving 

flights, as it seems to be a general practice to let some air out of the tires to allow for the pressure 

changes in airplanes. 

"On a longer term basis it could be very desirable for the airport to offer inexpensive space to try 

and attract a business operation that could serve potential bicyclist patrons who might be 

attempting to use the airport. That business could provide safe and secure bicycle parking for 

both airport employees and passengers, provide boxes and boxing services·to those bicyclists 

bringing their bicycles with them on flights, not to mention selling, renting and servicing 

bicycles to airport patrons. Perhaps the business could offer other services to attract customers, 

and have the bicycle facilities be a sideline. (An athletic club with showers, lockers and exercise 

equipment could attract customers who had to spend some time between flights.) Perhaps 

instead of charging high rent the lease terms should require the business to be open for long 

hours to assure more public service. 
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"Once bicycle access and parking facilities are in place, they should be publicized. Perhaps the 

airport already has some place where airline patrons can safely leave their bicycles over a few 

days or weeks, but we just don't know about those facilities. Can I now legally park my bicycle 

with safety and security at the airport? How? 

"Given an initial capital cost of well over $10,000 for each additional automobile parking space 

in new parking structures, it seems like providing for pedestrian and bicyclist access would be a 

desirable and cost effective strategy, even if only a few potential airport patrons were to shift to a 

pedestrian or bicycle mode of airport ground access. 

"I believe the Master Plan and the DEIR should address pedestrian and bicyclist access with 

much more detail, responding to the issues listed in this letter." (Bob Berry) 

"One of the most obvious, and ready-made, places for safe bicycle parking is with existing 

parking lots or garages where an attendant is present. 

"An attendant-operated lot is recognized as probably the safest place for bicycle parking because 

the bicycles are always under surveillance. Having an attendant just for the bicycles would be 

too expensive, so bicycle parking must fit into parking for automobiles. 

"Some lots which have provided bike parking have allowed the bicycles to be fastened to a 

railing. Others have actually made up locked cages for bikes, with controlled access to the cage. 

"A nominal fee of 25 to 50 cents per day would be nearly sufficient to cover the same rental 

income as for an automobile parked in the same amount of space -- about 300 square feet (15' x 

20') needed for each automobile and the turning area it needs (14 bicycles can be put in the same 

space as is needed for an automobile). 

"The owners of parking lots and the owners of buildings with parking lots should see the benefits 

of providing bicycle parking, as it makes best use of existing space, reduces the need for more 

parking in short supply, and is good public relations. Bicycles can be fitted into odd-shaped 

areas which often go to waste with automobile parking ... 

"The bicycle organizations should lobby with individual parking lot operators and governmental 

agencies for this first step toward safe bicycle parking." (Charles Smith) 
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" ... And I notice there are quite a few bikers, that people use bicycles to transport themselves 

back and forth to work. I am not sure that that was addressed at all in any studies that I have 

looked through so far." (Edwin Works) 

Resporu;e 

Several bicycling and pedestrian mitigation measures are identified in Section V of the 

EIR. These include: 

• Providing a minimum four-foot striped bicycle travel lane for each direction of travel 
on McDonnell Road; 

• Providing signed bicycle travel lanes or a Class I bikeway, as appropriate, from the 
Burlingame Recreation Lagoon west of Coyote Point north along Old Bayshore 
Highway, Road R-2, McDonnell Road (Road R-3), South Airport Boulevard and 
Bayshore Boulevard to existing bike lanes near San Bruno Mountain. Class I facilities 
could also be developed in wider parts of the Southern Pacific right-of-way (where 
adequate space exists for both BART and a bikeway) and parallel to US 101 between 
Candlestick Park and the South San Francisco CalTrain Station; and 

• Including bicycle travel lanes as an integral part of any connection between SFIA and 
the multi-modal transfer station (BART, CalTrain, SamTrans) west of US 101. 

No bicyclists were noted in any of the recently conducted air passen2er surveys (traffic, 

parking and mode-split surveys were conducted for the EIR). The reasons for this are most 

likely that it is inconvenient or impractical for air passengers to get to the Airport on 

bicycles. There are a large number of vehicles coming into and out of the Airport 

throughout the day, including automobiles, vans, taxis, limousines, trucks and buses. 

Added to this fact is that the Airport is located in a very confined and remote space that 

limits the access and egress. The SFIA Master Plan is designed to maximize the use and 

efficiency of the confined space in which the Airport lies. Because of the relatively remote 

location required for a major airport, the commute distances for bicyclists and pedestrians 

are fairly large. The nearest neighborhoods around the Airport are over 2 miles from the 

internal Airport property, by way of San Bruno A venue or Mlllbrae A venue. 

When BART is extended to SFIA, it is expected that its normal bicycle provisions would 

prevail. BART provides bicycle lockers at its stations and allows bicycles on board trains 

during off-peak hoW'S. This service would help both air passengers and airport employees. 

Because BART is being extended to SFIA, bicyclists could bike to BART from their 
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residences or offices and take BART for the remainder of their journey. Bicycle provisions 

would have to be implemented at the SFIA BART station and also on the automated 

people mover (APM). The APM design, although not formalized at this time, could 

consider bicycle access so that bicyclists could take th~ir bikes to the terminal or 

employment location at SFIA. 

Bicycle parking in the short-term parking garage would not be feasible. The short-term 

garage accommodates over 6,000 vehicles on busy days. The potential for conflicts 

between bicycles and circulating vehicles would provide too great a safety risk for both 

modes. Parking-lot attendants would be hard pressed to provide tools and boxes for 

bicyclists while still controlling the flow of vehicles within the garage. Many airports, 

including SFIA, have adjacent service stations which have many of the necessary items 

that bicycle travelers require, such as an air hose, tools, and trained mechanics who could 

assist with minor repairs. 

Of the Airport employees, only a few bicyclists were observed during the surveys. 

Currently these bikers make use of the surface roadways and secure their bicycles at their 

place of employment. The suggested bikeways noted in the mitigation measures section of 

the EIR would serve the employment areas of SFIA as well as the passenger terminals. 

TSM program elements include provision of shower and changing facilities, secure places 

for bicycles and protected bikeways. United Airlines, the largest Airport tenant, currently 

has 40 bicycle racks at its maintenance/administration and employee-parking facilities. 

TSM provisions are the responsibility of the individual employer and would be based on 

the demand for these services and the exact requirements of the TSM program. (A 

discussion of the Airport's TSM program is on pp. C&R.171-173 herein.) 

Regarding pedestrian access to SFIA, several factors have to be considered, including 

sidewalks, walk distance and safety. The distances to the terminal buildings are important. 

The term.in.al buildings at SFIA are set back from the freeway by approximately one-half 

mile, and from the nearest neighborhoods by well over two miles of walking distance. 

These factors would lead to a long and tiring walk, even if protected walkways were to be 

provided. There is no way to shorten the walk distances without moving terminals or 

neighborhood locations, and thereby compromising aviation, vehicular and pedestrian 

safety. 
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For Airport employees who choose to walk to and from work, safety measures noted in 

Section V of the EIR address the impacts to pedestrians. Employees may elect to walk 

along San Bruno Avenue or Millbrae Avenue to get to the Airport from the surrounding 

neighborhoods or nearby parking areas, and therefore need to be protected from vehicular 

traffic. Currently, sidewalks exist along San Bruno Avenue and McDonnell Road, where 

most of the employment at SFIA is located. For example, United Airlines provides an 

elevated protected walkway above McDonnell Road directly into its maintenance facility, 

so that employees do not have to cross the traffic on the roadway. The Automated People 

Mover (APM) would serve to separate pedestrians from vehicular traffic by providing 

direct access between the Ground Transportation Center and the air passenger terminal area 

(in 1996) and the long-term parking area (in 2006). 

N01ES -Transportation Setting and Impacts 

/1/ Metropolitan Transportation Commission, written communication to OKS Associates, 
February 24, 1992. 

/2/ Metropolitan Transportation Commission, written communication, op. cit., based on 
information from Parsons Brinkerhoff, 1991. 

/3/ Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Train to Plane, Issue No. 3, October, 1991. 
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TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION 

GENERAL 

comments 

"The Master Plan should not move forward unless all the necessary transportation improvements 

are funded by the Airport. The Draft EIR should fully discuss the capital costs for all 

transportation improvements. 11 (Raymond Miller, C/CAG) 

"SFIA must assist in funding the planned improvements at the 1-280/1-380 interchange as a 

mitigation to help reduce the substantial impact SFIA traffic will cause on this area. 

"SFIA must contribute funds for improvements to San Bruno arterials pursuant to the North San 

Bruno Area Wide Traffic Study as a mitigation to help reduce the substantial impact SFIA traffic 

will cause on San Bruno arterial streets, including San Bruno Avenue, El Camino Real, 

Huntington Avenue, and San Mateo Avenue. 

"SFIA must contribute funds for a proportionate share of maintaining San Bruno arterials as a 

result of the substantial traffic created by SFIA." (George Foscardo, City of San Bruno) 

"C/CAG has endorsed the attached comments from the San Mateo County Transit District 

(Sam Trans) staff regarding traffic and transportation impacts. C/CAG strongly supports the 

Sam Trans staff position that transportation projects by other implementing agencies should not 

be considered as mitigation for the SFIA expansion without the concurrence of the implementing 

agency, and that an assessment should be made of the cumulative effectiveness of the 

transportation mitigation measures which can be accomplished by the Airport, together with an 

indication of the trip demands that cannot be accommodated. 11 (Raymond Miller, C/CAG) 

"Many of the mitigations listed in the draft EIR are ascribed to others as implementing agencies 

without indication of concurrence by those agencies. Mitigation measures should not be 

included in the EIR until written concurrence by the implementing agencies ( other than SFIA) 

have been obtained. The EIR should also include the probability of implementation of the 

mitigations within the time frame of the Airport expansion, an assessment of the cumulative 

effectiveness of the measures and the number of trip demands that cannot be accommodated. 

The Airport expansion should be reduced to the degree that would be consistent with the 
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mitigation measures and their time frame of implementation. Tilis process and proposal is .in 

keeping with the Congestion Management Plan requirements which was approved by the voters 

in November 1990 in conjunction with State Proposition 111." (Richard Gee, SamTrans) 

"The Board concurs with the comments of C/CAG and Sam Trans staff that indicate 

transportation projects by implementing agencies other than the City and County of San 

Francisco should not be considered mitigation for airport expansion without the concurrence of 

the implementing agency." (County of San Mateo Board of Supervisors) 

"We find the proposed mitigations to be inadequate, vague and many are probably not 

implementable by the Airport .. . The EIR should include an assessment ofthe cumulative 

effectiveness of the mitigation measures that can be implemented within the time frame of the 

planned Airport expansion and the number of trip demands that cannot be accommodated. The 

expansion should be confined to the degree that would be consistent with the mitigations." 

(Richard Gee, SamTrans) 

"The EIR must include the probability of implementation of the mitigations within the time 

frame of the Airport expansion, an assessment of the cumulative effectiveness of the measures 

and the number of trip demands that cannot be accommodated. Tilis process and proposal is in 

keeping with the Congestion Management Plan requirements which was approved by the voters 

in November 1990 in conjunction with State Proposition 111." (George Foscardo, City of San 

Bruno) 

"We request that the following mitigation measures identified in the DEIR be adopted by the 

Airport Commission either for their own implementation or to actively promote the 

implementation by the appropriate jurisdiction: 

"Encourage airlines and travel agencies to encourage passengers to take transit. 

"Provide SFIA employees with incentives for transit use. 

"Provide economic disincentives for SFIA employees to commute by single-occupant 
vehicles. 

"Provide a share of the transit operating costs for SamTrans, CalTrain and BART, each of 
which is necessary to support increased SFIA operations. 
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"Work with airlines to design the Automated People Mover/fenninal connections to 
minimize air passenger pedestrian circulation, with baggage service available where 
departing air passengers exit the BART station or parking areas. 

"If a decision is made to place the SFIA BART station west of U.S. 101, in lieu of a station 
in the terminal parking garage, build an exclusive right-of-way, bus or rail connection 
between the SFIA BART station and the Ground Transportation Center with connecting 
service to the tenninal and major employment areas, and operate service on this facility in 
a manner coordinated with BART/CalTrain arrivals and departures. 

"Concurrently with the extension of BART to SFIA, increase the frequency of CalTrain 
service, especially during non-commute hours, so that there is minimal transfer time 
between CalTrain and BART. As an alternative, extend BART south to San Jose in the 
CalTrain right-of-way and provide MUNI light rail in the Bayshore Freeway/Third Street 
corridor as a replacement for CalTrain service. 

"Increase Sam Trans service to BART and CalTrain station in San Mateo County to 
encourage use of both systems, both by reducing headways on existing routes and by 
. adding new routes to serve both residential and employment centers. 

"Improve MUNI transit capacity in San Francisco so that new BART and CalTrain riders 
destined for locations outside the Financial District would find transit a viable alternative. 

"Monitor parking demand throughout the year. In the event the annual mode split targets 
of the TSM program outlined under 'TSM/fransit/Ridesharing' are not being met, no 
additional parking can be provided at SFIA until the annual target is met, reevaluate the 
program for possible implementation of other measures to meet targets before providing 
additional parking." (Joan Kugler, BART) 

"The mitigation measures recommended in the Draft EIR for the San Francisco International 

Aitport are inadequate. Tilis Draft EIR should not be approved until adequate measures are 

developed which will mitigate the unacceptable air quality and traffic impacts. Rather than doing 

its planning as an isolated facility, SFIA should become a member of the San Mateo County 

Community and coordinate expansion plans with the surrounding communities and 

transportation agencies." (Jim Wheeler, Sierra Club, Loma Prieta Chapter) 

"3. Participation in Capital Costs of Transit Expansion 

"The Aitport should participate in the capital costs of required transit infrastructure to serve 
Aitport passengers and employees i.e. BART Extension." (Robert Treseler, City of 
Millbrae). 

"The DEIR proposes that SFIA share in the operating costs of BART, SamTrans, etc. in 

proportion to the increased number of passengers and employees. The DEIR does not propose 

any share in the construction cost for BART. Because the proposed BART extension would 
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significantly relieve SFIA expansion traffic impacts and because available Federal funding for 

the extension may be insufficient, SFIA should contribute funds for constructing BART to or 

near SFIA and for reducing the associated impacts of the BART extension." (George Foscardo, 

City of San Bruno) 

"3. Participation in Capital Costs of Transit Expansion 

"Another mitigation should be the Airport's participation in the capital costs of required 

transit infrastructure to serve Airport passengers and employees. 

"If BART is extended to the Airport, the Passengers Facility Charge may be used to 
extend BART from a multi-modal commuter station to an internal airport station in a 
direct link. The Passenger Facility Charge may be used to contribute to the construction 
of a Caltrain multi-modal station to serve the Airport. 

"It should be noted that the BIR mentions in passing that an internal SFO-BART station 
would generate more BART passengers than an external station (pg. 306), but the 
assumptions for the BART modal split are extremely low (pg. 269), and such 
assumptions are not explained. 

"It should be noted that such transit improvements would all be on Airport property, so would be 

on-site mitigation measures." (Janet Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae) 

"Miti&ations Pro.posed by SFIA" "SarnTrans Staff Comments" 

"8. Requiring SFIA to provide a share of "Depending on the amount of funding 
SamTrans, CalTrain and BART operating provided by SFIA, this could be a factor in 
costs. the expansion of transit service to the 

Airport." (Richard Gee, SamTrans) 

"The most significant mitigation measures available to reduce vehicular traffic congestion and 

emissions would be to provide adequate transit services for passengers and employees. Pages 

413-416 list mitigation measures related to Transit/Ridesharing. SFIA proposes to provide a 

share (based on patronage) of transit operating costs for SamTrans, CalTrain, and BART, and, if 

the SFIA BART is built west of 101 rather than in the terminal, to build an exclusive right-of­

way, bus, or rail connection between said BART station and the proposed Ground Transportation 

Center. It would be equally appropriate for SFIA to also provide a share (based on projected 

patronage) of the ggi.ta1 costs necessary to provide the needed transit services by Sam Trans, 

CalTrain, and BART, in order to provide the mcam for increased operating capacity of the transit 

providers; the proposed mitigation would then be more realistic." (Onnolee Trapp, Leagues of 

Women Voters of San Mateo County, letter of 8/27/91 and public hearing of 8/27/91) 
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11The DEIR assigns the responsibilities of several mitigation measures involving capital 

expenditures (such as rail extensions) to other agencies. It is important to note that SFIA can 

fulfill its obligation to mitigate the project impacts by contributing financially to the proposed 

traffic mitigations with capital as well as operating costs." (Joan Kugler, BART) 

Response 

Several comments noted that SFIA should be responsible for implementing and :financing 

all of the mitigation measures, or that several mitigation measures should be removed 

unless agreements (i.e., written concurrence) have been reached with the implementing 

agencies cited. Also, many comments mentioned that mitigation measures should be 

implemented within the time frame of the planned airport expansion, or identified as not 

being able to be so implemented. 

It is the responsibility of the BIR to identify feasible mitigation measures, even those 

measures that are not within the jurisdiction of the Lead Agency (in this case, the Airports 

Commission). The BIR has done just that. The mitigation measures presented in Section V 

are feasible and address the impacts of the proposed project. The identified entity or 

agency for implementation does not necessarily have to be the Lead Agency or the project 

sponsor, as not all impacts are solely or even primarily attributable to the project; many are 

attributable to forecast general areawide growth (non-Airport) and/or list-added projects 

(those specific projects that are currently known and identified by each individual 

municipality as scheduled for completion in the near future). Written concWTence does not 

have to be obtained from the implementing agency prior to identification of a feasible 

mitigation measure. 

Furthermore, the EIR is not responsible for identifying the funding source or the amount of 

funding required to implement the mitigation measures, so long as the measures are 

feasible from technical, planning and engineering standpoints. In the case of the proposed 

SFIA Master Plan, SFIA is prohibited (by Section 3.691 of the Airports Commission 

Charter) from contributing to the construction, operating, or maintenance costs of any off­

Airport transportation improvements. 

The .Airports Commission is obligated to consider the severity of the impacts of the 

proposed project and the availability of altemati ves and mitigation measures (including 
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both of which bracket the El Camino corridor, were evaluated. Mitigation measures for 

impacts in the El Camino Real corridor are identified in Section V of the EIR, on pp. 412 

and 413. Given the expected numbers of through vehicles on El Camino Real north of San 

Bruno A venue and south of Millbrae Avenue, the project's impacts would not be 

measurable at intersections beyond (north of) San Bruno A venue and (south of) Millbrae 

Avenue. 

The programmed improvements ofCaltrans, BART, CalTrain and SamTrans can be used 

as project mitigations as well as mitigations for forecast growth and list-added-growth 

impacts. The programmed improvements would contribute to mitigating the impacts 

generated by each of these. The BART programmed improvement of extending to SFIA is 

related directly to the Airport expansion. While there is an existing need for BART and 

other transit services at SFIA, the programmed improvements would contribute 

significantly to alleviating project impacts. 

The EIR includes several mitigation measures that deal directly with project-generated 

traffic on facilities that are included in the San Mateo County and San Francisco County 

Congestion Management Programs. Impacts to freeway mainline segments and ramps are 

addressed in Section V of the EIR. Project impacts on downtown arterials in San Francisco 

are not identified in the EIR as the contribution that the project makes is indiscernible. 

With the availability of many parallel arterials to choose from, airport shuttles, buses, taxis, 

and private vehicles would disperse throughout the downtown roadway network and spread 

the impact over many streets. 

The fact that the mitigation measures identified in the EIR would not necessarily reduce 

the project impacts to a level of insignificance does not negate their value as mitigation 

measures. The Airports Commission, in its considerations of project approval, would be 

required to issue Statement of Overriding Considerations for any residual significant 

impacts of the project. 

For the remaining comments regarding the El Camino Real Corridor and Vicinity, please 

see the responses on p. C&R.157 herein. 
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Millbrae 

Comments 

"The first has to do with the fact that the EIR says that the impact on the Rollins Road-Millbrae 

A venue intersection is not mitigable. And we feel that with the proper copcem for the impacts 

on the jurisdictions neighboring the airports that that can be mitigated in consultation with the 

City of Millbrae. And we have some ideas on that matter that we would like to share." (Janet 

Fogarty, Mayor of Millbrae) 

"Although significant [transportation] effects on Millbrae streets would result from Airport 

expansion, no mitigations by the Airport are proposed. Mitigation by others is unacceptable 

lacking assurance that another agency would implement the mitigation. 

"We request appropriate contributions to the improvement of the Millbrae Avenue/ Rollins Road 

intersection, improvement of Millbrae Avenue, between Hwy. 101 and El Camino Real; and 

analysis of and appropriate improvement of the intersection of Old Bayshore and East Millbrae 

A venue, and contribution to required signal improvements . 

"We do not agree that degradation of California/ Millbrae and Rollins/ Millbrae intersections 

are unavoidable effects (pg. 435). Appropriate mitigation should be proposed." (Janet Fogarty, 

Mayor, and Robert Treseler, City of Millbrae). 

"P. 417 -Top of page -There are aJready 6 lanes on Millbrae Ave. to El Camino Real." (Jessie 

Bracker) 

Response 

For comments regarding feasibility and funding of mitigation, please see the response on 

pp. C&R.156-158 herein. 

Toe intersection of Old Bayshore Highway and Millbrae Avenue is not projected to 

deteriorate to an unacceptable level and would not require mitigation as a result of the 

project. No traffic signal upgrading would be re.quired. The intersection is projected to 

operate at either LOS A or LOS B during the peak hours in 2006. For other information 

on this and other Millbrae intersections, please see pp. C&R.123-126, 131-132, 157·159 

herein. 
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The comment regarding the number of lanes on Millbrae Avenue is correct. Accordingly, 

the first bulleted item on p. 417 of the EIR is deleted. 

HOY Lanes 

Comments 

'The document fails to mention any financing mechanisms for the proposed mitigations. San 

Francisco International Airport (SFIA) improvements which affect State facilities shouJd be 

mitigated by SFlA, or the lead agency. 1he document needs to address impacts on State 

facilities due to the project and cumuJative area development. Mitigation measures must be 

discussed. For example, who will fund improvements such as High Occupancy Vehicle Lanes 

(HOVLs), freeway and highway (Route 101 and 82) modification, widening, and construction of 

freeway ramps? 

"We have the following questions and comments regarding details of mitigation measures: 

"ID2h Occupancy Vehic1e Lanes WOVLs): 

"Please state if the City and/or Traffic Authority are planning to fund the construction of an 

HOVL (Second to last paragraph on p. 417). Cal trans does not unilaterally decide whether to 

construct/implement HOVLs. Other agencies, such as the Federal Highway Administration 

(FHW A), Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MI'C), and the local traffic authority are 

also involved. Cal trans policy is against converting an existing mixed flow lane to HOVL. 

'The suggestion that the proposed HOVL be for 3+ occupancy from San Francisco to San Jose is 

not compatible with the existing HOVL along US 101 in San Mateo and Santa Oara Counties. 

In Santa Clara County, these HOV facilities are for 2+ occupancy in Santa Clara. 1be policies of 

HOVL occupancy are incompatible. 

"Proposed HOVLs from San Francisco to existing HOVLs along Route 101 beginning at 

Whipple A venue are not in MTC's Master Plan. 

"Refening to the discussion on page 421, in the last paragraph, if ramps need redesign/widening 

as a result of this project's build out. the improvements shouJd be funded by the project 

proponents and should be conditioned to identify funding responsibility. 
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"For cumulative impacts, more realistic mitigation measures are recommended for 

implementation. The concept of a 3+ HOVL facility is not a valid mitigation measure, since it is 

not programmed or funded." (Preston Kelley, Cal trans) 

"Miti2ations Proposed t,y SFIA" 

"6. Create HOV lanes out of existing traffic 
lanes on Highway 101. 

Response 

"SamTrans Staff Comments" 

"lhis is not a valid mitigation by the Airport 
as SFIA ha.s no control on its implementation. 
In addition, Caltrans policy prohibits the 
conversion of existing mixed flow lanes into 
HOV lanes." (Richard Gee, Sam.Trans) 

The authors of the DEIR recognize that Cal trans policy cunently prohibits the conversion 

of mixed-flow lanes to HOV lanes and that current HOV facilities along US 101 in Santa 

Clara County are for 2+ occupancy. Previous San Mateo County transportation plans and 

State Transportation Improvement Plans (STIP) included the implementation of HOV 

lanes in San Mateo County. Cunently, the San Mateo County Congestion Management 

Program (C:MP) includes only auxiliary lanes along US 101 throughout San Mateo 

County. The auxiliary lane projects are identified a.s part of the County's Transportation 

Authority Program, but are not in the CMP Capital Improvements Plan, the 1990 STIP or 

the 1991 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). It is important to note tha1 under 

CEQA, the EIR is not required to address funding. Seep. C&R.156 herein for additional 

discussion of the funding issue. 

The intent of the mitigation measures described in Section V of the DEIR is to provide 

reasonable and implementable measures that address forecast growth, project and list­

added-growth impacts. High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes are a reasonable mitigation 

measure. 

HOV lanes would encourage carpools by employees of SFIA and use of shared tax.is and 

shuttles by air passengers. lb.is would be part of a Transportation System Management 

(TSM) program designed to reduce travel throughout the day by private automobiles, 

especially single-occupant vehicles. The HOV lanes should be signed to accommodate any 
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vehicle carrying three or more persons, including all buses and airport shuttles. Only those 

taxis carrying three or more persons (including the driver) should use the HOV lanes. 

The City of San Francisco Transportation Authority is not likely to have any involvement 

in the decision-making process regarding HOV Janes as it is out of the Authority's 

jurisdiction. Agencies other than Caltrans that would be involved include MTC and the 

San Mateo County Transportation Authority. 

The differences between implementing 3+ occupancy HOV lanes and 2+ occupancy HOV 

lanes are hard to quantify without a traffic model of the entire corridor. A 3+ occupancy 

HOV lane would not serve many taxis coming to SFIA, which often carry only one 

passenger. Shuttle vans and buses would slill benefit from either a 3+ or 2+ HOV lane but 

a 3+ HOV lane would probably be less congested than a 2+ HOV lane and therefore travel 

times would improve for these vehicles. The Bay Area, except for the bridges, has mostly 

2+ HOV lanes, or is planning for 2+ rather than 3+ HOV lanes. A travel demand model 

for the US 101 corridor in San Mateo County would predict which type of HOV lane 

would have the most success, based on the traffic volumes in the mixed-flow lanes and the 

levels of congestion experienced. 

Aiwort Access and Circulation 

Comments 

"Mitigations Puwosed by SFIA" 

"3. Widening two SFlA roads. 

"IO. Modify freeway ramps to serve the 
Ground Transportation Center, and 
providing direct ramp connections to the 
HOV lanes. 

"11. Installing variable message signs internal 
to the Ground Transportation Center and 
Short-Tenn Garage. 

"SamTrans Staff Comments" 

"lbis would only benefit the internal Airport 
circulation without mitigation of the traffic on 
the freeways and local agencies' streets. 

"To be viable, written approval should be 
obtained from Caltrans and included in the 
EIR. 

"This measure would be a benefit to internal 
Airport traffic circulation with little effect on 
the freeways and local streets." (Richard Gee, 
SamTrans) 

np. 12-How can a new Ground Transportation Center be called a Mitigation to Neighboring 

vicinities?" (Jessie Bracker) 
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"Increased Traffic - The new traffic circulation proposed in the EIR would sufficiently handle all 

the vehicles and bus traffic for the entire facility, old and new." (Stan Moy, Finger & Moy 

Architects) 

Resoonse 

Widening the SFIA internal roadways and installing variable message signs in the Ground 

Transportation Center would mitigate internal airport circulation. It would also help 

circulation on local area roadways and freeways as traffic would not back up onto the 

freeways and local roadways from the airport internal roadways. Toe mitigation is directed 

mainly, however, at dealing with the impacts to SF1A internal circulation. 

Direct ramps to the Ground Transportation Center from HOV lanes would allow buses, 

shuttles, taxis and carpools preferred access into the a.irpon and perhaps encourage more 

passengers and employees to use the HOV lanes. It is a reasonable mitigation measure that 

would require the cooperative efforts of many agencies and entities. It is identified as an 

implementable mitigation measure even though prior agreements have not been made. 

Toe Ground Transportation Center (GTC) is not referred to in the EIR as a "mitigation to 

neighOOring vicinities." It is designed to serve internal SFIA circulation, and the access to 

and egress from US 101 and 1-380. NeighOOring facilities, Such as roadways in 

Burlingame, Millbrae, San Bruno and South San Francisco would benefit from the GTC's 

operation as vehicles would be less inclined to back up onto local roadways, park on them, 

or divert on and off of them. 

Widening US 101 

Comment 

"7. 

"Mitigations Prowsed hY SFIA" 

Widen Highway 101 to eight Janes south 
of San Carlos. 

"SamTrans Staff Comments" 

"Toe widening has been completed. Because 
of its distance from SFlA, the widening has 
no significant mitigation of the traffic in the 
Airport area." (Richard Gee, SamTrans) 
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Resoonse 

The commenter correctly notes that the mitigation measure has been implemented since the 

preparation of the DEfR. Increases to the capacity on US 101 in San Mateo County help 

both airport and non-airport traffic. Having an eight-lane freeway throughout the County, 

and not a combination of an eight-lane and six-lane freeway, helps to reduce the number of 

bottlenecks and potential for congested areas. AJso, as most freeway congestion is incident 

related, having an additional through lane helps keep traffic moving even when there is an 

incident blocking one or more lanes. 

Genera1 

Comments 

"That the mitigation measures [should] convincingly demonslrate the ability to mitigate the 

increased number of trips to be generated not only at the Airport, but on the local roads and 

freeway segments so important to our overall transportation system." (Bob Bury, Chair, lnter­

City 'ISM Authority) 

"The Transportation Impacts section does not adequately describe the mitigation of airport 

surface traffic impacts other than the impact of the proposed BART extension ... " (Chris Brittle, 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission) 

Response 

Mitigation measures to address surface traffic impacts are identified on pp. 412-424 of the 

EIR. Impacts that could not be eliminate.d or reduced to an insignificant level are 

discussed on p. 435 of the EIR. Further information can be found in the responses on 

pp. C&R.156-158 herein. 

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Comments 

"C/CAG believes San Francisco International Airport shouJd be subject to the requirements of 

the San Mateo County Congestion Management Plan. C/CAG requests the San Francisco 
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Airports Commission to prepare a plan to mitigate all projected traffic increases, which is 

consistent with the San Mateo County Congestion Management Plan prepared by C/CAG in July 

1991." (Raymond Miller, C/CAG) 

"2. Coneestion Man~ement Prowam 

"The AilJX)rt should participate in the San Mateo County Congestion Management Program." 

(Robert Treseler, City of Millbrae) 

''Also, along the same lines, we would like to work together with the airport within the San 

Mateo County City County Association of Governments Congestion Management Plan to 

provide a forum for producing a deficiency plan. Because under the congestion management 

plan, the impacts that are associated with transponation will be greater than Level F on the 

surrounding roads, and a deficiency plan will be called for by state law." (Janet Fogarty, Mayor 

of Millbrae) 

"The Board concurs with the comment of the City/County Association of Governments of San 

Mateo County (CJCAG) that San Francisco International Airport should be subject to the 

requirements of the San Mateo County Congestion Management Plan. The Board supports 

C/CAG's request that the San Francisco Airports Commission prepare a plan to mitigate all 

projected traffic increases in San Mateo County, which is consistent with the San Mateo County 

Congestion Management Plan." (County of San Mateo Board of Supervisors) 

"2. Coneestion Man~ement Proeram 

"In addition, the Airport should participate in the San Mateo County Congestion Management 

Program. Airport passenger trips, as well as employee trips will be included in the Congestion 

Management Plan. The CMP could serve as the forum to develop the necessary Deficiency Plan 

to provide off-site mitigation for the increased congestion the Airport expansion will cause on 

San Mateo County freeways and arterials." (Janet Fogarty, Mayor of Millbrae) 

"Specific mitigation measures that need greater elaboration include: 

airport coordination activities with local agencies, including the San Mateo County 
Congestion Management Agency (CMA), to establish and maintain traffic LOS 
standards on key freeways and airport access routes as well as participation with the 
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CMA in the development of deficiency plans to address unacceptable levels of service at 
intersections near the Airport." (Chris Brittle, Metropolitan Transportation Commission) 

"The [San Mateo County TransfX)rtation] Authority believes that the Airport should definitely be 

subject to the Congestion Management Plan for San Mateo County." (Richard Gee, Sam Trans) 

" ... Mitigations addressing cooperative funding of needed improvements like participation in 

the San Mateo County Congestion Management Plan should be included in the Fmal EIR." 

(Dennis Argyres, City of Burlingame) 

Res,ponse 

The state law requiring the adoption of Congestion Management Plans ("CMP") took 

effect on August 1, 1990 (Cal. Gov't Code Section 65088 et seq.). The law requires each 

county that includes an urbanized area to adopt and annually update a CMP (Section 

65089a). The CMP must contain (1) a designation of a CMP roadway system; (2) traffic 

Jevel of service standards; (3) transit level of service standards; (4) a trip reduction and 

travel demand analysis; (5) land use impact analysis; and (6) a seven-year capital 

improvement program (Section 65089b). 

Once the CMP is adopted, cities and counties must take certain actions to conform to the 

CMP. These include (1) adopting and implementing a trip reduction and travel demand 

ordinance; (2) adopting and implementing a ]and use analysis program; and 

(3) maintaining the established levels of service and performance standards (Section 

65089.3). If service and performance standards are not met, the city or county must adopt 

a deficiency plan for those individual segments or intersections which fail to meet the 

standards and implement an action plan for improvements (Section 65089.3). The State 

Controller is required to withhold specified transportation apportionments to a city or 

county which is not in conformance with the CMP (Section 65089.3). 

The San Mateo County CMP calJs for land use restrictions and a trip reduction ordinance 

that would forc.e private employers to comply with CMP trip reduction objectives such as 

staggered work hours, telecommuting, parking management programs, arid required use of 

public transportation. In accordance with the CMP, San Mateo County adopted its 

Transportation System Management ("TSM") ordinance in September, 1990 (Ordinance 
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No. 03261, adopted September 11, 1990, codified as Part II, Division V, Sections 5870-

5876 of San Mateo County Ordinance Code). 

The CMP statute itself does not contain specific requirements related to the compliance of 

property owners within a particular city or county with the applicable CMP for the city or 

county. Rather, the statute describes only the responsibilities of the cities and counties in 

developing the plans, and assumes that cities and counties will achieve the goals contained 

in their CMP's by adopting ordinances that apply to local employers. Indeed the San 

Mateo County CMP, adopted by the City/County Association of Governments of San 

Mateo County (C/CAG) discusses SFIA only with respect to the County's TSM program. 

Therefore, whether the CMP applies to the San Francisco Airport depends more generally 

on whether San Mateo County can legally adopt ordinances that affect operations of the 

Airport. 

The San Francisco City Attorney has taken the position that the application of the San 

Mateo County TSM ordinance to the Airport would vioJate state law Oetter from Louise 

Renne, San Francisco City Attorney, to Michael Murphy, San Mateo County Deputy 

County Counsel, dated June 21, 1990). The City Attorney has stated t:ha1 a local ordinance 

is invalid if it conflicts with state law or occupies a subject of statewide concern; she takes 

the position that the opern.tion of the Airport is a matter of statewide concern because it is 

subject to extensive federal reguJations as well as comprehensive state laws. In addition, 

the City Attorney has pointed out that, by virtue of state law authorizing a local agency to 

"reguJate the use of the Airport and facilities and other property or means of transportation 

within or over the Airport." the operation of the Airport has been vested solely in the City 

and County of San Francisco by virtue of state law. 

In response to San Francisco's legal position, San Mateo County agreed specific.ally to 

exclude the San Francisco Airport from its TSM ordinance, in exchange for the 

commitment of the Airport to implement a comprehensive TSM program for Airport 

employees (San Mateo County TSM ordinance, Chapter 21, Section 5872). In response, 

the Airport, in preparing a hip-reduction ordinance, is adding to its TSM activities that 

have been in place for many years. Most of these activities have been organized by airport 

tenants and have included ridesharing and ttansit-incentive programs. lbis ordinance, 

which is expected to be completed in 1992, will require large Airport employers with 100 

or more employees to appoint a transportation coordinator and establish policies thaI. would 
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increase use of transit alternatives by 20·25% over the next five years. This goal is 

consistent with San Mateo County's TSM goals. 

The Airp:,rt also participates in other Countywide efforts aimed at reducing traffic 

congestion. The Airport has representatives on the County's TSM committee, and on the 

City/County Association of Governments task forces for congestion management and 

imp1ementation of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District CJean Air program. The 

Airport also has a representative on a Sam.trans subcommittee which is working to improve 

its service scheduling for better transit service to the Airport. 

TRANSPORTATION SYS1EM MANAGEMENT 

Comments 

"AJthough we Wsagree that the proposed incentives and disincentives to promote public 

transportation are adequately addressed, we do feel that the airport's support of the Transportation 

Systems Management plan is well founded. We would like to see that folded into the 

Transportation Systems Management plan for San Mateo County so that we can work together to 

help alleviate some of the traffic." (Janet Fogarty, Mayor of Millbrae) 

'The significant effects of Airport expansion on regional highways are identified, however the 

DEIR suggests mitigation measures be implemented by other agencies. The Airport should 

participate in mitigation of the traffic impacts caused by the expansion. 

"The following are suggested mitigation measures in which the Airport may participate: 

"1. IranSPC)rtatlon System Mana2ement Pro mun 

"I recommend the Airport be included in the San Mateo County TSM Program. The Airport 

employers should meet the 25% TSM goal to mitigate the impact of the increase in employee 

traffic if this cannot be demon.mated as effectively ac.complished already." (Robert Treseler, 

City of Millbrae) 

"On page 413, the DEIR proposes various aspects of Transportation System Management. The 

TSM must be part of the San Mateo County TSM program and not that of the City and County 

of San Francisco." (George Foscardo, City of San Bruno) 
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"The significant effects of Airport exparu.ion on regional highways are identified, however the 

DEIR suggests mitigation measures be implemented by other agencies. The Airport should 

participate in mitigation of the traffic impacts caused by the expansion. 

"The following are suggested mitigation measures in which the Airport may panicipate: 

"1. TranSQOrtation System Mana~ment Pro2tain 

"AJthough we disagree that the proposed incentives/disincentives are adequate, we support the 

Airport's participation in Transportation System Management and recommend the Airport be 

incJuded in the San Mateo County TSM Program. The San Mateo County TSM Program 

requires all employers to meet a goal of a 25% reduction in employee trips. The Airport, and its 

tenants are the largest employers in San Mateo County, and destined to grow larger under the 

Airport Master Plan. The Airport employers shouJd meet the 25% TSM goal to mitigate the 

impact of the increase in employee traffic." (Janet Fogarty, Mayor of Millbrae) 

"In regard to another issue, the DEIR recognizes that vehicular traffic will increase. A mitigation 

measure should be included to require the Airport to reduce trips through transportation systems 

management (fSM). The Airport could also consider participating in one of the existing San 

Mateo County groups with a Joint Powers Agreement to implement a TSM Program." (Wendy 

Cosin, City of Pacifica) 

"Mitigations Pro.posed by SFIA" "SamToms Staff Comments" 

"4. Establish a TSM Program for SFIA. "Airport staff has informed us that a TSM 
Program is underway. However, we are not 
aware of any activities of coordinated overall 
TSM programs by SFIA. Addition of parking 
in the Airport would be inconsistent with the 
goals ofTSM." (Rjchard Gee. SarnTrans) 

"Specific mitigation measures that need greater elaboration include ... 

" defining a workable and effective commute aJtematives program for airport employees 
given pa.st experience which has shown how difficult it is for a majority of employees with 
different shifts and work hours to use carpools and transit" (Chris Brittle, Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission) 
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"That the TSM Program Evaluation, as a mitigation measure, [should] be based on the same level 

of commitment and participation currently required of business and as prescribed in the San 

Mateo County TSM Plan ad.minis1;ered by the San Mateo County Transportation Authority." 

(Bob Bury, Chair, Inter-City TSM Authority) 

Response 

As noted on p. C&R.168 herein, SFIA is not required by law to participate in the San 

Mateo County Transportation System Management (TSM) Plan. Nonetheless, the Plan 

contains many elements in which SFIA cou1d participate. Chapter 4 of the TSM Plan 

contains eva]uation tables for various TSM techniques and their applicability in San Mateo 

County. The following TSM techniques were listed as having a high applicability to San 

Mateo County and a medium or high chance of reducing congestion: 

• Freeway Ramp Metering along US 101; 

• Park and Ride Lots at various locations; 

• Shuttle Buses aJong the US 101 and El Camino corridors; 

• Tramportation Coordinators at large employment concentrations; 

• Long Range Planning/Cooperation among public and private agencies; and 

• Development Review/Enforcement of TSM requirements. 

Many other TSM program elements were listed as having medium applicability for San 

Mateo County with medium or high potential for reducing congestion. Section V of the 

EIR contains many of these same TSM suggestions. 

SFlA is currently preparing a trip reduction ordinance. It wou1d require large airport 

employers (100+ employees) to appoint a transponation coordinator and establish policies 

that wou1d increase transit use. The County's TSM goal of having 25 percent of all 

employees commute to work by means other rhan a sing]e-occupant automobile within the 

next five years is also under consideration. Given the nature of airport employment. with 

different shifts throughout the day, it may be difficult to achieve the 25 percent goaJ. 

However, SFIA shou1d make every effort to reach this goal. It is important to note that the 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is currently working on a regionaJ 

air quality plan which would establish average vehicle ridership rules for individua1 
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municipalities, which would supersede the 25 percent goal. The BAAQMD rules are 

expected to be finalized in a report by the fall of 1992. 

SFIA currently has one transportation coordinator, in the Landside Operations Division, 

who is overseeing the development of the Airport's TSM program and its Trip Reduction 

Ordinance. The SFIA Trip Reduction Ordinance must be approved by the Airports 

Commission before it is implemented. The Trip Reduction Ordinance would require 

airport tenants with more than 100 employees to implement TSM program elements in 

order to meet specified goals. The employers would be able to choose the most 

appropriate measures for their employees (e.g., transit incentives, ridesharing 

organizations, etc.) in order to meet the goals. With so many different employers at the 

airport, the coordinator could establish TSM program elements for smaller employers 

(fewer than 100 employees) and help merge the efforts of several employers into a single 

SFIA TSM program. 

The TSM elements that SAA would use include: 

• Staggered Work Hours; 

• Telecommuting (e.g., employees working at home one day (or more) a week); 

• Compressed Work Weeks (e.g., four 10-hour days); 

• Ridesharing; 

• Increasing transit attractivenes.s (e.g., information availability, shuttles, reduced-fare 
cards, etc.); 

• Priority for high-occupancy vehicles (HOV); 

• Establishing congestion management goals, monitoring and enforcing them; 

• Incorporating TSM features into physical design (e.g., lockers for bicycles, shower 
and cl!anging facilities, bicycle paths, peclesbian paths, HOV Janes); and 

• Incorporating TSM features into SFIA employers' policies (e.g., parking rates and 
spaces favorable to carpools and vanpools, subsidies to employees for transit fares, 
transportation coordinator contact with employees). 

The role of the transportation coordinator is to tailor the appropriate TSM program 

elements to the nee& of the employer. SFIA currently has a representative on San Mateo 
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County's TSM Committee, which should ensure that the County's concerns are being 

addressed by employers at SFIA. (See also pp. C&R.168-169, herein) 

The first task listed under the third bulleted item on p. 413 is revised as follows (revisions 

are underlined): 

A TSM Manager would develop the specific program and coordinate it with 
activities of SF1A, San Mateo County, the City and County of San Francisco, 
SamTrans, BART, Ca1Train, shuttle/van/taxi companies that serve SF1A, and other 
public agencies whose services or regu1atory functions would affect the mcx:le of 
travel chosen by employees and air passengers. The objective of the TSM program 
wou1d be to reduce travel throughout the day by private automobile, especially 
single-occupant vehicles. 

TRANSIT MITIGATION 

Transit Service. General 

Comments 

"To achieve pedestrian and transit sensitive development for SF1A, public and private agencies 

must plan and coordinate more efficient, effective, and reliable transit and transportation 

systems." (Preston Kelley, Caltrans) 

"Mitieations Prowsed by SAA" 

"14. Generally enhancing transit services. 

Reswnse 

"SamTrans Staff Comments" 

"Titis measure calls for increased transit 
service by BART, Ca1Train, MUNI Melro 
and SamTrans." (Richard Gee, SamTrans) 

1he comments are consistent with the information provided in the EIR. 
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MUNI Service to SAA 

Comment 

"p. 320 SF MUNI SEO Service via 19th Avenue. MUNI, SamTrans, MTC and SFO staff have 

been exploring the feasibility of extending MUNI's 28-NINE1EENTIJ A VENUE service south 

thru Daly City and via 280 to the airport. The extension proposal has obvious benefits for 

regional travel in general and for employees and travelers in particular. (1be extension wouJd 

also serve other major destinations along the way, such as Seton and Serramonte.) The 

implementation ofthis proposal would probably be in conjunction with the discontinuance or 

restructuring of SamTrans' 3B line. 

"It is important to note that this service is .DQ1 seen as competitive with BART as few riders from 

western San Francisco neighborhoods, where significant numbers of Airport employees do live, 

could be expected to utilize local transit to reach BART to take BART to SFO; this wouJd 

typically be a time-consuming and circuitous, three-transfer/four-ride bip, including the 

connector from the proposed BART SFO Station site to SFO destinations. 

"Because of its potential attractiveness to riders for whom BART would not be a realistic option, 

the 28-to-SFO proposal may have value as mitigation to western SF traffic impacts. 

"p. 416 Mitigation Measures: Other Aeencies. Improving MUNI capacity to BART/CalTrain as 

a possible mitigation measure is desirable for trips to/from the Financial District. However, as 

noted above, expecting people from western neighborhoods to ride to BART or CalTrain to get 

[to] the airport is unrealistic. A much more realistic mitigation measure is discussed above. 

"The 28-extension proposal shouJd be identified as a potential mitigation measure in this section. 

However, committed funding sources to implement this proposal--or any other involving 

improvements to· MUNI service--have not been identified." (Peter Straus and James Lowe, 

MUNI) 

Response 

Extending MUNl's 28-NINE1EEN1H A VENUE bus line to SAA wouJd provide a useful 

transit connection from the airport to ncighborhoods in western San Francisco. By 

reducing the number of transfers required to make this trip it would make transit a more 
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attractive option. 1his line currently terminates at the Daly City BART station. and with 

the proposed extension of BART to SFlA, only one transfer would be required. However, 

until the BART extension has been completed, extending this line would serve as a 

valuable link for 00th air passengers and airport employees. Even after the completion of 

the BART extension to SFIA. the extension of the 28-NINE'IEENfH A VENUE would 

continue to serve aifJX)rt employees, who otherwise would not have good access to public 

transit. MUNI has no plans to extend the 28-NINElEENTH A VENUE line at this time; 

its shon range transit plan states that the extension of this line is under consideration. 

APM Connection to Transit 

Comments 

"P. 13 - Under additional measures to address impacts (to be added) ... If BART is built to 

Airport Interna1 Station, A.iJport commits responsibility to serve Millbrae Caltrain Station with 

Free Shuttle Bus service for people going to Airport from the South of County ... 

"P. 323 - mentions baggage handling at BART Station to get JQ Airport but not mllll Airport to 

BART to en home. It has to go both directions, you know! ... 

" ... Also a1though document says Passenger "Bags" can be taken care of to get 19 Airport. 1here 

is no way to get the Bags from Aieport to Bart (if station isn't internal at Airport!) ... " (Jessie 

Bracker) 

"On page 415, reference is made to provision of 'an exclusive right-of-way, bus or rail connection 

between the SFlA BART station and the Ground Transportation Center.' It is critica1 that this 

mitigation be detailed. David Ca1ver from Parsons Brinckerhoff stated that the proposed 

Automated Peop]e Mover (APM) system to be constructed by SFIA was definitely a dedicated 

rail line, not a bus line." (George Foscardo, City of San Bruno) 

"Mitieations Pro.posed by SFIA" 

"1. Build a new Grmind Transportation 
Center, served by a People Mover that 
disttibutes air passengers and employees 
to the tennina1 buildings. 

"Samirans Staff Comments" 

"lhis wou1d be an effective mitigation only if 
BART is extended to the vicinity of SAA 
with a convenient connection to the CalTrain. 
Without the rail service, the People Mover 
would only benefit internal Airport traffic ... 
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"9. Requiring an exclusive right-of-way rail 
or bus facility to connect SF1A to the 
BART Station west of 101. 

Resoonse 

"This would be desirable if the BART Station 
is located west of 101 along with a CalTrain 
cross-platform transfer facility." (Richard 
Gee, SamTraos) 

Toe BART extension to SFIAis discussed on pp. C&R.139-145 herein. Many of the 

details have yet to be designed, and are still in the planning, or conceptual stage. These 

details include baggage handling on BART trains and at BART stations, the extension of 

the Automated People Mover to the BART station (if it is located west of US 101), and 

connections to CalTrain stations in Millbrae and San Bruno (particularly if the BART 

station is not a joint BART/CalTra.in station). As noted in another response, BART 

baggage handling is more important for departing passengers (because of flight schedules) 

than for arriving passengers. AdclitionaJ discussion on the subject of baggage handling 

appears on p. C&R.144 herein. 

Toe Ground Transportation Center (GTC) would serve as an important mitigation measure 

regardless of the BART extension to SFIA. The GTC would serve rental cars, buses, 

shuttles, parking, and the new International Terminal as well as the Automated People 

Mover. Improving intema1 circulation at SFIA could reduce traffic backups onto US 101. 

The People Mover would provide access to all areas of SF1A, and provide a connection to 

any mass transit station that comes into the vicinity of SF1A. The consolidation of these 

functions would make the GTC an efficient multi-modal transit center, both in 1996 when 

the near-term development has been completed and in 2006 when the long-term 

development and the mass transit station have been completed. 

The exclusive right-of-way between SF1A and the west-of-US-101 property would be 

important if the BART station were to be located west of US 101. If a joint 

Ca1Train/BART station were to be built west of US 101, then CalTrain commuters would 

also benefit from the direct connection into SFIA. However, even without CaITrain 

service, the right-of-way would be oecessary to provide unrestricted access between SFIA 

and the BART station. 
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CalTrain Service 

Comments 

"On page 5 the report states 'The proposed project would affect existing transit and shuttle 

services to SFlA such as that both systems would require expansion to serve the increased 

demand.' It is already true that transit services in particular do not meet the needs of passengers 

and person.s passing the airport to go into or out of San Francisco. Increasing the length of the 

CalTrain run into downtown San Francisco would increase CalTrain's ridership and make it a rea1 

boon for people who would prefer not to drive to work." (Patricia Clark) 

"I was told that the Master Plan of the Airports Commission is diligently working towards trying 

to see if we can have more public transit use to the airport. It has been actively working on this. 

I was told that they are really interested and anxious about ... the possibility of a CaITrain 

station at the airport, much of which is not clear from the Environmental Impact Report" 

(Commissioner Engman.a) 

"Attached is a copy of a report delivered as part of my presentation to the Department of City 

Planning/Embarcadero Plaza Advisory Committee on March 26, 1991. [The report is available 

in the files at the San Francisco Department of City Planning.] This report summarizes the 

contents of numerous detailed reports that have been delivered to the Department of City 

Planning on prior occasions regarding my proposed extension of rail service via an aerial loop 

extending from the CalTrain Right-of-Way directly to the SFO Airport Passenger Terminals. 

Please note that page 16 of my March 26, 1991 report documents (using MI'C and City and 

County of San Francisco data) that my Transit Link System proposa1 provides superior service 

compared to BART in that it can be built in three rather than e1even years and save taxpayers 

more than $2. 7 billion." (Dehnert Queen, Small Business DeveJopment Corporation) 

ReSJlODSe 

The Master Plan includes a transit (APM) connection to a multi-modal station west of the 

Airport. The EIR notes that trus station should include 00th BART service (if it is 

extended) and CalTrain service. It is true that if CalTrain service were extended into 

downtown San Francisco, CalTrain would be attractive to a larger number of Airport 

travellers. An aerial loop is not prop:Jsed in the Master Plan nor is it proposed as a 
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mitigation measure in the ElR, since it wouJd penalize non-airpon travellers and would not 

effectively serve enough Airpon destinations (see respon.se on pp. C&R.138-139). 

Airpcnt Staff confirm that there has been no con.sideration by SFIA of plans to bring 

CalTrain into the terminal area (East of Bayshore). 

The Airport has indicated that it would connect the Automated People Mover to any form 

of mass transit that comes into the "West of Bayshore" property on the west side of US 

101. CalTrain, BART, SamTrans and other transit riders would benefit from this 

connection. In addition, discussions with CalTrain and SamTrans regarding shuttle service 

from the Millbrae CalTrain station have taken place previously. SamTrans bus line 3B 

currently provides transfer service from the Millbrae CalTrain station to SFIA. 

The Airport is prohibited from providing competing service with public transit operators, 

and therefore has not pursued plans to provide free shuttles for airport employees. Airport 

tenants are presumably not subject to the Airport's charter, and could provide shuttle 

services as pan of any TSM program. 

Encourazing Transit Use. Improving Service 

Comments 

", .. [O]ne way of mitigating the traffic impacts is to, 'encourage passengers to use transit.' Once 

again, I don't think there is a meaningfu1 analysis of how we are going to encourage passengers 

to do that. Would giving some incentives, some rebates in tenns of ticket prices if the person is 

using mass transit or perhaps some expedited check-in service for those who use transit, would 

those work? Those are the types of things that I think should be analyzed in this document" 

(Commissioner Morales) 

"Specific mitigation measures that need greater elaboration include: ... 

development of a pricing policy for parking which reduces auto access to the airport and 
encourages the use of transit and other high occupancy vehicle services. 

preferential access for public transit operators to the terminal curbside to place public 
transit on a competitive footing with auto access." (Chris Brittle, Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission) 
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"Traditional reliance on the automobile must be discarded, and SFIA staff must work with the 

mass transit agencies to develop alternatives to the automobile. nus applies to airport 

employees as well as travelers. SFIA staff shouJd work with Sam.Trans staff to mod.ify airpon 

buses so they can handle carry-on luggage. A1so, SFlA staff shou1d be working with Cal Train 

staff to improve Cal Train service. lbis should include more frequent trains, better access to 

downtown San Francisco, and shuttle service between SFIA and the nearest CaITrain station." 

(Jim Wheeler, Sierra Club, Loma Prieta Chapter) 

"P. 414 - Economic disincentives for Single Occupants should not happen. That is 

discrimination on Workers." (Jessie Bracker) 

"Mitigations Proposed by SAA" 

"5. Adding park and ride lots on 
Highway 101. 

Rewnse 

"SamTrans Staff Comments" 

"1his is not a valid mitigation by the Airport 
as SFIA has no control of its implementation. 
If SAA has definite locations and intends to 
finance the projects, more information should 
be provided." (Richard Gee, Sam.Trans) 

Many of the mitigation measures are aimed al encouraging transit use to the Airpon and 

increasing the occupancy of vehicles coming to the Airport. These measures would be 

achieved by many different programs, operated by the Airport and by public and private 

agencies. The EIR identifies these measures as a way of mitigating the impacts related to 

the project and to the other growth that would occur in the region. The specific 

components of these programs would be worked out laler among the implementing 

agencies. 

Some of the components, which would fall under a Transportation System Management 

(fSM) program, include: a parking pricing strategy which encourages carpooling and 

discourages single-occupant vehicles, baggage handling capabilities on public-transit 

vehicles and al public-transit stations, and economic incentives for transit use or for 

carpooling of airport employees (this is not discrimination, as alternative modes of 

transportation are readily available from most locations in the Bay Area) .. Elements of 

TSM programs are discussed in the response on pp. C&R.171-173. 
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Providing preferential acce~ for public-transit operators is being considered within the 

framework of the GTC design, HOV lanes and incentives for transit usage. Whether 

access to the terminal curbside would still be allowed or concentrated in the GTC, 

preferentiaJ treatment of transit operators would still be encouraged. Page 413 of the EIR 

mentions many transit/ridesharing mitigation measures. 

Improving transit service and encouraging its use are implementable mitigation measures 

that would alleviate the impacts generated by the project and the other growth in the area 

Park-and-ride lots are a suggested mitigation measure that would serve to alleviate 

congestion along the US 101 corridor. With or without the airport project, congestion on 

US 101 is projected to worsen. 1his mitigation mea.5ure would reduce airport traffic 

impacts as employees would make use of the lots rather than continue individually into the 

congested a.u"JX)rt area. Also, commuters to San Francisco who travel along congested 

segments of US 101 would benefit from the park-and-ride lots. Exact locations for park­

and-ride lots have not been identified, but that does not discount their {M)tentiaJ value as an 

implementable mitigation measure. 

Transit Use and J>rc:u:,osed Parkin2 in SFIA Master Plan 

Comments 

"We have some concerns regarding the five proposals to increase on-site parking in the near-term 

SFIA Master Plan, as outlined on page 324. We would rather have employers develop incentives 

to encourage people to use transit or ridesharing rather than to drive alone." (Preston Kelley, 

Calttans) 

"The EIR should address aJternatives to adding 7,000 parking stalls to accommodate the airport 

expansion. Providing far fewer stalls would utilize a market base approach to assist or induce 

airport users to choose other modes of transit. Assistance and inducements for employers and 

employees to use other transit modes such as car pooling or van pooling, etc. would be a 

progressive alternative to encouraging and accommodating auto traffic through the provision of 

additional parking spaces. 1be mitigation measures to decrease traffic generation are totally 

inadequate. Many aJternatives are available to reduce and mitigate traffic impacts which are 

commonly being used in other jurisdictions and are being required of private developers." (Ed 

Everett, (11ien) City Manager, City of Belmont) 
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''2. 

"Miti2ations Pro.posed hv SFIA" 

Adding stalls in Airport parking facilities 
(7,000 by 1996, 930 more by 2006). 

"SamTrans Staff Comments" 

"'Ibis would be counter w any traffic 
mitigation by encouraging the use of private 
vehicles W the Airport. 1bis does not 
mitigate the increased traffic on the freeways 
and local streets." (Richard Gee, SamTrans) 

"Parking at SFlA shouJd be discouraged. Employees who drive alone should be charged for 

parking. The short-term parking garage fees should be increased dramatically for parking longer 

than five hours. The construction scheduJe of the People Mover should be accelerated so the 

entire system wouJd be operational by 1996. United Airline employees and other airport 

employees wouJd be able to use CalTrain or Sam.Trans to get to the ExternaJ Station and then 

take the People mover to their workplace. 'Ibis wouJd negate the requirement for additions] 

parking spaces." (Jim Wheeler, Sierra Club, Loma Prieta Chapter) 

"The recommendation of adding 7,000 parking stalls is of great concern as it is inconsistent with 

TSM goaJs here in the San Mateo County as well as those goaJs and 'rules' soon to be adopted by 

the Bay Area Air Quality Management District" (Bob Bwy, Chair, Inter-City TSM Authority) 

Response 

Increasing the parking at SFIA can be implemented so that TSM goaJs are still met and the 

use of single-occupant vehicles is discouraged. Severa] areas have to be looked at in 

conjunction with one another, and not just increasing parking in and of itself. 

The parking demand analysis that was conducted for the EIR used demand ratios based on 

1991 levels of enplanements and employees. A straight line projection was used to 

estimate the future parking demand. 'Ibis provides a worst-case scenario, as reductions in 

the parking demand ratios were not considered in the future, when BART and other transit 

services that do not exist today are made available. 

The projected parking deficit in 2006 is for air passengers and not employees (no parking 

space deficit is forecast for 1996). However, the potentiaJ for successful implementation of 

carpool and vanpoo1 programs and increased transit ridership lies ma.in1y with Airport 

employees. Also, the extension of BART w SFIA wouJd result in a reduction in the 

demand for parking spaces of 3,220 spaces (see discussion in EIR on p. 327). With the 
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BART station, there would be a projected deficit of only 1,171 spaces instead of 4,391 

spaces. If the empJoyees, rather than the air passengers, were faced with the parking 

deficit, Jong-term trip reduction goaJs would be achieved. In order for this to occur, the 

allotment of parking spaces would have to be aJtered so that fewer spaces are assigned to 

aiJport employees and the corresponding number reassigned to air passengers. Parking 

spaces in the proposed new parking facilities shou1d therefore be reallocated in favor of air 

passengers, as TSM program eJements oou1d be expected to reduce employee parking 

demand more than air passenger parking demand. The expansion of parking supply at 

SFIA shou1d be phased to aJlow evaJuation of the effectiveness of expanded TSM 

programs and transit improvements before the addition of parking (adding parking before 

or simu1taneous with TSM programs and transit improvements may itself undermine the 

relative attractiveness of alternatives to single-occupant automobile traveJ). 

Add the following mitigation measure on EIR p. 418, as the first bulleted item under 

Project-Impact Measures (1996) Identified in This Report (SFIA): 

Reallocate parking spaces in the proposed new parking facilities in favor of air 
passengers, as TSM program elements could be expected to reduce employee parking 
demand more than air passenger parking demand. Phase the expansion of parking 
supply at SFIA to allow evaJuation of the effectiveness of expanded TSM programs 
and transit improvements before the addition of parking (adding parking before or 
simultaneous with TSM programs and transit improvements may itself undermine 
the relative attractiveness of alternatives to single-occupant automobile travel). 

Add the identicaJ mitigation measure on EIR p. 419, as the first bulleted item under 

Project-Impact Measures (2006) Identified in This Report (SFIA). 

For air passengers, there are a number of mitigation measures suggested that would help 

alleviate the demand for parking spaces at SFIA. The parking mitigation measures, the 

parking pricing policy, the transit/ridesharing measures, HOV lanes on US 101, dedicated 

ramps into the GTC, roadway improvements, and the GTC design are all measures that 

would reduce unnecessary inter-lot and intra-lot circu1ation and reduce the total number of 

vehicle miles traveled by air passengers. The parking pricing policy, as noted by the 

mitigation measures on p. 414 of the EIR, wou1d be adjusted so that carpool and hj.gh 

occupancy vehicles have preferential parking rates and spaces. If the trip reduction goaJs 

set forth on p. 413 of the EIR are not met, then the parking pricing policy would be 

adjusted until they are achieved. This market based incentive approach would discourage 

people from us.jog a single-oc.cupant vehicle and parking at SFIA. 
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Table 45 on p. 321 of the EIR shows the projected transit use in the future. With the 

extension of BART to SFIA, the percentage of single-occupant automobiles would 

decrease from 83.7 percent today to 74.2 percent in 2006 for employees, and from 20.1 

percent today to 18.8 percent in 2006 for air passengers This fact, combined with the use 

of the Automated People Mover, a CalTrain connection to BART, and other TSM 

measures, would reduce the demand for parking at SF1A in a statistically significant way. 

Another methodology for conducting parking analysis would have been to apply the 

reduced automobile mcxie shares to the future parking demand ratios. However, it was 

decided to conduct a worst-case analysis and not adjust the future parking demand ratios. 

By provision of additional parking spaces at SFIA to meet the demand, overall circulation 

throughout the Airport area. inciuding local roadways and neighborhoods, would be 

reduced. The number of days on which the long-term parking lot is closed would be 

reduced, as sufficient parking would be provided. lhis would negate the need for vehicles 

to circulate into the Airport and then, upon getting turned away, travel to one of the off­

Aiqx:ut parking lots, which do not plan any capacity increases in the future. One measure 

suggested in the EIR, the use of low-frequency radio broadcasts, and signs along nearby 

:freeways, would be usefu1 in directing motorists to the nearest available parking location, 

thus minim.iring circulating vehicles (this has proven successful around the Oakland -

Alameda County Coliseum and along 1-80 in the Sierra during the winter). 

Realistically, people would still drive and park at the Airport. A number of measures have 

been suggested that, in combination, would alleviate the parking demand at SFIA. None of 

these measures individually would have major effects on traffic generation, but in 

combination they would all contribute towards the goals of trip reduction and parking 

reduction at SFIA. 

Off-Site Registration 

Comments 

"I personally think that the mitigation section is the worst mitigation section I have ever seen in 

an EIR. I don't think it's the fault of the Planning Department, but it's an indication of how 

hopeless it is for the Airports Commission to deal with mitigations. For example, one mention 

of one mitigation that really might work. and that would really perhaps encourage people not to 

take cars, and that is the off-site registration. I don't know what they call it, the off-site facilities 
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where you can check actually your baggage and take a bus, like they can do from the Marin 

Airporter, other particular locations. That is mentioned once, but not really mentioned as a 

significant mitigation. That might be explored." (Commissioner Engmann) 

"Specific mitigation measures that need greater elaboration include: 

assistance in the planning and development of off-airport terminals (page 114 discusses 
this concept, but it is not listed on pages 12-13 which summarize potential transportation 
mitigation measures)." (Chris Brittle, Metropolitan Transportation Commission) 

''The DEIR mentioned an off-site passenger facility as an alternative, but there was little serious 

discussion of the impact this alternative would have on reducing the significant impacts of the 

full expansion. Greater consideration shouJd be given to this alternative." (Janet Fogarty, Mayor, 

and Roben Treseler, City of Millbrae) 

Resoonse 

In response to these comments, the following discussion of the potential for off-site air 

tenninals to mitigate traffic congestion in the vicinity of the Airport is added at the end of 

EIR Appendix G, p. XI.A.167: 

OFF-SITE AIR TERMINALS 

Technieal Aspects 

The term "off-airpon terminal" encompasses a variety of possible arrangements to 
get air passengers to (and from) an airpon from remote locations. Depending upon 
the layout of the airport, characteristics of travellers, origins and destinations of 
travellers, and space available at remote locations, some or all of the following 
services could be provided: 

• Scheduled coach or van express service from a remote location; 
• Competitively priced (or free) parking; 
• Comfortable waiting area; 
• 11cket sa1es; 
• Seat selection; and 
• Baggage check-in. 

The first three of these are the minimum characteristics of an "off-airport terminal". 
There is really little difference between this level of service and typical airpon 
express transit service. On the basis of this definition, SFIA already has some level 
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of off-airport terminal capability. The Marin Airporter has the most extensive 
service. It runs coaches from several locations. The Larkspur Landing location had, 
until 1991, provided space for airline ticket agents from United and American 
Airlines to sell tickets, check in bags, and have customers select seats. The basic 
coach service and one airline ticket agent still remain. Other airporter services to 
SFIA are described in Section Ill (Environmental Setting) of the EIR, on pp. 130 -
134. 

Issues Affecting Feasibility 

The p:>tential effectiveness of diverting auto traffic to the off-Airport operation 
would depend on a number of factors, including: 

• Frequency and reliability of bus or limo service; 
• Accessibility of the remote location; 
• Adequacy and price of parking, versus Airport parking characteristics; 
• Efficiency of check-in services (if any) versus that of the airline terminal service; 

and 
• Density of the market near the off-Airport terminal. 

The recent experience of the Mario Airporter at the Larkspur Landing terminal , 
where ticketing and baggage check services were added to an established airport 
express transit service, highlights several issues relating to off-airport terminal 
operation. When ticketing and baggage check-in services were added, the following 
difficulties arose: 

• Since coaches left every half-hour, passengers tended to arrive with about ten 
minutes to spare. lhis put a severe burden on the check-in agents who were not 
adequately equipped to handle such peaking of traffic. 

• The ticket service was used mostly as a local ticket office rather than a 
convenience for same-day airline passengers. There was also a conflict between 
handling of ticket purchasers who were not flying that day and baggage check-in 
operations. 

• Tile service did not really attract additional patronage to the Marin Airporter. 

Eventually, baggage check-in operations were curtailed, and one of the airlines 
closed its ticket office. 

In the Los Angeles area. the Van Nuys Fly Away Service is operated by the Los 
Angeles Department of Airports. 1his is an express bus service from the San 
Fernando Valley to Los Angeles International Airport which has seven air carriers 
providing ticketing at the terminal; baggage cannot be checked. Th.is service recently 
reduced fares from nine dollars to four dollars. Apparently, this reduction did not 
have an immediate effect on the number of airline passengers using the service; 
however, airport employees found it to be a convenient service. Recent reports 
indicate that air passenger service is up. 
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Potential Effectiveness in Mitigating Airport Traffic Congestion 

Additional off-Airport terminal capacity for SFIA would need to accomplish some. 
or all, of the following: 

• Provide additional :frequency at existing off-Airport locations; 

• Seek out current gaps in off-Airport terminal operation, and encourage new 
service in this market lbis would include opening new terminals and starting 
new coach services. 

• Determine the leveJ of bonus services such as baggage check-in and ticketing 
that cou1d reasonably be provided, and the potential to attract new riders as a 
result of this additional service; and 

• Identify the level to which users of additional off-Airport terminal services 
wou1d be diverted from private automobiles, or other transit services. 

Caltrans is currently funding a research project at the Institute for Transportation 
Studies at the University of California at BerkeJey, titled: Feasibility Srudy for a 
Cailfornia Off-Airport Iermina1 Demonstration Proeram. In part of this research 
project, air passenger survey data taken by the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MfC) will be evaluated to determine current gaps in express 
transportation services to Bay Area airports. Should the results of this research 
indicate that a potential market for additionaJ off-Airport terminals exists, SFIA 
wou1d then be in a position to participate in efforts to increase the level of 
off-Airport terminal activity. 

If off-Airport terminal services were initiated successfully, it wou1d have Che 
potential to reduce vehicle congestion at Airport approaches and regional routes to 
and from the airport. It is impossible to quantify the effects of such actions without a 
specific service under consideration. 

lnstituJional Feasibility 

The San Francisco Airports Commission charter (Section 3.691) prohibits the 
Airport from offering a transit service to an off-Airport terminal. SFIA cannot 
operate a transit system in competition with existing ground transportation services. 
As a·resu1t of this prohibition, SFIA has not been ab1e to take advantage of a 
Caltrans demonstration project relating to off-Airport tenninals. Therefore, for SFlA 
to engage directly in any activity related to implementing an off-Airport terminal 
wou1d involve an amendment to the Airport's charter. 

AlternativeJy, it might be possible for CaJtrans to work with a private operator or an 
existing transi.t agency (e.g., Sam.Trans, AC Transit) to improve tramit/off-Airport 
terminal services to SFIA. 

On the basis of available information, it appears that adding off-Airport terminal 
capacity cou1d reduce automobile travel to the Airport. As noted above, however, 
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the Airport is prohibited by charter from offering, or being involved in such services. 
If additional services are to be offered, it would have to be the work of private- or 
public-transit operators. These operators would make decisioru: on whether to 
provide additional service, based on the potential profitability of the service. 

Off-Airport terminals are part of the transit system to the Airport. Several mitigation 
measures related to increasing b"ansit mode share are already suggested in the EIR. 
Any efforts to increase transit mode share would i.ncrease the attractiveness to private 
businesses to expand on or implement new off-Airport terminal services. 

Hi~h-Speed Rail 

Comment 

"Miti~ations Proposed bv SAA" 

"12. Requiring right-of-way reservation for 
future high speed rail. 

Reswnse 

"SamTrans Staff Comments" 

"There is no information in the EIR on the 
location of the corridor, financing, or who 
will be the implementing agency. 1his 
should not be included as a mitigation for the 
traffic generated by SF1.A until more detai1s 
are available." (Richard Gee, SamTrans) 

The right-of-way reservation through SF1.A, referenced on pages 13 and 415 of the EIR, is 

for the BART extension if an SFJA internal station is chosen. The "West of Bayshore" 

property adjacent to US 101, across from SFJA, could also be considered for high-speed 

rail if BART were to be extended further south, or CalTrain were to be linked to BART at 

this location. See also the earlier response re implementation, on pp C&R.156-158. 

The mitigation measure suggested on page 415 of the DEIR that mentions reserving right­

of-way for future high-speed rail comes from several documents. In July 1991, the State 

Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Rail published a report entitled 

California Rail Passenger Development Plan 1991 1hrough 1996 Fiscal Years, as required 

by Section 14036 of the Government Code. The report concluded that in order to provide 

a fully integrated nil system in the California Corridor, service ultimately should be 

provided to the Central Valley along with Southern Pacific, Sante Fe, and Union Pacific 

Rail Lines. The Southern Pacific portion of this rail system would be adjacent to SFlA 

along the US 101 corridor in San Mateo County. 

C&R.187 



In the California TransJX)rtation Commission's Eighth AnnuaJ ReJX)rt to California 

Legislature, dated December 1991, high-speed rail Wa.5 identified as an effective alternative 

to the stare's airports and interregional highway system. The Commission, on the basis of 

a recommendation from its Technical Advisory Committee on Aeronautics, requested the 

Department of TransJX>rtation to include in its high-speed ground-transportation study a 

feasibility study analyzing linking high-speed rail lines to airport terminals. 

A 1992 University of California Berkeley study on high-speed rail, SJX>nsored by Caltrans 

and the federa] Deparbnent of Transportation, concluded that high-speed trains could be 

traveling between San Francisco and Los Angeles in on1y two-and-a-half hours by early in 

the next decade. The study was conducted by UC's Institute of Urban and Regional 

Development, and established several JX)tential routes that the trains could take. According 

to a recent article in the San Francisco Chronicle (March 12, 1992), the traim could cruise 

at lower speed and run on existing rail lines on the Peninsula. 111.is would allow trains to 

leave San Francisco over aright-of-way shared with the existing Peninsula commuter 

traim and stop near San Francisco International Airport and Palo Alto. 

The multi-modal connection among BART, CaJtrans, SamTrans and the Airport would be 

enhanced \Vl.th a connection to high-speed rail service. The suggested mitigation measure 

JX>ints out that high-speed rail is a viable issue that is currently being addressed by Caltrans 

and the California Transportation Commission. 

PEDES1RIANS AND BICYCLES 

Comments 

"On page 136, the document states: 'Other than for the movement of air passengers and 
emplczyees between the main garage and the tenninal buildings. there is little pedestrian 
movement among the various buildings at SFIA.' Pedesttian movement should become a major 

mode of transJX>nation as the SAA Master Plan strives 'to provide a coordinated devclomnent 

plan that wilJ conso1idate and relocate manv of the existing Jandside facilities in order to increase 
the efficiency and cost effectiveness oflandside OJ)COWons ... ' (page 18). 

"We strongly urge adoption of pedesttian-sensitive development JX>licies which would encourage 

walking and transit uses. The proposed 960,()(X)-square-foot, multi-level Rental Car 

GarageJGround Transportation Center, for example, should be multi-modal in nature, stressing 
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pedestrian facilities and amenities, an APM system, and transit services, not predominantJy for 

automobile/rental car shops, garages, and parking spaces as the document proposes on page 55. 

"The document shouJd more aggre·ssive]y promote integrating pedestrian facilities than the 

statement on page 323 indicates. It states: 'Desie:n review should focus on minimizin2 any 

adverse impacts to pedestrians.' Future site plans and designs of all buildings and facilities 

should foster pedestrian and transit services, so that figures for transit usages could be much 

greater than those stated on pages 138 and 320. Page 138 states that according to a 1983 Sam 

Trans Employee Survey, less than five percent of SFIA employees use any mcxle of public 

transportation for their commute. This survey is dated, and should be reconducted to evaluate the 

current travel patterns of airport employees and patrons. Page 320 states, 'BART could attract six 

percent of air passenger trips and eleven percent of employee trips on both a daily and peak hour 

basis.'" (Preston Kelley, Caltrans) 

"Mitie:ations Proposed by SFIA" 

"13. Providing bicycle traveJ lanes. 

Resoonse 

"SamTrans Staff Comments'' 

"In view of the large transportation demand to 
be generated by SFIA, bicycle lanes would 
not be a significant mitigation." (Richard 
Gee, SamTrans) 

Pedestrian considerations shouJd permeate every facet of the SFIA Master Plan project. 

While pedestrian amenities would be beneficial in the GTC, pedestrians are not expected to 

spend more than a few minutes in the building at any given time. The GTC would house 

many different services, and facilitate the movement of people throughout SFIA. The 

following is inserted after the first bulleted item on p. 421 of the EIR: 

PEDESTRIANS 

Proiect-Inwact Measures O 996) Identified in this Report 

SF1A 

• Incorporate, into the GTC design, safe and oonvenient walkways, amenities, easy 
access to transit and other modal transfer points, and other measures that facilitate 
safe pedestrian movements. 
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Bicycle lanes would attract more people, particularly airport employees, to use bicycling as 

a commute mode. The Class I bikeways would provide a protected bike path that would 

make bicycling safer and more attractive throughout the airport area. AJthough the number 

of air passengers and airport employees who would actually bike to SFIA might be 

relatively small, every mitigation measure that contributes towards reducing automobile 

trips is valuable. With respect to the effectiveness of bicycle mitig,itions, their significance 

is a matter of opinion. 

FLIGHT DISTRIBtmON 

Commem 

"Mitigations about having the airlines distribute their flights in perhaps a better pattern is not 

cliscussed at all, and the impact it might have on peak traffic. That is not cliscussed. There is 

really no crunch mitigations, things tha1 really would be meaningful, cliscussed in here that the 

Airports Commission could have some control over. I would like to see that." (Commissioner 

Engmann) 

Reswnse 

SFIA does not have the legal right to designate flight hours for inclividual airlines using the 

Airport. A cliscussion of legal restrictions on Airport Administration appears in 

Attachment D of C&R Appenclix A, "Background to Airport Operations." 

Appendix J of the EIR (pp. XI. A. I 79-A.180) includes a comparison of forecast hourly 

activity at SFIA in 1996 and 2006 with (X)l:ential airfie]d capacity during visual flight 

conclitions. The forecasts of hourly activity were developed assuming that the relative 

clistribution of activity throughout the day would be the same in 1996 and 2006 as in 1990. 

Ac.cording to Tables J-1 and J-2 in Appendix J, in 1996 and 2006 there would (86 percent 

of the lime) be no more than one hour of delay for any flight. under all visual conclitions. 

During less-than-optimal visual conditions, though, some flights would be delayed into 

other hours of the day because of airfield capacity constraints. During instrument flight 

conclitions (5.6 percent of the time), the SFIA airfield could not accommodate the number 

of flights per hour forecast in 1996 and 2006. 
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The delays to aircraft during these conditions could be sufficient (and frequent enough) to 

prompt the re-scheduling of flights to off-peak hours. Staggering the flight distribution 

would have some impact on traffic in the vicinity of SAA, but not much on commute 

peak-hour traffic on the regional transportation system. Peak flight hours at SFIA are in 

the early morning, generally during the early part of the morning commute, and in the early 

to late evening, after the afternoon commute pericxl. Many international flights arrive 

during the middle of the day and leave during the evening. Domestic flights are spread 

throughout the day, generally based on travel-time demand, and desired landing time, 

considering time-zone changes and other factors. To be conservative, the analysis of traffic 

impacts in the EIR superimposed the SAA-generated vehicular peak-hour traffic and the 

peak-hour traffic on the adjacent road network, even though they do not occur at the same 

time. The peak periods have increased on US 101; staggering the flight distribution 

schedule would contribute to extending the peak periods even further. Most airport 

employees would not be affected by a flight distribution change, particularly maintenance 

workers who work set shifts throughout the day. 

Air passengers might be encouraged to use their automobiles even more because of the 

perception that their flights are during "off-peak" periods. This could result in increased 

automobile use and associated impacts, which are counter to all of the mitigation measures 

presented in the EIR. 

IMP ACTS OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

Comments 

(5e) P. 13 - Under additionaJ measures to address impacts (to be added) ... 

"City and County of San Francisco, Cities and County of San Mateo Co, and Airport stop 

promoting foreign trade into this area. 

"On p. 13 - Under Additional Measures to address impacts; from listed impacts measures to be 

addressed that I believe should be drQmled. -- 2.od (Park and ride lots on 101 should be erased) -

3rd(HOV lanes) should lWl be created because they cause more traffic problems and more 

pollution because everyone but select few are not allowed to use traffic lanes otherwise available 

to all and that is discrimination. (In my bcliefl 6th Requiring exclusive rights-of-way rail or Bus 

facility that connects SAA to BARTs planned station l!!J:51 of US 101 -should be clrom,ed. That 

C&R.191 



, 

-, 

is only one of alternatives being studied and would be cause of much more traffic vehicle trips 

into area which in tum causes more Pollution - 9th Requiring right-of-way reservations for future 

high speed rail - should be dropped. Such station wou1d bring even more congested Traffic and 

worse Pollution to an already overburdened area. 

"P. 14 - 7th and 8th shou1d be dropped- because it is not safe!" (Jessie Bracker) 

"In my opinion many of the suggested Mitigation Measures listed wou1d nQ1 be Mitigation 

Measures but instead wou1d be additions to the Pollution Problem and should be listed as such. 

Some of those are - 1) Add more lanes and widen roads in the immediate vicinity of S.F.O. - 2) 

Provide Park and Ride Lots along Hwy 101 - 3) Create high occupancy-vehicle lanes on Hwy 

101 from San Jose to San Francisco. -4) Connect BARTs planned Station West of Highway 101 

to Airport" (Jessie Bracker) 

"On the top of page 415, the DEIR states: 'At as many locations as possible near US 101, 1-280 

and 1-380 interchanges in San Mateo County, create park-and-ride lots for commuters through 

lot-consb"uction and shared-use agreements with churches and shopping centers. Use uniform 

signage that clearly indicates lot location from the freeway and arterial roadways. Implementing 

Agencies: Caltrans, local governments.' 

"Most of the sites available to implement this mitigation would be located in San Bruno. Thus, 

this mitigation could heavily impact San Bruno and add more cars to local streets. In effect, the 

mitigation will produce other substantial impacts which are themselves not properly identified 

nor adequately mitigated.'' (George Foscardo, City of San Bruno) 

Response 

Park-and-ride lots are a suggested mitigation measure that would serve to alleviate 

congestion along the US 101 corridor. With or without the Airport project, congestion on 

US 101 is projected to worsen. Tilis mitigation measure would address Airport traffic 

impacts, as employees would make use of the lots rather than continue individually into the 

congested Airport area 

Exact locations for park-and-ride lots have not been identified, but that does not discount 

their value as an implementab1e mitigation measure. If the implementing agencies decide 

to create park-and-ride lots along the US 101 corridor, careful attention needs to be paid to 
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the impacts that the lots create. Park-and-ride lots are usually located near freeway ramps 

and adjacent to freeways, thus minimizjng impacts to locaJ roadways and neighborhoods. 

Park-and-ride lots aJong the US 101 oorridor do not have to be located in the immediate 

SF1A vicinity in order to be effective; they should be located carefully where Airport 

employees or other commuters on similar schedules would meet, park and then carpool or 

vanpool to their work location. The locations could JX)tentially be throughout the Bay 

Area, depending on schedules and residential locations. 

The responses onpp. C&R.162-163 herein explain the pros and cons of HOV lanes. They 

do not discriminate against workers, as existing mixed-flow lanes would still be available, 

as well as aJternative tramportation modes. Also, HOV lanes can be used by all motorists 

during most of the day. 

Widening roadways in the vicinity of SFIA is being done on Airport property and would 

not cause adverse impacts to locaJ areas outside the Airport. The SAA internal roadways 

(Roads R-2 and R-3) would not attract traffic from outside the Airport, as these roadways 

would not be used for trip diversion when US 101 is congested. 1he roads would oontinue 

to serve only Airport traffic, and are being widened to ensure that access and circulation 

among different areas of the Airport are maintained. Queuing and oongestion along 

Airport roadways would disrupt the overall circulation throughout the Airport. including 

the terminaJ area and parking locations. 

Exclusive right-of-way for a rail or bus connection from SFlA to a BART station west of 

US 101 would be a meaningfu1 mitigation measure only if the BART and/or CaITrain 

station were to be located there. Detailed discussion of the BART alternatives, access to 

BART stations, potentiaJ for joint airport/oom.muter stations and impacts of BART are 

Wscussed in the resJX)nse on pp. C&R.139-145 herein. 

Other mitigation measures tha! would have impacts of their own include increasing the 

transit service on CalTraio, BART, MUNI and Sam.Trans. The impacts to each transit 

operator would have to be addressed in light of capital cost improvements, service 

frequencies, availability of existing services and the associated costs to provide additiooaJ 

services. 
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AIRCRAFT NOISE SETTING AND IMPACTS 

The Notes for this section begin on p. C&R.265. 

AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS FORECASTS 

Comments 

"Page 335: 

"Historically, 65% load factors have prevailed over the years because there is no incentive for the 

airlines to improve. An assumption by the DEm that significant changes in load factors will 

occur, and significantly influence total operations, is overly optimistic and appears to be an 

ab.empt to minimize the impact of the growth in operations." (Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation 

Coalition) 

"The growth in aircraft size appears to be higher than current industry trends would indicate." 

(Chris Brinle, Metropolitan Transportation Commission) 

Res.wnse 

Page 335 of the EIR discusses the method used to develop forecast operations at SAA. 

Forecasts of annual and average day operations by aircraft type were developed specifically 

for the EIR because no detailed operations forecasts were developed for the SFlA Master 

Plan. As noted in the EIR, the forecast of operations developed for the EIR was based on 

the SFIA Master Plan forecasts of passengers and load factors. Pages 61-65 of the EIR 

include a list of some of the key assumptions made in developing the SFIA Master Plan 

forecasts. 

As noted in Table 10 on p. 64 of the EIR, the average load factor was forecast in the SFIA 

Master Plan to increase (from about 50 percent in 1986, the survey period) to about 

59 percent in 1996 and about 65 percent in 2006. On p. 7.11 of the SFIA Master Plan, it is 

noted that "average load factors at other airports range from 40 percent at large, lower­

utilized airports to as high as 65 percent at airports that have limited peak hour capacity." 

The SAA Master Plan concludes that SFIA has limited peak hour capacity on the ·basis of 

the airfield capacity analysis on pp. 7.13-7.15. 
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When mentioning prevailing load factors, the commenter may be referring to airline (rather 

than airport) load factor statistics. According to Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 

statistics for airlines in domestic and international service, total revenue passenger load 

factors for all airlines were about 63 percent for federal fiscal year 1990 (October l, 1989-

September 30, 1990), and about 62 percent for fiscal year 1991. Flights serving 

international destinations had higher Joad factors than domestic flights: 67 percent 

compared to 61 percent (in fiscal year 1991)./1/ FAA forecasts show systemwide 

passenger load factors increasing to about 64 percent in fiscal year 2001J'll 

1lle FAA's estimated airline load factors reflect the proJXJrtion of the airlines' aircraft 

seating capacity (total seats on all aircraft) that is sold and utilized: that is, how full the 

aircraft are.Ill Airport load factors typically reflect the proportion of the total seats on all 

aircraft serving the airport filled by passengers boarding the aircraft at the airport. 

"lbrough" passengers - those passengers who stay on the plane for travel to the next 

destination (or beyond) - are not counted in the airport "boarding" load factor. 

These through passengers must be added to the SFIA load factor in order to compare it to 

the airline load factor. Although there is no information in the SFIA Master Plan on 

through passengers, it is likely that adding them to the forecast 65 percent "boarding" load 

factor (for 2006) would produce a load factor higher than the load factor forecast by the 

FAA. (It shou]d be noted, however, that airlines have a major economic incentive to 

increase their load factors, and that the 65 percent "prevailing" load factor mentioned by 

the commenter is not necessarily the airlines' upper limiL) 

A direct comparison of the airline and SFIA load factors may not be valid, however. 

System wide airline load factors may be different from the load factors for a particular 

aiqx:lrt. For example, the proportion of international flights at a particular airport may be 

higher than the proportion of international flights nationwide; because load factors for 

international flights are typically higher than those for domestic flights, the airport's overall 

load factor wou1d be higher than the systemwide airline load factor. Other factors that may 

influence an individual auport's load factor include the extent of competition at the auport, 

types of travellers served, and constraints on airside and landside capacity (which would 

result in increased load factors because the aiqx:lrt would have to serve a given number of 

passengers with fewer flights than would serve those passengers systemwide). As stated 

above, it is assumed in the SF1A Master Plan that load factors wou1d increase due to 

limited airside capacity. 
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Table 10 of the EIR also shows the SF1A Master Plan forecast of aircraft size (defined as 

average seats per aircraft) during the average day of the peak month of aircraft activity. 

1his forecast, which was based on a generalized mix of aircraft, was not used directly in 

developing the detailed mix of aircraft operations forecast for the EIR. 

Rather, the forecast of operations was developed by use of the FAA forecast for the entire 

fleet of aircraft nationwide. Tile types of aircraft used in the FAA forecasts were 

condensed to correspond more closely with the types of aircraft operating at SF1A in 1990 

(and to better reflect the forecasts of international passengers prepared by SFIA in 1987). 

These aircraft were categorized as "long range" and "medium and short range." 

The passenger and load factor forecasts deveJoped for the SFIA Master Plan were used to 

determine the total number of aircraft seats needed. Because the number of SF1A 

passengers is forecast to increase, and the FAA national forecast shows some of the older 

aircraft being retired, additional aircraft will be needed at SF1A in 1996 and 2006 to 

provide enough seats to serve forecast passengers. Within each of the range categories 

listed above, it was assumed that increases in the number of aircraft needed to serve future 

passengers would be proportional to FAA-forecast increases within the same range 

category of the national fleet. In this way, both the existing mix of aircraft at SFIA and 

national trends in aircraft acquisition were considered in the forecasts. 

Operations by long-range aircraft (which are typically larger than short-range aircraft) 

accounted for about 25 percent of total operations at SFIA in 1990. 1his proportion is 

higher than that for the number of long-range aircraft in the national fleet (about 17 percent 

in 1989, as estimated by the F AA)/3/ (If the proportion of total operations performed 

nationally by long-range aircraft were known, it would probably be lower than 17 percent, 

because long-range aircraft typically fly fewer, longer flights than short-range aircraft.) 

On the basis of this analysis, the EIR used an estimate of 179 average seats per aircraft in 

1989 (used to represent 1990 activity), and forecasts of 186 seats in 1996, and 192 in 2006. 

The forecast increase in seats from 1989/90 to 1996 is about one seat per year; the forecast 

increase from 1996 to 2006 is 0.6 seat per year. 

Pages 61-65 of the EIR include a discussion of other forecasts developed for SF1A. A 

comparison of those forecasts with the SF1A Master Plan forecasts is shown in Table 10, 

p. 64. As shown in the table, the number of aircraft operations forecast in the California 
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Aviation System Plan (CASP) is higher than the number forecast in the SFIA Master Plan. 

The CASP forecasts of operations are higher because they are based on a smaller average 

aircraft size and lower load factors. 

Appendix C of the EIR includes an analysis of the sensitivity of cumulative noise impacts 

to differences in the number of aircraft operations. The analysis compared the SFIA 

Master Plan fcrecasts to forecasts prepared by the FAA and CASP, and included the 

development of CNEL contours and calculation of CNEL values. 1he number of 

operations in the FAA forecast was lower than the number in the SFIA Master Plan 

forecast The noise analysis concluded that the higher number of operations forecast by the 

CASP would not have a substantial effect on cumulative noise levels. The main reason is 

that the CASP forecast includes more operations by small aircraft, which are generally the 

quietest aircraft in the fleet. 

Therefore, even if future aircraft sizes and load factors are lower than forecam: in the SFIA 

Master Plan and the EIR, there would not be a substantial change in cumulative noise 

levels from those shown in the EIR. However, the number of single events (flight 

frequency) would increase, though these additional flights would be pedorm.ed by 

generally quieter aircraft. 

SFIA FLIGHT PROCEDURES AND RUNWAY USE 

Relationship to Information Presented in DEIR 

Comments 

"The discussion of flight tracks is inadequate. There is no explanation of how departures are 

handled at SFO. The DEIR states that flight tracks on Figore 19 (p. 159) were developed 

through discussions with the SFIA A TC personnel, reviewing radar data, and a review of the 

Standard Insttument Departures (SIDs). The Figure explains that the flight corridors it depicts 

are actually up to severa1 miles wide and actual flight patterns are more widely disbursed [sic] 

than shown. What then is the point of having the figure? 

"Actual SIDs can be accurately plotted. Only limited deviation from the centerline of the 

published SID is tolerated and aircraft weight, pilot technique, and weather conditions would 

rarely, if ever, be an excuse for a substantial deviation from the published track once the pilot has 
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accepted his clearance which is done prior to takeoff. Aircraft flying on SIDs can be, and are, 

expected to be on the track. In contrast, Figure 19 iracks are composites which no pilot is 

required to fly as depicted nor would a pilot be ab]e to do so. Figure 19 mixes fixed route 

departures with radar vectored departures and provides a map that says you can expect to find 

aircraft flying anywhere in the airpon vicinity. 

"The fact is tha1 all aircraft departing SFO on an IFR clearance are given and have acrepted a 

departure clearance. It would be either in the form of a published SID or a verbal clearance to 

accept radar vectors. Often, and particularly during high volume traffic periods, while departing 

on a SID, ATC will modify the clearance for an aircraft and begin giving radar vectors. From 

that point on, the aircraft is no longer flying the SID. These distinctions are important to be 

made because it is when radar vectors are used, the track over the ground changes from a well 

defined area to essentially anywhere in the airpon vicinity ... 

"Figure 19 shows that 32% of flights use a routing [that] closely follows the 'Shoreline 

Departure,' but that cannot be. That routing uses Runway 28 to depart and 28 was only in use 

about 7.6% of the time in 1989. If the Shoreline were used for 1/3 of all 28 departures, that 

would on1y be 2.53% of the time. Actual use of the Shoreline is numerically insufficient to 

create a noise impact area This gross misrepresentation of traffic on the Shoreline results in a 

misrepresentation of traffic volumes on the other routes as well." (Stephen Waldo, Mayor of 

Brisbane) 

"Figure 19 on page 159, Generalized Flight Tracks: 

"This figure erroneously shows 32% of departures as using the Shoreline Departure from 

Runways 28. This is not true. Between 90 and 95% of departures currently use Runways 1. 

This shouJd be represented in the diagram. Of departures using Runways 28, now less than 9% 

of total operations, onJy a small minority use the Shoreline Departure (0.3% ). " (Duane Spence, 

Ai1port Mitigation Coalition) 

Response 

Figure 19 on p. 159 of the EIR shows generalized flight tracks for aircraft using SFIA. 

Pages 158 and 160 of the BIR include a discussion of Figure 19 and of some of the 

Standard Instrument Departures (Sills) used at lhe Airport. Appendix C of lhe EIR 

includes a complete set of the SIDs used at SFIA. 
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Aircraft departing from SFIA use the services of several FAA air traffic contto1 facilities, 

including the Airport Traffic Control Tower (ATC1) at SFIA, the Bay Terminal Radar 

Approach Control (I'RACON) facility at Metropolitan Oakland International Airport 

(MOIA), and the Oakland Air Route Traffic Control Center (ARTCC) in Fremont. The 

A TCT at SFIA provides services for arriving aircraft within about five miles of the Airport. 

The Bay lRACON provides services in an area generally extending south to about Gilroy, 

west to near the Farallon Islands, north to Concord, and east to Livermore, and up to about 

17,000 feet The Oakland ARTCC provides services in areas of "controlled airspace" 

(airspace designated by the FAA, within which aircraft may be subject to air traffic control) 

not served by the ATCT 14,.51 The ARTCC has a service area extending south to Paso 

Rob1es, California, east to the middle of Nevada, north to the Oregon/California border, 

and west across the Pacific Ocean14/ 

Prior to departure from SFIA, the aircraft pilot files a flight p]an through the Oakland 

Automated Flight Service Station at MOIA. Among the information entered on the flight 

plan are the route of flight and the flight destination. If the pilot knows the appropriate 

SID for the route of flight, the pilot includes the SID on the flight plan. The computer at 

the Aight Service Station assigns the SID in some cases, on the basis of the runway and 

general flight route. Noise abatement ("preferential routing") is taken into oonsideration 

when the SID is assignedJ4/ 

The pilot calls "Clearance Delivery" 30 minutes before takeoff to obtain clearance of the 

flight plan. Ground Control at the ATCT will dear the pilot to taxi to the appropriate 

runway. Local Control at the ATCT gives the pilot clearance to take off. After the aircraft 

is in the air, the pilot reporu to the Bay TRACON for instructions. The pilot follows the 

instructions of the TRAC ON until the aircraft is out of the TR.ACON service area, when it 

is "handed off' to the AR TCCJ4! 

A vector is a radar heading issued to an aircraft to provide navigational guidance. Among 

other procedures, vectoring is used by air traffic controllers to maintain the required 

separation among aircraftJ6/ 

Almost all of the airline aircraft departures from SFIA are assigned and use SIDs. 

According to ATCT staff, the ATCT uses vectoring for fewer than five percent of 

operations at SFIA. Airspace congestion, the topography of the area, and noise-abatement 

procedures limit the opportunities to use vectoring. A situtation in which vectoring is U5Cd 
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to separate aircraft is if two aircraft are flying on the same SID and it appears that the 

second aircraft will overtake the first. According to A TCT staff, vectoring is used at 

specific ti.mes for specific situations such as the one noted here; when it is used, it is of 

short duration./4/ 

The Bay TR.ACON wes vectoring for more SAA operations than does the ATCT. For 

example, departures on Runways 1 and 28 headed for destinations in the Pacific Northwest 

are vectored when they reach the shoreline of the Pacific Ocean. The TRACON does not 

normally vector departing aircraft over the City of San Francisco, however. According to 

the TRACON, vectoring is not wed for aircraft beyond five miles north of SFIA, because 

vectoring does not provide for efficient use of the airspace after that pointn / 

As stated on p. 158 of the EIR, SIDs are coded descriptions of aircraft routes. These routes 

are preplanned, "standard" air-traffic-control departure procedures. Two aircraft following 

the same SID would not necessarily follow the same flight path, however. Aircraft have 

widely varying performance characteristics, and climb and tum at different rates. Wind, 

visibility, and other weather conditions can affect aircraft performance. Pilot decisions 

may also be a factor; the majority of the SIDs at SAA are "pilot navigation" SIDs, which 

require the pilot to be primarily responsible for navigation on the SID route16/ 

As an example, the EUGEN Four SID instructs aircraft to make a tum after reaching 

1,600 feet altitude and a distance of 4 nautical miles from a beacon at the Airport. Because 

of the varying climb rates of different aircraft types and the varying weights of aircraft of 

the same type, each aircraft will reach 1,600 feet altitude at a different distance from the 

Airport. The rums the aircraft make will consequently be spread over a wide area. 

Figure 19 is not meant to depict specific SIDs. Rather, the figure is meant to show where 

aircraft actually fly, in general, on average. ('The flight paths must be consolidated into 

"general.ired" tracks because the mcx:lel used to develop the Community Noise Equivalent 

Level (CNEL) contours does not have the ability to process every one of the discrete paths 

flown by all of the aircraft using the Airport.) The generalized departure tracks on the 

figure were developed from SFIA's PASSUR system flight track data showing the acrual 

paths of departing aircraft As noted in the discussion presented alx>ve, these paths 

represent aircraft following SIDs and radar vectors. An aircraft departing from SFlA 

would not necessarily fly exactly one of the departure tracks shown in the figure. As the 

SF1A flight track data show, aircraft departing SFIA travel over wide areas in the airport 
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vicinity. (An exhibit showing a sample of the SFIA flight track data is availab]e for review 

in the Depanment of City Planning files.) 

To clarify the EIR's description of the development of the generalized flight tracks, the first 

sentence in the fourth paragraph on p. 158 is revised as follows (revisions are underlined 

and deletions shown in brackets): 

The flight tracks shown in the figure were developed through discussions with SFIA 
Aiqx>rt Traffic Control Tower personnel; a review of Airport[] fli2ht track data; and 
a review of standard instrument departures (SID) published by the FAA. 

Some of the percentages assigned to the departure tracks in Figure 19 are incorrect. The 

"Shoreline Departure" from Runway 28R (the track that makes a right turn over the Bay) 

was used by aircraft other than B-747s approximately 1 percent of the time in 1990. The 

departure track from Runway JR heading east over the East Bay was used approximately 

32 percent of the time in 1990. Figure 19 on p. 159 of the EIR is revised to show the 

correct percentages. The CNEL noise contours shown in the EIR were developed using the 

correct percentages. 

Federal Control Over SFIA Procedures 

Comment 

"lbree years ago, Mr. Turpen promised noiseless aircraft. That is what he was alluding to. 

Reduce[ d] noise aircraft. Nothing of the sort I asked, Can you tell me how these planes are 

flying so low over this neighborhood? You know what, heis hiding behind, Mr. Turpen is 

hiding behind the FAA. I am given the answer, the airport has no jurisdiction over flight plans. 

The flight plans are dictated by FAA. I have been repeatedly and repeatedly told that. 

"l want to see whether the EIR says there is any control of the airport of the flight plans. There 

must be. Vlho is he trying to kid? Now, this is just blatant lies, as far as I know. The airport has 

to work together with the FAA. The FAA has to work together with the airport. If they don't, 

let's scrap this complete extension if they can't work with the FAA to regulate the flight plans." 

(Bhimje) 

C&R.201 



9% 

Used by 
B 747 airc:rall 

,;:'X t 
0 ' 

1L 28R 
Miles " "'-

,,_ ' 

\.·. ' 

; '\., 
."·\' 

:Y., •.• 
. >:' ;., 

·-"::,,_~\~: 
\' :_:~;" ,:--,,,•"' 

f~-~ ;~~-~~-:~:'··, __ 

Arrows are rep<Bsootative of flight cooidors !hat are ,_ 
up lo sawral miles wide and encompass a gniater 
area than shown by these lines and arrows. Actual 
aircra~ flight pattBrns are more wid~y dispersed than shown. 

Percente,ges shOW11 represent aYerage annual use of the 
tracks by departing air carrier aircrall (except B 74Ts) 
during the daytime. Actual use of a track on a 
partiw~ day depends on what runways are being used. 

* Used by lewet than 1% of depaning aircraft. 

------------------cc-,-----,-c--~------------------,S/lll Froncisco In1erN1tioNJJ Airport • 
SOURCE: Km Eldred Engineering and Envirionmental Science Associates, Inc. 

C&R. 202 

Figure 19 
Generalized Flight Tracks 



Reswnse 

According to SFIA Administration staff, the authority to regulate flight patterns or routes 

of aircraft is vested exclusively in the FAA. Federal law provides that: "No state or 

politica] subdivision thereof and no interstate agency or other political agency of two or 

more states shall enact or enforce any law. ru1e, regulation. standard, or other provision 

having the force and effect of law relatin~ to rates, .Dll.ltc.s., or services of any air carrier 

having authority under subchapter IV or this chapter to provide air transportation. "/8/ 

(Emphasis added.) The purpose of these federal laws is to provide a uniform and efficient 

system for the use of the air space. The imposition of local regulations governing aircraft 

flight patterns would serve to frustrate flight scheduling and navigational patterns 

nationwide, thus hindering commerce, aviation safety, and the general management by the 

FAA of the National Air Traffic Network. 

The responsibilities of the FAA (and aircraft pilots, who make the ultimate decisions 

regarding the operation of, or procedures used by, a particular flight) do not. however, 

preclude SFIA from working with those parties to develop noise abatement procedures, 

including preferential runway use, flight track locations, flight track procedures, and 

aircraft takeoff and landing procedures./9/ SFIA has already undertaken such efforts, as 

evidenced by the existing SFIA Noise Abatement Program and Airport Noise Abatement 

Regulation, described on pp. 167-168 of the EIR. Pages 424-426 of the EIR include noise 

mitigation measures, among which are measures involving flight procedures. Responses to 

comments regarding specific mitigation measures are on pp. C&R.267-295 herein. 

AIRCRAFT OPERATIONAL ASSUMPTIONS 

Comments 

"As you are aware, noise impacts to our city are of serious concern. It is_ acknowledged in the 

Draft Airport Master Plan that a significant portion of the increased traffic resulting from the 

project will be serving the Pacific Rim. Most aircraft departing for these destinations use the 

Gap Departure Route and overfly our city at relatively low altitudes. It is unclear whether the 

projected noise contours in the DEIR were developed using existing runway usage figures or 

whether the potential increase in Gap Departures was included. If that potential increase was not 

included in the deve1opment of projected noise levels, the Noise Contour maps would not 

accurately reflect the future noise environment. Either way, a summary of the assumptions used 
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in developing projected noise levels wouJd be helpful for readers of the document" (Jack Drago, 

Mayor, City of South San Francisco) 

"The DEIR states that runway use is assumed to be the same in the fublre as in 1990. Additional 

infonnation should be provided to document whether or not this is correct In particular, if 

international traffic, especially to the Pacific Rim, is expected to increase more than other types 

of traffic, how might this affect runway use and the times of aircraft departures?" (Wendy Cosio, 

City of Pacifica) 

" ... Increasing use of radar vectors on departure in the mid-1980's increased the overflights of 

Brisbane, which previously was completely out of any flight path. The use of radar vectors 

created both a safety and noise problem for Brisbane. It appears that the Master Plan's increased 

numbers of departures is likely to produce even more intense use of radar vectors and hence more 

overflights of our community which is not overflown when a SID is being used ... " (Stephen 

Wa1do, Mayor of Brisbane) 

"Mr. Kroupa touched briefly on the issue of where will the new flights be accom.mcxlated. In San 

Francisco, we have a1ways been told that as more aircraft use the aiqxm, the planes have to fan 

out further and further north, which would imply that the buJk of the increase in new flights is 

also going to happen further north up the Peninsula The noise analysis does not make that 

assumption at all. They assume that it will be a proportiona1 increase along all the existing 

tracks, which strikes me as a fundamental flaw, or else we have not been told the facts for the last 

four years, since airplanes started appearing over these neighborhoods." (Curt Holringer) 

"The noise analysis provided in the DEIR is based on several assumptions which seem to reflect 

optimum operating conditions, rather than real conditions; thus skewing the results. For 

example, the ana1ysis assumes that nighttime operations remain constant (page 335), while the 

DEIR shows that 25% of the time there is a 31 % increase in nighttime operations (page 338). 

This fact points to important impacts which are given inadequate analysis. 

"Moreover, runway and flight track usage are a1so assumed to stay constant (page 339). This 

assumption conflicts with explanations this Committee has been given about the increased air 

traffic over San Francisco. The Committee has been told many times that as flight tracks near 

the airport fill up, planes move further north into the city. This suggests that future increases in 

air traffic cannot be spread proplltionally among flight tracks; but may in fact be concentrated in 

areas further from the air(K>rt.. The DEIR needs to address these concerns and provide more 
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complete information about the noise anaJysis and its underlying assumptioru;." (Timothy Treacy, 

Airport Noise Committee) 

"The assumptions which underlay the existing noise analysis should be made explicit and more 

complete. It appears that at least some of these assumptions are inadequate, and subject to 

question. For example, the anaJysis states that night time operations, runway use, and flight path 

use remain constant; yet the DEIR aJso shows that 25% of the time there will be a 31 % increase 

in night operations (page 338); it proposes to use Runways Il.JIR more than now, and the 

assumption that flight path usage will remain constant directly conflicts with explanations I have 

received from the airport and FAA as to where additional flights must be directed due to airspace 

limitations." (Cun Holzinger) 

Response 

As shown in Table 1, p. 24 of the EIR, intemationaJ passengers using SAA are forecast to 

increase by a greater percentage than domestic passengers (96 percent from 1990 to 2006, 

compared to 68 percent). As also shown in Table 1, however, domestic passengers would 

still constiblte the majority of all SAA passengers (86 percent in 2006, compared to 88 

percent in 1990). In addition, domestic passengers would also constitute the majority of 

the increase in passengers: 83 percent of the increase from 1990 to 2006. 

The table showing runway use on p. 157 of the EIR shows the percentage of a11 aircraft 

departures or arrivaJs using the various runways at SFlA. For the development of the 

CNEL noise contours, runway uses were estimated for several categories of aircraft. 

Boeing 747s (B-747s) were assigned to a separate category in these estimates. For 1990, it 

was estimated that 100 percent of the B-747 aircraft departing for long-haul destinations 

(over 1,500 miles from SAA) used Runway 28R during the daytime. All of these aircraft 

followed the Gap Departure path. 

As stated on p. 339 of the EIR, runway uses were assumed to be the same in 1996 and 

2006 as in 1990. lherefore, as flights increase over time, use of the various departure 

routes would increase proportionately. Thus, the forecast increase in Gap departures is 

reflected in the CNEL contours for 1996 and 2006. 

It is possible that some of the international passengers in 1996 and 2006 would not be 

flying on B-747 aircraft. Long-range, two-engine aircraft such as the B-767 cou1d 
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increasingly serve SAA-Pacific Rim routes. These aircraft have performance 

characteristics that allow them to use Runways IL and IR for takeoff. To the extent that 

future international passengers are served by these aircraft. use of Runway 28R and the 

Gap Departure could be less than shown in the CNEL c:ontours. 

Table C-IA is inserted after Table C-1 on p. A.45 of the EIR (Appendix C) showing 

runway use by time of day and aircraft category for 1990 (and assumed for 1996 and 

2006). The percentages in the table were deveJoped on the basis of SAA runway use data 

for 1989. 

As stated on p. 339 of the EIR, it was assumed that the use of flight tracks in 1996 and 

2006 would be the same as it was in 1990. Several of the c:ommenters challenge this 

assumption, stating that the forecast increase in flights would result in increased use of 

vectoring procedures, and/or a change in flight patterns. 

The use of radar vectoring procedures is discussed on pp. C&R.199-200 herein. As noted 

in that discussion, vectoring is currently used for a small percentage of SAA departures, 

for specific purposes. The c:onditions under which aircraft depart SAA limit the 

opportunities to use vectoring. 

According to the Bay TRACON, if SFlA traffic becomes more congested, the length of 

ti.me vectoring is used could increase, but the number of planes vectored within a 

particular time would probably not increase, and aircraft would not be vectored to (or 

"fanned out" among) flight tracks further north on the Peninsula. According to the 

TRACON, it is more likely that aircraft would be held on the ground during more 

congested periodsfl/ Given the conclusions of the TRACON, it would be speculative to 

assume that the use of vectoring would increase substantially in the future (with or without 

the SFlA Master Plan improvements). 
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TABLEC-IA: 1990ANDASSUMEDFUTURERUNWAY USE BY AIRCRAFT 
CA1EGORY ANDTIMEOFDAY 

Percent Dg,artures by Runway End 

Time/a/ .lR 1L .lllL .lilR l2L .1.21!. 2.llL 2aR Illla! 

B-747 Short Range/bl Day 25% 24% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 49% 100% 

Evening 25% 24% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 49% 100% 

Night 25% 25% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 40% 100% 

B-747 Long Range/cl Day 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 100% 

Evening 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 100% 

Night 0% 0% 20% 0% 0% 0% 0% 80% 100% 

All Others/di Day 46% 46% 2% 2% 0% 0% 2% 2% 100% 

Evening 46% 46% 2% 2% 0% 0% 2% 2% 100% 

Night 41% 41% 8% 8% 0% 0% ]% 1% 100% 

/a/ Day= 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.; Eve.= 7;00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.; Night= 10:00 p.m. to 
7:00 a.m. 

/b/ With destinations of 1.500 miles or fewer from SF1A. 
/cl With destinations greater than 1,500 miles from SF1A. 
/d/ All other airline aircraft. 

SOURCE: Ken EJdred Engineering and Environmental Science Associates, Inc., 
based on SF1A runway use data for 1989. 

C&R.207 



As noted on p. C&R.200, aircraft departing SFIA travel over wide areas in the Airport 

vicinity. This characteristic of SFIA departures was factored into the operational 

assumptions, including locations and use of flight tracks, used to develop the CNEL 

contours in the EIR. The chilracteristic is reflected also in the SFIA noise monitoring data, 

against which the CNEL contours were compared to confirm the validity of the contours. 

Because available information indicates that flight track locations and uses are likely to be 

similar in 1996 and 2006 to their locations and uses in 1990, the CNEL contours for 1996 

and 2006 incorporate the level and location of aircraft "fanning" likely to occur in those 

years. 

Two comm.enters challenge the assumption in the EIR (stated on p. 335) that the 

percentages of operations occurring during evening and nighttime hours will be the same in 

1996 and 2006 as 1990, and refer to the EIR's analysis of the effects of potential airfield 

capacity constraints. It is assumed in the EIR that the percentages of evening and 

nighttime operations will be the same in the future because the CNEL contours in the EIR 

were developed on the assumption that airfield capacity constraints would not result in a 

substantial increase in evening or nighttime flights. lhese assumptions about nighttime 

flights were made on the basis of the EIR's analysis of the effects of potential airfield 

capacity constraints (presented on pp. 335 and 338 and in Appendix J of the EIR). 

As noted in the discussion of the capacity analysis on pp. 335-336 of the EIR, during 

optimal weather conditions (61 percent of the time), there would be an increase of two 

flights during the evening and no flights during the nighttime; during less-than-optimal 

weather conditions (25 percent of the time), there would be an increase of up to 31 percent 

of flights during the nighttime in 2006. The EIR also states (p. 336) thal these increases in 

flights would not result in perceptible increases in cumulative noise levels. In addition, it 

should be noted that the capacity analysis employs several conservative assumptions that 

may result in an overstatement of the effects (such as a proportional increase in flights 

during peak hours, discussed on p. C&R.51 herein). 

It should also be noted that the noise mea.surement data from the SAA remote monitoring 

stations reflect aircraft operations during all types of weather conditions, including poor 

weather conditiom (when there would most likely be aircraft delays). As demonstrated in 

the EIR, the 1990 CNEL contours agree substantially with the measurement data On the 

basis of this agreement and the results of the capacity analysis, the EIR;s use of the 

"average day" (good weather) to develop the CNEL contours is appropriate. 
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SH!Ff TO STAGE 3 AIRCRAFT 

Assumptions Behind Shift to Sta2e 3 

Comments 

" ... Also, the environmenta1 document must comprehensively discuss what leads to the 

conclusion that larger, quieter aircrafts will be used in the future. If this assumption does not 

take place, it is possible that the CNEL may remain the same or may increase." (Maria Gracia 

Tao-Banico, City of Daly City) 

"Another issue is, on Page 339, as I understand it, the San Francisco Airport Commission can 

take a stronger role in forcing the phase-out of Stage 2 aircraft. And the continual granting of 

waivers and variances, notwithstanding Lou Turpin's commendable stand on the 707 Q, which 

we are all thankful that he held the line on tha! one. The Stage 2 aircraft really are the culprits. 

The 727 is worse than a 747." (David Few) 

"From the Roundtable's experience, it is clear that the only remaining action involving aircraft 

operations that will result in significant noise reduction is the attainment of a 100% Stage 3 fleet 

at San Francisco Internationa] Airport (SFO). While some opportunities for reduction in noise 

exposure may exist through additiona] mcxlifications in flight tracks, preferentiaJ runway usage, 

etc., that reduction will be modest Thus, community land use actions will be the only way of 

mitigating residual noise impacts after the benefits of Stage 3 are fully realized." (Roger Chinn, 

Ailport/Community Roundtable) 

"The DEIR attempts to provide assurances through its proposed mitigations that aircraft noise 

impacts resulting either from the project or from present operations will be within acceptable 

levels due to techno1ogica1 improvements expected to occur during this period. The achievement 

of these improvements depenm on airline investment in aJtemative aircraft ... " (Onnolee Trapp, 

Leagues of Women Voters of San Mateo County) 

" ... From an environmental point of view, SAIA members have already invested US$ billions 

on new aircraft designed to reduce the noise impacts on surrounding communities and decrease 

our use of fossil fuels, while still providing the high level of safety the traveling public deserves." 

(Jerome Copelan, San Francisco As.sociation of International Airlines) 

C&R.209 



Response 

Federal Aviation Administration regulations, codified at 14 C.F.R. Part 36, established a 

federal noise certification program in 1969 for new aircraft designs. Since 1975, Part 36 

has contained three levels of regulation; each level corresponds to established noise limits. 

Each level is identified as a "Stage" and applies to the dates applications for type 

certification are submitted to the FAA. Toe most stringent level is Stage 3, which applies 

to aircraft for which applications for type certification were submitted after November 

1975. Toe less stringent Stage 2 level applies to aircraft for which applications for type 

certification were submitted between December 1969 and November 1975. Stage 1 aircraft 

do not have to meet any noise limits. All of the aircraft currently operating al SFIA must 

meet either Stage 2 or Stage 3 noise limits. 

Requirements of both the Federal government and the Airport will result in the use of 

quieter aircraft in the future. Toe Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 mandates the 

phaseout of Stage 2 aircraft at airports nationwide by 2003./10/ In addition, the San 

Francisco International Airport Noise Abalement Regulation, adopted in February 1988 

and amended in June 1991, contains the following provisions (paraphrased): 

A gradual scheduled phase-out of Stage 2 aircraft, incJuding requirements that at least 25 
percent of each operator's aircraft operations after January 1, 1989 must be performed using 
Stage 3 aircraft; at least 50 percent after January l, 1994; at least 75 percent after January 
I, 1999, and 100 percent as of January I, 2000. (Section 4(B)) 

A requirement that the percentag of Stage 2 operations at SFlA performed by a particular 
airline cannot .increase during a specified quarter, based on the same quarter during the 
previous year. (Section 4(B)le)/l 1/ 

SAA Administration staff state that at the present time, 65 percent of the total operations 

at SFIA use Stage 3 aircraft, which is well in advance of the 50 percent requirement for 

individual operators that must be achieved by January 1, 1994)121 

The language on pp. 338-339 of the EIR does not reflect developments .in 1991 that 

resulted in established deadlines for the phasing out of Stage 2 aircraft al SF1A (and 

nationwide). Toe last paragraph on p. 338 and the first paragraph on p. 339 of the EIR are 

revised as follows (revisions are underlined, deletions are indicated by brackets): 

Since the preparation of the FAA national fleet forecasts and the adoption of the 
SFIA Noise Regulation, Congress has passed legislation providing for the phasing 
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out of Stage 2 aircraft nationwidel5/ Toe legislation includes a finaJ deadline of 
December 31, 1999, for the operation of Stage 2 aircraft, with a possible extension 
through December 2003 if certain conditions are met [ ] On September 24, 1991, 
the FAA issued regu]ations to implement the noise policy. The regulations include 
the deadlines established by the legislation, with interim deadlines of 55 percent (of 
an airline's fleet) hY 1994, 65 percent by 1996. and 75 percent by 1998./Sa/ 

r l As discussed on p, 168, the Aimort Noise Abatement Regulation was amended in 
June 1991 to include areguirement for 100 percent Stage 3 w.,erations as of January 
1, 2000. Assuming that aircraft operators serving SFlA comply with hY the SFIA 
and federal regu1ations. there would be no Stage 2 aircraft serving SAA in 2006. [ ] 
With a 100 percent Stage 3 fleet in 2006, the CNEL contours shown in this sectjon 
would probably be about one dBA smaller than forecast. 

Toe following note is inserted after note /5/ on p. 352 of the EIR: 

/5a/ "FAA Eases Plan to Phase Out Noisy Jets Amid Sttong Pressure," New York Times, 
September 25, 1991. 

As discussed in the EIR (pp. 339, 346-347), cumulative noise levels are forecast to 

decrease from 1990 to 1996 and 2006 because of the phasing out of Stage 2 aircraft at 

SFIA. Toe use of expanded sound insulation programs to mitigate residua] noise impacts 

is discussed on pp. C&R.282-287 herein. 

Page 335 of the EIR explains the conciusion that larger aircraft will be used in the future. 

Operations are forecast in the SFIA Master Plan to increase less than passengers because it 

is assumed that larger aircraft will be serving SFIA in the future and that more passengers 

would be on each aircraft. According to Airport staff, this trend is evidenced by current 

purchases and future orders by SF1A airlines of the B-747-400, the largest passenger 

aircraft manufactured in the U.S. This aircraft is considered to be the primary fleet plane to 

serve the Pacific Rim and other intemationaJ markets. 

Toe airlines are, in fact. investing in new quieter aircraft. Ac.cording to Mr. John Casey, 

Avmark. Inc., at the beginning of 1990, the five major aircraft manufacturers had a backlog 

of 3,224 orders of Stage 3 type aircraft, and by January I, 1991, that backlog had increased 

to 3,674 aircraft113/ 
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Relationship to Aircraft Size and Proiected Noise Levels 

Comments 

"At several locations (pp. 6 and 165, as examples) it is stated that increased use of newer, quieter 

(Stage 3) aircraft should result in decreased single event leveJs. 1he statement may be correct, 

but it depends upon whether or not the take-off weights and the number of engines of the Stage 3 

aircraft in 1996 and 2006 are equal to or less than those of aircraft used in 1990. This analysis 

follows from inspection of the Stage 2 versus Stage 3 noise level limits shown in the FAA's 

Advisory Circular (AC No.: 36-lD; Appendix 1, pp. 28 to 32), and the expectation in the EIR of 

more seats per aircraft and greater load factors, i.e., heavier aircraft (Table 10)1. ["(1) Table 10 

should include data for 1990. "] Most readers probably are unfamiliar with and don't have copies 

of the FAA figures, so copies might be provided in the EIR." (Jerome Lukas) 

"Page 339: 

"The expectation stated in the DEIR that stage 3 planes will diminish the noise impact of the 

existing fleet mix of Stages 2 and 3 is not consistent with the further stated conclusion that the 

fleet will consist of larger aircraft. Larger stage 3 planes can be louder than smaller stage 2 

planes. Analysis is needed." (Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition) 

"The DEIR relies heavily on Stage [Ill] aircraft being quieter than Stage [Ill aircraft to account 

for lower noise levels. However, it is known that some Stage III aircraft are noisier than stage II, 

and produce noise levels which will be significant. This fact, the aircraft types involved, their 

expected flight paths and noise leveJs should be disclosed ... " (Curt Holzinger) 

"Mitigation through use of Stage ID aircraft is suggested in the DEIR. The DEIR assumes that 

newer Stage Ill aircraft are quieter than older Stage Il aircraft. While this assumption may have 

some validity, Table C-5 in the DEIR discloses that Stage Ill 747 aircraft are only marginally 

quieter than Stage Il 727-200, one of the noisiest in the existing fleet Stage Ill aircraft will 

continue to have significant impacts, especially single event. which are not disclosed." (Bruce 

Krell, Forest Hill Association) 

"Mitigation through use of Stage ID aircraft is suggested in the DEIR. The DEIR assumes that 

newer Stage Ill aircraft are quieter than older Stage Il aircraft. While this assumption may have 

some validity, Table C-5 in the DEIR discloses that Stage III 747 aircraft are only marginally 

quieter than Stage n 727-200, one of the noisiest in the existing fleet. Stage m aircraft will 
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c.ontinue to have significant impacts, especially single event. which are not disclosed." (Carol 

Kocivar, West of Twin Peaks Central Council) 

"To arrive at the conclusion that noise levels will decrease, the DEIR relies heavily on newer 

aircraft being quieter than existing aircraft. While this may generally be true, some Stage m 
aircraft will sound just as loud as Stage II aircraft. meaning that significant impacts may remain. 

For example, Table C-5 in the DEIR shows that even at a distance of several miles from the 

airport, the Stage m, 747 aircraft is only 2 to 3 decibels quieter than the Stage II 727-200, an 

aircraft: identified as the loudest in the existing fleet, and cause of many noise impacts. Since a 3 

decibel difference is considered barely perceptible, these noisy Stage III aircraft will continue to 

have significant impacts which are not disclosed ... " (fimothy Treacy, Airport Noise 

Committee) 

"Please identify the specific aircraft compared to state, on page 165, ' ... Stage 3 aircraft 

produced ... (up to 23 dBA lower).' " (Jerome Lukas) 

Reswnse 

Stage 2 and Stage 3 aircraft must meet noise limits established at three measurement 

points, known as "takeoff," "sideline," and "landing." The Stage 2 and Stage 3 noise limits 

for each of the measurement points generally increase as the weight of the aircraft 

increases. Because of this relationship between the noise limits and aircraft weight, a 

heavier Stage 3 aircraft may actually be noisier than a lighter Stage 2 aircraft. 

The Stage 3 noise limits for takeoff are lower for 2-engine aircraft than 3-engine aircraft, 

and lower for 3-engine than 4-engine aircraft. The difference in noise limits ace.aunts for 

the higher climb performance that can be achieved (at a given aircraft weight) by an aircraft 

with fewer engines. ('The aircraft with fewer engines can climb faster because it is required 

to have enough engine power to continue to fly with one engine not working.) 

As a general rule, for the same type of engine and noise control technology. the noise of a 

larger aircraft is greater than that of a smaller aircraft. 1be noise of a two-engine ~raft is 

less than that of a four-engine aircraft of the same weight. (Information documenting this 

relationship is available for review in the Department of City Planning files.) 
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Tables 17, 50, and 51 on pp. 156,336, and 337, respectively, of the EIR show the average 

daily air carrier operations estimated for 1990 and forecast for 1996 and 2006 with the 

SF1A Master Plan. The operations forecasts reflect SF1A Master Plan assumptions about 

aircraft load factors and aircraft size (as discussed on pp. C&R.194-197 herein). 

The operations are shown by type of aircraft, with the aircraft types categorized as Stage 2 

or Stage 3. As shown in the tables, the Stage 3 aircraft forecast to operate at SFlA in 1996 

and 2006 range in size from the BAe-146 to the B-747-400; the Stage 2 aircraft range from 

the DC-9 to the B-747. (The B-747 -100, -200, and -300 are classified as Stage 2 in the 

tables. However, many of these aircraft have been or will be recerti:ficated as Stage 3.) 

As shown in Tables 17, 50, and 51, the number of average daily operations by Stage 2 

aircraft is forecast to decrease from 299 in 1990 to 199 in 1996 and 40 in 2006. Most of 

the operations forecast for 1996 and 2006 would be performed by Stage 3 aircraft that are 

quieter than the Stage 2 aircraft they would be replacing. These aircraft would produce 

lower single-event noise levels in communities near the Airport. 

The Part 36 "sideline" measurement is the most appropriate basis for the comparison of the 

noise produced by various aircraft (because the "takeoff' measurement test pennits a power 

cutback, and the "sideline" measurement test requires takeoff at full power). A comparison 

of the sideline noise levels for the aircraft serving SFlA shows that all of the Stage 3 

aircraft serving the Airport are quieter than the Stage 2 aircraft. ('This conclusion is based 

on a comparison of only the heaviest aircraft within each type.) 

Operations by the B-747-400 are forecast to increase from 35 in 1990 to 73 in 2006; 

operations by the Stage 2 B-747-200 are forecast to decrease from 20 in 1990 to O in 2006. 

On p. 344 of the EIR, it is stated that the noisiest aircraft overflights to and from SAA 

would likely be by B-747 aircraft. To the extent that total operations by B-747-400 aircraft 

incre~ in the future, residents under the departure path for Runway 28R would experience 

an increase in the occurrence of the sing]e-eveot ooise produced by those aircraft. If 

current aircraft design trends continue, however, many of the aircraft used for long-range 

operations (the type performed by the B-747) will be quieter, two-engine aircraft (including 

aircraft currently under development, such as the Boeing 777). In that case, residents 

under the departure path for Runway 28R would experience a reduction of both sing]e­

event and cumulative noise (below what is forecast in the EIR). 
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As stated in the EIR, the increased use of Stage 3 aircraft at SFIA will resu1t in lower 

cumu1ative noise levels. These lower noise levels are depicted in the CNEL contours 

shown on pp. 161, 340, and 345 of the EIR. The noise produced by large Stage 3 aircraft 

was taken into account in deveJopment of the contours. 

The B-747-200 used as an example in Tables C-4 through C-9 of the EIR (pp. A.54-A.57 

in Appendix C) is a Stage 2 aircraft, not a Stage 3 aircraft as stated by the commenters. 

To clarify the comparison of the maximum single-event noise produced by selected 

aircraft, the first sentence of the fifth paragraph on p. 164 of the EIR is revised as follows 

(revisions underlined): 

Maximum single-event noise levels for filw: typical aircraft departing from SFIA 
were estimated for the 27 remote monitoring stations and the 20 study locations. 

The second paragraph on p. 165 of the EIR is revised as follows (revisions underlined, 

deJetions are indicated by brackets): 

Of the .fmlr aircraft studied, the Boeing 727 (B-727) produced the highest departure 
noise levels; the Boeing 747-200. a Stage 2 aircraft. and Boeing 737-300 and 767 [ ], 
ho.lb Stage 3 aircraft, produced lower noise levels (up to 23 dBA lower). Aircraft 
such as the B-727 are gradually being replaced by aircraft such as the B-737-300 and 
B-767. The increased use of quieter aircraft at SFIA will geoernlly resu1t in lower 
single-event (and cumu1ative) noise levels in communities near the Airport. 

Relationship to CNEL Contours and I .and Use 

Comment 

"On page 2 the report states that airlines will be required to use higher capacity aircraft. In a 

separate infcnmation rele~e. the airpon recently announced that future aircraft would be quieter 

to allow deveJopment (the suggestion was for new housing) of previously unusable land around 

the airport. Th.is is an important point, as that part of the peninsu1a is already at or alx>ve 

capacity in residents and services." (Patricia Clark) 
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Response 

SFlA's Director of Community Affairs has no knowledge of the information release 

mentioned by the commenter./14/ The potential for development of new housing in areas 

previously within the CNEL 65 contour would depend on the availability and current use 

of the land, the General Plan designation and zoning established by the community, and 

other factors. It is not possible to determine whether the forecast decrease in the size of the 

CNEL 65 contour from 1990 to 2006 would allow the development of additional housing 

in the SFIA environs. 

AIRCRAFT NOISE CONTOURS AND CNEL IMPACTS 

Aircraft Noise Contour Maps 

Comments 

"Re: Noise - Page XI-A-50-53 Noise diagrams shown are so different from Noise Contour lines 

adopted for Millbrae area which are so bluntly rounded. Which is correct?" (Jessie Bracker, 

letter of 8/27/91 and public hearing of 8127191) 

"P. XI-A-50 to A-53 - Noise - If those diagrams are correct of Typical noise cone ends, how can 

Contour Line Maps of noise in Millbrae be correct?" (Jessie Bracker) 

"Figure 20 (Page 161, Volume 1) titled '1990 Aircraft Noise Contours' should conform with the 

Fourth Quarter 1990 Noise Report prepared by San Mateo County. Revising the 1990 map will 

maintain consistency with previously published Airport Noise Contour maps." (Arthur Wong, 

City of South San Francisco) 

"Environmental Impacts: A great amount of environmental data has been included as extraneous 

'filler' in this DEIR. Results generated by computer models or simulations can always be 

challenged as to the assumptions made and the algorithms used. Actual dat.a gathered from fixed 

monitors, whether continuous or not, can always be challenged as 'not being representative.' I 

challenge the overall logic of both the aircraft noise and air quality impact data." (Alyn Lam) 
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Response 

As discussed on p. A.48, Appendix C of the EIR, the contours shown on pp. A.50-A.53 

represent the sound exposure levels (SEI...) produced by four representative aircraft. Each 

set of SEL contours represents the single-event noise created by one aircraft; the CNEL 

contours shown on pp. 161, 340, and 345 of the EIR represent the average cumulative 

noise levels prcxluced by all of the aircraft serving SAA. The shape of the SEL contours is 

related to the fact that they represent the noise produced by one aircraft landing on and 

departing from one runway, and exhibiting one set of performance characteristics. The 

Jong narrow spike in the contour represents the landing noise; the rounder part of the 

contour represents takeoff noise. The generic nature of the SEI... contours is explained on 

p. A.48, Appendix C of the EIR. To clarify that discussion of the SEL contours, the 

following sentences are added to the end of the first paragraph on p. A.48 of the EIR: 

Each SEL contour represents the noise produced by one aircraft landing on and 
taking off from one runway. The long, narrow end of the contour represents the 
noise prcxluced during landing; the rounder end of the contour represents the noise 
prcxluced during takeoff. 

There are two ways to estimate the cumulative noise from aircraft operatioru. in the vicinity 

of SAA: the use of computer mcxlels, and direct measurement at the 27 remote monitoring 

stations. Computer models are used to estimate the historic, existing, and future noise 

environment (under forecam and alternative scenarios); the direct noise measurements are 

used to validate the computer estimates, and to provide primary input to the quarterly 

update of the noise impact boundary reporte.d to the California Department of 

TransportaJ.ion. (Direct noise measurements can be used to provide information on only 

historic and existing noise levels; computer mcxlelling must be use.d to estimate future 

noise levels and to compare existing and future noise levels.) 

A£ stated on p. 160ofthe EIR, the CNEL contoun; develope,J for 1990 (and 1996 and 

2006 under the SFlA Master Plan and alternatives) were calculated by the Integrated Noise 

Mcxlel (INM). The INM is used for almost all sbldies of civil airp::>rt noise in the United 

States. Ille results of the INM were compared with the measured CNEL values at SFIA 's 

27 remote monitoring stations, to determine the accuracy of the model. The results of the 

comparison are discussed on p. 163 of the EIR. 
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As also stated on p. 163, the calculated CNEL values at the remote monitoring stations, 

and the corresponding CNEL contours, may differ from the comparable calculated data 

presented to the State on a quarterly basis (including the Fourth Quarter Noise Report 

prepared by SFIA), because of adjustments made by the computer model used to prepare 

CNEL contours for submission to the State. These contours are required to be constructed 

from the actual measurement data to determine the Airport impact area. which is bounded 

by the CNEL 65 contour. Because of this difference in approach, modifying the CNEL 

contours in the EIR to match the contours presented to the State (as requested by the 

commenter) may result in great.er inaccuracy in the EIR contours in locations far from the 

monitoring stations. 

CNEL Impacts - Pqpulation and Dwellin~ Units 

Comment 

"It would also be helpful if the noise impact information is reported both in terms of population 

and dwelling units within various noise contours." (Chris Britt1e, Metropolitan Transportation 

Commission) 

Reswnse 

Table 52, Estimated Resident Population Exposed to Aircraft Noise CNEL 65 and AOOve, 

1990, 1996, and 2006, on p. 341 of the EIR is replaced by the following table, which 

includes the estimated number of dwelling units within each of the CNEL contours. 

CNEL Imoacts · Sensitive Receotors 

Comments 

''P. XI-A-58 -Table C-10 Regarding Noise Sensitive in 65 to 70 CNEL contour, you left out -

Homes areas in Millbrae, City Hall, Library, Millbrae Nursery School and 2 Convalescent 

Hospitals." (Jessie Bracker) 
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TABLE 52: ESTIMA1ED RESIDENT POPULATION/HOUSEHOLDS EXPOSED 
TO A!RCRAFr NOISE CNEL 65 AND ABOVE, 1990, 1996, AND 2006/a/ 

Resident Ponulation/Housebolds Exoosed/h,c/ 

Es.iw~dl22Q EQr~~ 
Noise Exposure 
B.I.IIU!C a::;NEL)Ldl Population Hllllseliol~ 1996 2006 

£ui2. Households £ui2. Households 

CNEL 75+ 340 133 0 0 0 0 
CNEL 70-75 1,980 777 1,500 618 760 321 
CNEL 65-70 12,660 4,939 5,500 2,129 5,840 2,242 

Total CNEL 65+ 14,980 5,849 7,000 2,747 6,600 2,563 

NOlE: Numbers shown reflect onJy the homes with.in the CNEL 65 contour. Some homes 
included in totals may no Jonger be "impacted" because they have been sound insulated. 

/a/ Estimated on the basis of the CNEL contours shown in Figures 20, 32, and 33, pp. 161, 
340, and 345. 

/b/ Estimated on the basis of 1980 U.S. Census block data, and ABAG population growth 
factors by census tract. Some of the population growth would occur in new dwelling units 
with sound insulation installed according to local regulations. 

Id Estimated on the basis of ABAG Persons Per Household (PPH) statistic for 1990, and 
projections for 1995 and 2005. 

Id/ CNEL= community noise equivalent level. 
/el Assuming implementation of the SFIA Master Plan. 

SOURCE: Environmental Science Asscw:iates, Inc. 

" .. .I have a child in Llncoln school, and in February, during one of these episodes of bad 

weathe.r, the children had to hold their ears during class while they were in the classroom because 

of the noise. And the school secretary told us that a number of children had to go home because 

of stomach aches and because of headaches directly related to the noise. And I don't know if our 

schools are covered in the Environmental Impact Report But I would certainly encourage 

interested parties to take a close look at our schools and what it's doing to our children while 

they're sitting in the classroom and trying to learn. The teachers cannot be heard over the noise of 

those planes taking off down the Peninsu1a." (Jack Hickethier) 
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TABLE C-10: SENSIDVE RECEPTORS WITIIIN 65 to 70 and 70 to 75 dBA, CNEL NOISE 
CONTOURS/a/ 

1990 Existing Base 

70-75 dBA Contour 

Millbrae Nursery School 
Millbrae Serra Convalescent Hospital 
Sheltering Pines Convalescent Hospital 

65-70 dBA Contour 

Chadbourne School 
Fire Station 
Bene Air School 
A val on School 
Taylor School* 
Green Hills School* 
South San Francisco High School* 
Los Cerritos School* 
E1 Rancho School• 
Alta Loma School• 
Lincoln School* 
Millbrae aty Hall 
Millbrae City Library 

1996 Project and No-Project Alternative 

65-70 dBA Contour 

Chadbourne School 
Mills High School* 
Peninsula Hospital* 
Fire Station• 
Belle Air School• 
Avalon School* 
South San Francisco High School* 
Los Cerritos School* 
Millbrae Nursery School 
Millbrae Serra Convalescent Hospital 
Sheltering Pines Convalescent Hospital 
Millbrae Gty Hall 
Millbrae a1y Library 
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TABLE C-10: SENSITIVE RECEPTORS WTIHIN 65 10 70 and 70 10 75 dBA, CNEL NOISE 
CONTOURS/a/ (CONTINUED) 

2006 No Project Alternative 

65-70 dBA Contour 

Avalon School• 
South San Francisco High School• 
Los Cerritos School• 
Sheltering Pines Convalescent Hospital• 

2006 Project 

65-70 dBA Contour 

South San Francisco High School 
Los Cerritos School 
Southwood School 
Avalon School• 
Sheltering Pines Convalescent HmiptlaJ• 
Millbrae Serra Convalescent Hospital* 

NOTES: 

/a/ Other than residences. 

•on border of contour. 

SOURCE: Enviommental Science Associates, Inc. 

Response 

Table C-10, Semitive Receptors Within 65 to 70 dBA, CNEL Noise Contours, on p. ASS, 

Appendix C of the EIR is replaced by the above table, which includes the schools, 

hospitals, and public facilities noted by the commenters (additions to the table are shown in 

boldface type). The residential areas mentioned in the first comment are already reflected 
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in the estimates of residential population exp::,sed to aircraft noise of CNEL 65 and above 

(Table 52, p. 341 of the EIR). 

1be effects of overflights on human activities are discussed in Appendix C of the EIR and 

on p. C&R.249 herein. 

CNEL Impacts - Specific Locations 

Comments 

"Page 253 says Brisbane is in the 65 CNEL contour and the following page says it is noL 

"Bottom of p. 343 there is no discussion of impact on Brisbane's monitoring station (#7) or San 

Francisco's station near Candlestick (#23). The DEIR states that CNEL will decrease in all 

'selected study locations' due to quieter planes; however, in light of what we suspect will be 

greater use of radar vectors to handle additional traffic under the plan, we think some analysis of 

these locations as well as Brisbane's 'bowl effect' geography is warranted." (Stephen Waldo, 

Mayor of Brisbane) 

"It shou1d be noted that the CNEL noise exp::,sure levels are expected to be reduced at all the 

monitor locations by the year 2006 with lhe exception of Monitor 4 in South San Francisco and 

Monitor 12 in Foster City. Since Stage 3 aircraft are not quieter on landing, there will be 

increases in the CNEL in Foster City in 1996 and 2006. Tilis is the only location where this will 

occur." (Roger Chinn, Airport/Community Rourultable) 

"On page 343 where the resu1ts of Table 53 are summarized, it should be noted that the Foster 

City remote monitoring station is one of two stations where noise is projected to increase ... " 

(Leslie Cannichael, City of Foster City) 

ReSDPnse 

The last sentence of the third paragraph on p. 253 of the EIR is revised to remove Brisbane 

from the list of cities within the 65 dBA. CNEL contour (deletion is indicated by brackets): 

The cities closest to the Airport, and those within the 65 dBA, CNEL contour ([ J 
South San Francisco, San Bruno, Millbrae and Burlingame), would be most affected 
by airport-related safety and noise regulations. 
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The following sentence is added at the end of the first bulleted item on p. 343 of the EIR: 

(At station 4 in South San Francisco, noise leve1s are forecast to increase 0.1 dB A, 
CNEL from 1990to 2006. Such an increase would not be perceptible.) 

The following is inserted before the second bulleted item on p. 343 of the EIR: 

At station 7 in Brisbane, located near the "Shoreline Departure" flight path fur 
Runway 28R, noise leve1s are forecast to decrease 3.3 dBA, CNEL from 1990 to 
1996, and 5.9 dBA, CNEL from 1990 to 2006. Such decreases would be perceptible 
to most people. 

The following is inserted after the second bulleted item on p. 343 of the EIR: 

At station 12 in Foster City, located near the arrival paths for Runways 28, noise 
levels are forecast to increase 0.6 dBA, CNEL from 1990 to 1996, and 0.9 dBA, 
CNEL from 1990 to 2006. Such increases would not be perceptible to most people. 
Noise leve1s would not decrease in Foster City because the reduction in the noise 
produced by Stage 3 aircraft as compared to Stage 2 aircraft is much less for landing 
than for takeoff. 

The following replac.es the third bulleted item on p. 343 of the EIR (revisions are 

underlined): 

At stations 20-21 and 23.-26, located in Da1y City and San Francisco, noise levels are 
forecast to decrease (on average) 3.0 clBA, CNELfrom 1990 to 1996 and~ dBA, 
CNEL from 1990 to 2006. Such decreases would be perceptible to most people. 

Discussions of the existing and potential use of radar vectors to handle SFIA aircraft 

departures are on pp. C&R.199-200 and 206 herein. On the basis of the information on 

those pages, it is not appropriate or necessary to reanalyze the impacts at the noise 

monitors in Brisbane due to vectoring. 

Table C-3 on p. A.47, Appendix C of the EIR shows the measuredCNEL at the 

monitoring station in Brisbane (Station 7) to be 2.0 dBA higher than the calculated CNEL. 

This difference could be due to a number of factors, including the topography of the area 

Partly because the computer model used to develop the CNEL contours in the EIR does not 

account for topographical differences, the model results were compared with the noise 

measurement data to determine whether the model needed to be adjusted. It was 

determined that the difference at the Brisbane monitoring station was not great enough to 

warrant an adjustment to the computer mode1. 

C&R.223 



CNEL Impacts - Proiect v, No-Proiect 

Comments 

"There are mixed messages in the section on Noise (lV.-C). lbis section continually determines 

that the Project will result in a decrease in noise (both CNEL and single-event noise). lbis 

conclusion is reached primarily because future operations would use more Stage 3 aircraft. 

"But, how can the project be credited with decreasing noise levels. The document states that 

'Noise levels would also decrease in the future without the proposed project because of the 

phasing out of the noisier, Stage 2 aircraft using SFIA' (DEIR, p. 346). 

"What is really needed in this EIR is an anaJysis of the increased aircraft flights caused by the 

project The ElR states (on pp. 346-347) that 'The effect of the SFIA Master Plan OD aircraft 

noise exposure cannot be determined without comparing forecast aircraft noise levels in 1996 and 

2006 with and without implementation of the SFIA Master Plan. (The No-Project Alternative is 

evaluated in Chapter IX. Alternatives, beginning OD p. 439)'. 

"What happens when one reads the aJtematives is that we learn very little (page 452). 

" The increased aircraft opera!ions (in 1996) under the project would require additional 
aircraft'. 

" 'In 2006 there would be fewer aircraft noise impacts (with the No-Project Alternative -
Variant 1) than with the project' 

"Under No-Project Alternative, Variant 2 (near no-growth) we learn even more about the project 

in comparison to alternatives (page 457). 

" 'Even with the project, aircraft noise impacts would decrease due to quieter aircraft that 
will be used in the future. With Variant 1, noise impacts would funher decrease from 
project impacts, and with Variant 2, noise impacts would decrease even more.' 

"lltis information clearly indicates that the project really will increase noise levels and noise 

impacts. It is only the change to quieter aircraft (not a part of the project) that will heJp to 

stabiliz.e or decrease future noise IeveJs. 

C&R.224 



"The residents of Pacifica have anxiously awaited the quieter aircraft and are not pleased that the 

SA.A Master Plan will increase the number of flyovers and partially or fully nullify the benefits 

of the quieter planes. 

"It is unfortunate that the noise analysis did not more clearly point out the fact that the project 

will increase future noise levels -- not decrease them. If the analysis had acknowledged more 

dearly that the project will be increasing future noise levels (not compared to 1991, but when 

compared to the No-Project scenarios) maybe more mitigations could have been identified that 

wou1d have he1ped address the concerns of residents of Pacifica. .. " (Fred Howard, Pacifica 

Noise Abatement Committee) 

Response 

The EIR does not state that the proposed SFIA Master Plan would result in a decrease in 

noise. Rather, as the EIR. acknowledges, "Noise levels would also decrease in the furore 

without the proposed project because of the phasing out of the noisier, Stage 2 aircraft 

using SFIA." (EIR, p. 346) 

The EIR. acknowledges that average daily aircraft operations are expected to increase with 

or without the project. Page 344 notes a possible increase in average daily operations of 

196 by !996 and 298 by 2006 with the project. As noted 00 p. 347 of the EIR, " ... 

implementation of the SAA Master Plan wou1d ... allow SFIA to serve an increased 

number of passengers and aircraft operations." The increase in operatiom allowed by the 

implementation of the SAA Master Plan (over the No-Project Alternative, Variant 1) is 

shown in Tables 68 and 69, pp. 441-446 of the EIR. 

1he comparison of aircraft noise levels with and without the project is analyzed in 

Appendix C of the EIR., discussed in the Alternatives section of the EIR (pp. 452,457), 

and summariz.ed on p. 347 of the EIR: ". . . the increase in operatiom allowed by the 

proposed project wou1d have virtually no effect on cumulative noise levels because the 

additional operations would all be performed by quieter, Stage 3 aircraft." The EIR 

acknowledges (on p. 344) that in areas with overflights by aircraft serving SFIA, the 

number of times single-event noise occurs would increase, but that there would be a 

decrease in the number of overflights by noisier, low-bypass engine aircraft. 
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Tab1es 10 and 11 in the "Addendum to Noise Analysis" report in Appendix C show 

calculated CNEL values under the SFlA Master P1an "constrained" and "unconstrained'' 

scenarios. ('lbe constrained scenario corresponds to the No-Project, Variant 1 alternative 

analyzed on pp. 440-456 of the EIR; the unconstrained scenario corresponds to the 

proposed SFIA Master Plan.) Under the constrained scenario, there would be 881 average 

daily aircraft operations in 20C>6, compared to 1,131 under the unconstrained scenario, and 

833 in 1990. 

By comparison of the results in Tables 10 and 11, the increases in CNEL values with the 

SFIA Master Plan over the CNEL values without the SFlA Master Plan can be determined. 

The increases at the SFIA remote monitoring stations range from 0.6 to 1.2 dB A, with an 

average increase of0.9 dBA. The increases are similar at the selected study locations. An 

increase of 0.9 dB A is considered imperceptible; thus, the conclusion on p. 347 of the EIR 

(that the increase in operations allowed by the project would not affect cumulative noise 

levels) is correct. 

1he issues of increases in single-event noise with the project and aircraft overflights in 

Pacifica are discussed on pp. C&R.234-248 herein. 

SINGLE-EVENT NOISE 

Setting 

Comments 

" ... Some years ago, I think it must have been three or four years ago, I attended these meetings 

when Mr. Turpen first unleashed his planes over our neighborhoods, over the Exce1sior District 

and Bernal Heights. We complained and complained. For a whole year after that, I kept calling 

the noise abatement number that he lists in the white pages of the telephone book. I got only 

answers, well, we wrote down your complaints. lhat's all we got. 

"Even now, every day, I am woken up every single night. I would like to know Mr. Turpen's 

telephone number so I can call him and wake him once a night That is all I ask. So that I can 

ring his home phone, I don't wish to speak to him.just wake him once every night" (Bhimje) 
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"It seems like I am talking, singing an old, old song, because I have been trying to work within 

the system for over 25 years. We do still get a lot of noise after mid.night. And even though it 

seems like noise has been shifted, it's the numbers because now the operations have increased so 

considerably." (Rose Urbach) 

"I am mostly concerned with noise pollution. If this plan ever goes into effect, I am going to 

have to wear earmuffs .... The noise I am speaking about comes in at all hours of the day, night, 

and early am. It's continuous. One has to live under this umbrella of noise to really understand 

it It's such a deafening noise that one cannot carry on a conversation in the living room without 

being interrupted by overflights. 

"This started several years ago. Because I can understand the people in the Peninsula, they were 

having their problems, and, in the meantime, they shifted the noise up to the southern part of San 

Francisco. Prior to that, we only had very little overflights and the noise was bearable. But 

today, it isn't." (Bruno Bernasconi) 

"Since 1987, our neighborhood has experienced a significant increase in commercial jet aircraft 

overflights from p]anes departing and arriving [at] the Airport. Our greatest concern is with the 

single-event noise generated by departing aircraft, which has contributed to an environmental 

deterioration in our neighborhood. Th.is is particularly a problem early in the morning from 6:30 

am. on." (Bruce Krell, Forest Hill Association) 

" ... The dramatic increase in the number of flights since 1980, the increased number of flights 

over Pacifica to southern California and the Far East, our finding that aircraft take shortcuts (over 

Pacifica) to southern California destinations, and the canyon topography of Pacifica (which holds 

and resonates noise from planes) are all factors that have changed the nature of aircraft noise over 

Pacifica since 1980. These concerns need to be aoa1yzed in the EIR and appropriate mitigations 

need to be recommended .... " (Fred Howard, Pacifica Noise Abatement Committee) 

Response 

The comments relate primarily to the commenters' perceptions of existing noise problems 

near SA.A. Pages 153-170 of the EIR contain a discussion of the noise environment near 

SFIA in 1990; pp. 164-165 specifically address single-event noise in the vicinity of SFIA. 

1he data and information used as the basis for the discussion of the noise setting in the EIR 

were collected from SF1A records and noise measurement data. 
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The role of the EIR is to assess the future environmental impacts of a project. As 

discussed in the Noise Impacts section of the EIR (pp. 331-352), future cumulative noise 

levels with or without implementation of the SAA Master Plan would not be substantially 

different from existing levels. With or without the project, there would be an increase in 

the number of flights (and the frequency of single events), but the levels of single-event 

noise would decrease in most locations. Noise levels experienced today would be 

maintained or would decrease in the future because the additiona1 flights would be 

performed by Stage 3 aircraft. 

AdeQ.Uacv of CNEL as Descriptor of "Noise Problem" 

Comments 

" ... [T]here are significant omissions [in the DEIR}. I congratulate Barbara Salun on 

recognizing the major one, and that is that the noise ana]ysis that is provided in the existing Draft 

EIR is inadequate. It is absolutely inadequate. It is based on a metric called the CNEL, which is 

an average measure. The issue in the area, in the Bay Area, if you talk to people on the 

Peninrula, here, everywhere, the issue related to aircraft noise is the single aircraft flying over 

that is incredibly loud. If you only look at the average measure, that doesn't show up. 

"To put it in very graphic terms, this plan anticipates an increase of about 100,000 fligh.ts per 

year, from around 300,000 to 400,000. What the current document says in terms of noise 

ana1ysis is -- and this is paraphrasing in a nutshell -- the newer aircraft are slightly quieter than 

the older aircraft, therefore the over-flights will be slightly quieter. Great. But we have 100,000 

more. So, if you go from 90 decibels to 85, it may not show up in the CNEL. It doesn't sh.ow up 

in the metric at all, in the measurement. But you have added 100,000." (Curt Holzinger) 

" .. .I agree with the 'Airport Noise Committee's' objections to the Draft: 

"1. The 'CNEL' is an inadequate standard for measuring noise impact." (David Deak.in) 

"We do not believe that the DEIR adequately analyzes noise impacts which will result from the 

increased number of flights. The DEIR fails to acknowledge that single-event noise levels are 

not recognized in the CNEL contours and that perceived noise levels will increase ... " (Wendy 

Cosin, City of Pacifica) 
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"The CNEL method of noise measurement is not sensitive to the frequency of single-event noise 

and does not accurately represent increases in operations. This method however, has a one-for­

one relationship to a change in decibel reading of each noise event. .. " (Maria Gracia Tan­

Banico, City of Daly City) 

"For unstated reasons, the DEIR limits consideration of the noise issue to the 65 CNEL contour. 

This contour is simply one measure of the noise problem with limited uses and applications. 

Other measurements of the noise generated by overflying jet aircraft, such as single event 

measurementc; (SNEL) are we submit, more meaningful criteria of the environmental issue. The 

65 CNEL contour is arbitrarily set as the definition of the noise prob1em and the reviewed 

mitigation measures are discussed only in relation to the 65 CNEL contour ... 

"The CNEL is a measurement of the average noise level in an area It forms the basis of the 

noise analysis in the DEIR. However, this method of noise measurement has several well 

documented flaws, and certain noise impacts are excluded, or understated by the CNEL measure. 

For example: 

Jt does not describe single events, which cause sleep disturbance, 
It is not a good measure of either low or high frequency sound, 
It does not account for background noise variations, 
It does not look at seasonaJ variations, 
It does not address the frequency of aircraft overflights. 

"Due to these flaws, it is possible to greatly increase both the number of overflightc; and the tota1 

amount of noise energy in an area. without any change being reflected in the CNEL number. 

This may happen, for example, if additional overflightc; are each slightly quieter than the existing 

average overflight. Obviously, the addition of hundreds of overflights collmtutes a significant 

impact (even if each individuaJ flight is slightly quieter); yet the CNEL measure would show no 

impact 

"The Committee fin& that the CNEL measure is deficient and can not disclose all significant 

impacts. The noise ana1ysis shouJd be expanded and supplemented with additional noise 

descriptors." ('Ilmodty Treacy, Airport Noise Committee) 

"We view attemptc; of the DEIR to address the noise issue (DEIR, pages 331, a .zg.) as 

completely inadequate. The DEIR recognizes that implementation of the Master Plan will result 

in additionaJ aircraft operations. But the DEIR then attempts to limit consideration of this 
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increase to a discussion of its impact on the Airport's CNEL contour without reference to any 

impacts elsewhere. 'This is an unreasonable limitation for which there is no legal basis, or any 

other justification, to so limit the scope of the DEIR .. 

"CNEL forms the b~is of the DEIR noise analysis. In this regard, the DEIR omits any 

consideration of single noise events (SNEL). The noise problem with overflights across San 

Francisco neighborhoods is created by individual aircraft and not some statistical average, which 

is what CNEL is ... " (Bruce Krell, Forest Hill Association) 

"CNEL forms the basis of the DEIR noise analysis. In this regard, the DEIR omits any 

consideration of single noise events (SNEL). The noise problem with overflights across San 

Francisco neighborhoods is created by individual aircraft and not some statistical average, which 

is what CNEL is ... " (Carol Kocivar, West of Twin Peaks Central Council) 

" ... I think the only way we are going to stop this is that enough angry people in Bernal Heights, 

enough angry people in Excelsior District, and we will start, if this plan goes through, civil 

disobedience of the type that is there in Atlantic City, the Pro Lifers. We will make sure that the 

airport becomes nonfunctional. We will be peacefu1, but we will make sure that if you don't stop 

this dght now and have a proper analysis in tenns which the public can understand -- all this 

mumbo-jumbo of decibels. Let's find out. Let's compare noises. 

"He has promised all sorts of noise studies: I will read the EIR. I will give you a detailed set of 

measures that will enable the EIR to be understandable to the people. I will do that for you. I 

don't have zillions of hours of time to analyze on your behalf or on the behalf of the airport so the 

airport can spend another million dollars hiring another expert to just do some more mumbo­

jumbo. This is all mumbo-jumbo. 

"I expect a lot of angry people in Bernal Heights and Excelsior District already, let alone with the 

expansion." (Bhimje) 

Resoonse 

1he CNEL method of noise measurement calculates average noise levels over a 24 hour 

period, with weighting applied to equivalent sound levels measured during the nighttime 

hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7 :00 a.m. Because it measures the noise that occurs over a 24-hour 

period, CNEL takes into account the frequency of single-event noise occurrences during 
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that period, together with the sound resulting from each single aircraft flyover. However, 

because it ca1cu1ates average noise levels, it does not explicitly identify noise ]evels from 

single aircraft flyovers (sound exposure levels, or SEL), a1though it incorporates them in 

the ca1culation. 

The computer model used for the noise ana1yses in the EIR ca1cu1ates the noise at a fixed 

location on the ground from each aircraft flight. When used to calculate the noise level 

from a single flight (in this case, defined as SEL) at the location, the model computes the 

contribution to the noise level of each "segment" of the flight as it travels a1ong a specified 

path. When used to calcuJate the cumulative noise level (CNEL), the model adds the 

SELs, or single-event levels, calculated for each flight during a 24-hour day, and weights 

evening and nighttime flights. It then divides the totaJ daily sound exposure by the number 

of seconds in a day, and converts the result to get CNEL. By definition, then, CNEL 

reflects the total noise energy produced by all flights. 

The "conversion" of the sum of single-event noise levels to CNEL mentioned above is 

required because CNEL is calculated using a logarithmic scale (a logarithmic sca1e is used 

to describe sound levels because sound pressures extend over a very large range). Because 

CNEL is caJculated logarithmically, each flight is not counted equally when all of the 

flights are added. Two genera] rules of thumb to use when thinking about "adding" noise 

levels are l) adding two equa1 noise levels produces a total noise level 3dB higher than one 

of the noise levels, and 2) adding two noise levels that are substantially different produces 

a totaJ noise level the same as (or slightly higher than) the higher of the two levels. 

Because CNEL is caJculated logarithm.ica1ly, it is "dominated" by the noise produced by 

Stage 2 aircraft. If Stage 2 aircraft are serving an airport, it generally takes a relatively 

large number of additional flights by Stage 3 aircraft to increase the cumulative noise 

levels near that airport Page 347 of the EIR describes how the CNEL contours for SAA 

operations are affected by the forecast increases in Stage 3 aircraft operations, and the 

expected phase-out of Stage 2 aircraft. 

The genera] concern of the commenters seems to be that, because the noise from each 

aircraft flight is heard separately, CNEL "hides" these "single-event" noise levels by 

adding them logarithmically, and the CNEL 65 contour is not an appropriate indicator of 

noise impacts. As explained in the EIR (p. 164), single-event noise C8l1Sed by aircraft 

overflights can be disturbing to persons even at considerable distances outside the 
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CNEL 65 contour. However, the extent to which any individual single event affects 

persons depends on a variety of factors, including the sensitivity of the listener, the level of 

background noise during the single event, the duration of the event, the time of day and the 

attiOJde toward the source of the noise. There is no consensus among experts on the 

appropriate descriptor to be used to quantify single-event noise and the method to evaluate 

its impacts, and there is no standard that is generally applied to single-event noise. 

The Day-night Sound Level (Ldn) and iIB variations (e.g., CNEL) have generally been 

adopted in federal and state regulations and guidelines as the most effective descriptor in 

evaluating environmental noise with respect to people. (See Appendix C of the EIR, 

Description of Noise and its Effects on People.) As explained on p. 153 of the EIR, CNEL 

is the only standard that has been adopted by the State of California in its regulation of 

airport noise. As a result, SAA is not required to evaluate noise exposure in relation to 

single events. 

It is also important to note that the State of California has been specifically prohibited from 

regulating single-event noise exposure levels. In the case of Air TIJU1SPOI1 Association of 

America v. Crotti. (N.D. Cal 1975) 389 F Supp. 58. the Federal District Court (Northern 

District, California) held that the stare's effort to regulate single-event noise was an 

un1awful exercise of the JX)lice JX>wer into the exclusive federal domain of control over 

aircraft flights and operation and air space management and utilization. 

Recent case law supports the use of 65 cnel data in evaluating airport-related noise 

impacts. In a recent case from the United States Court of Appeals involving the Seattle­

Tacoma International Airport, No. 90-70253 Seattle Community Council Federation v. 

Federal Aviation Administration, 92 D.A.R. 4813 (9th Cir., April 9, 1992), the Court 

supported the decision of the FAA to use the 65 Ldn (comparable to CNEL) contour, rather 

than single-event noise data, as the threshold of significance for determining whether to 

prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for an FAA decision to alter aircraft flight 

paths. In a similar case from the United States Court of Appeals involving the 

Louisville, Kentucky airport, No. 91-3222 Communities. Inc. v. Busey Y, Skinner. 1992 

U.S. App. LEXIS 1746 (5th Cir. Feb. 13, 1992), the Court affirmed theFAA's decision to 

use the 651..dn, rather than single-event noise data, to determine its statutory obligations 

under the National Environmental Policy Act, the National Historic Preservation Act or the 

Airport and Aifv..ray Improvement Act with reference to single-eventiDformation. (1992 

WL 23222 at p. 4.) 
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SAA staff note that, notwithstanding the aOOve factors, the Airport's efforts to reduce 

aircraft noise have had and will continue to have the effect of reducing the level of single­

event noise occurring both inside and outside the 65 CNEL contour. The Airport Noise 

Regulations have had the effect of excluding the prop:,sed operation of a retrofitted Boeing 

707 aircraft. 1his has resulted in the FAA's withholding of approximately $70,000,000 of 

Airport Improvement Funds from San Francisco. Since 1981, the Aiqx)rt Community 

Roundtable has repeatedly placed the single-event issue, in one form. or another, on its 

agenda throughout over 100 Roundtable meetings. Finally, the Airport has recently 

acquired a passive radar detection system which tracks flights to and from the Airport, and 

allows a better understanding of single-event noise. Addition·a1 information on the 

Airport's programs and regulations to reduce aircraft noise is contained in the EIR, pp. 167-

169. 

There is a detailed discussion of single-event noise in Appendix C of the EIR. This 

discussion provides information on the noise leveJs ofindividual aircraft flying over 

various sites in the central Bay Area. The information is summarized on pp. 164-165 of 

the EIR, but perhaps not clearly referenced in that text The first sentence in the last 

paragraph on EIR p. 164 is expanded as follows (revisions are underlined): 

Maximum single-event noise levels for five typical aircraft depaniog from SF1A 
were estimated for the 27 remote monitoring stations and the 20 study locations 
<these estimates are shown in AD.Pend.ix C. in Tables C-8 and C-9). 

Duration of F1i ght 

Comment 

" ... [O]o the decibel leveJs that you have on some of the charts, I see a lot of decibel levels and a 

lot of figures that really don't mean a lot to me. Living in area impacted by the noise, one of the 

concerns that we have is not just how loud it is, but how long it takes to disappear. 

"Airplanes -- a 727 taking off may take 30 seconds. A 747 taking off maybe takes tluee minutes 

for its sound to disappear. So I'd like to see some kind of a chart that is understandable to me 

that would display a time versus decibel level." (Edwin Works} 
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Response 

Appendix C to the EIR contains a lengthy description of Noise and its Effects on People. 

Figure 4 of the description shows the time history of a typical single-event sound. A 727 

or 747 taking off represents a single event. Figure 5 of the description shows an example 

of the time history versus decibel level of the ambient noise in a suburban neighborhood as 

well as for discrete events such as aircraft overflights. 

Toe duration of a single aircraft noise event ar a particuJar location is related to the speed 

of the aircraft and the noise produced by the aircraft at that location (which is related to the 

noise produced by the aircraft and the aircraft's distance from the location). A listener's 

sensitivity to the noise and some of the other factors listed in the previous response also 

influence the listener's perception of the duration of the event. Thus, there is no one 

"duration curve" for each type of aircraft serving the Airport and all locatiom. Relatively 

speaking, though, heavier aircraft such as the B-747 that take longer to gain alititude would 

produce events of longer duration than lighter aircraft such as the B-727. 

As stated in the previous resporu;e, the calculation of the single-event noise levels produced 

by aircraft serving SFIA (and shown in Tables C-4 lhrough C-9 in EIR Appendix C) 

incorporated each segment of the aircraft flight as it traveled past a specified location. 

Thus, the duration of the flight is accounted for in the single-event noise information 

presented in the EIR. 

Description of Future Flieht Activity 

Comments 

"Frequency has to be addressed in the new analysis, and I'm assuming there will be some new 

noise analysis. There shouJd be a very thorough investigation of where these flights are, what the 

noise levels produced will be." (Curt Holzinger) 

"By using percentages of operations, especially for noise sensitive hours, the report avoids 
stating the sharp increases in the actuaJ numbers of operatiom. Many statistics and totals are 
based on 1989, or older, data, which unfairly diminishes the true impact that airport expansion 
will have on the environment. .. 
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"Appendix pages A.SO-A.53: 

"Figures C-1 to C-4, sing]e event sound exposure contours, are of no value without being over­

laid on scale maps of the airport and environs. Even after doing so, supporting text must be 

added to make sense of the information in the diagrams." (Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation 

Coalition) 

"The City of San Bruno shouJd be provided ao easily understandable list of single-event 

activities and distribution of type of aircraft and times of day each occur over the City projected 

for 1996 and 2006." (GeorgeFoscardo, City of Sao Bruno) 

"In particuJar, we are requesting that existing and future single-event noise activity be described 

based on the distribution of aircraft by time of day aod runway use. The City of Pacifica's 

primary concern is the single-event noise characteristics generated by Runway 28 departures. 

Additional infonoation regarding runway assignments by aircraft type is needed to further 

analyze the single-event noise level issue. Detailed infonnation on aircraft type is particuJarly 

important since the large Stage 3 aircraft can be noisier than the Stage 2 aircraft. Therefore, 

utilization of Stage 3 aircraft is not necessarily an effective mitigation, especially for single-event 

noise problems. lhis request is comistent with the City of Pacifica's response to the Notice of 

Preparation, at which time we requested that the EIR iaclude a definitive forecast of aircraft 

operations by aircraft type, time of operation, number of aircraft, and departure routes." (Wendy 

Cosin, City of Pacifica) 

"The analysis in the report documents that overflight noise is audible in Burlingame on a regular 

basis. The analysis noted that while the fleet mix was going to change to include quieter 

airplanes, the total number of flights was going to increase. 

"Therefore, the absolute number of overflights is going to be greater. What the report did not 

document was the absolute number of over:flights by zone/area and time of day. They did note 

that the peak usage periods at the airport will be elongated because there will be more flights into 

and out of the facility. No comparative numbers for present with future were provided. 

"The report also did not document the change in siz.e of airplanes. Toe quieter planes are quieter 

because each engine produces less noise. However a Stage 3 plane with five engines may make 

as much noise as the present noisiest Stage 2 airplane. Therefore, in looking at single event noise 

we need to know the mix of planes by size flying overhead as well as the number. 
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"The anaJysis needs to be expanded to address the distribution of overflight activity documenting 

the size of plane and frequency by time of day oomparing the present with the future, 1996 and 

2006. Elongation of peak periods should aJso be addressed ... " (Dennis Argyres, City of 

Burlingame). 

"The imJX)rtance of aircraft weight is acknowledged in footnotes for Tables C8 and 9. However, 

to demonstrate the magnitude of the single event noise level reductions, l think the EIR should 

include a table showing the weights, noise levels, and typicaJ numbers of departures and arrivals 

in 1990 and, say, 2006, from aircraft most likely near specific monitor locations: Heavy 747, 

747 sp, A330-340, and :MDI I are most likely in the "Gap" for example (see Table 18 and Figure 

19, or Table C-2). The single event contours (C-1 to C-4) simply don't provide the information 

needed by residents in San Bruno or Foster City, as examples, to understand how their 

environment is expected to change ... 

"On page 6 of the EIR it is acknowledged that the increased number of flights will be noticeable. 

I think the JX>Ssible effects on people of this 'noticeable' increase should be discussed in greater 

detail in Appendix C. This discussion might account for times when the increases are most 

likely or most frequent. For example, a sharp rise in nighttime or early morning cargo flights 

might be expected as a result of recent federal legislation. What types are the cargo aircraft and 

what is the most frequent expected departure route; what city or which residentiaJ areas are likely 

to be affected; and what are the anticipated effects on sleep, speech interference, ancL'or 

annoyance? Alternative approaches might be to oonsider the most oommon aircraft in 2006 -

:MD80 or 90 - or the worst c.ase - heavy aircraft departing on 28 right" (Jerome Lukas) 

'' ... To accurately represent the noise impact on Daly City residents, the DEIR must oontain daia 

on frequency of noise events. The DEIR should include a simulation of the noise events on an 

average day for areas witrun Daly City affected by single-event noise. 1his information should 

be broken down into time of day so that one could see when the increased number of flights will 

occur. 1his data is available since the simulation was necessary to prepare the CNEL noise 

oontour map for the SFO Master Plan ... " (Maria Gracia Tan-Banico, City of DaJy City) 

..... The decision not totesJX)nd over a two-year period to the reasonable requests for 

information, for a reasonable and adequate Draft EIR, the decision not to respond to that 

information was made by the Department of City Planning staff. We have oontacted them 

several times. I have provided that Jetter [of September 15, 1989], and you will see that our 
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comments and requests for infonnation and data have not substantially changed over a two~year 

period, and the information is still not provided. 

"The major areas that. are still lacking are disclosure of noise impacts over the City and County of 

San Francisco, including single event infonnation, numbers of aircraft expected to fly over the 

City and County of San Francisco, the noise levels expected, and the locations of those aircraft." 

(Curt Holzinger, Airport Noise Committee) 

" ... The DEIR should add to the CNEL and SEL analysis currently presented. Neither of these 

analyses is sufficient for a fair assessment of the noise problem. The DEIR should disclose the 

number and location of additional flights expected over San Francisco, the expected flight paths, 

the time of day and the expected noise levels. A comparison between ambient noise levels and 

aircraft noise levels should also be provided." (Curt Holzinger) 

"It is clear from the DEIR that we may expect increased overhead flights with attendant increased 

noise if the Master Plan proposed by the Airport is implemented ... 

"Aircraft departure and landing patterns that will cross San Francisco neighborhoods are 

inadequately discussed. The DEIR depicts flights tracks on Figure 19, then states that the flight 

corridors depicted are actually several miles wide. There is no analysis of the volume of 

increased flights, the extent that they will cross San Francisco neighborhoods, the frequency of 

the increased flights, nor the times the increased flights may be anticipated." (Bruce Krell, Forest 

Hill Association) 

"Aircraft departure and landing patterns that will cross SF neighborhoods are inadequately 

discussed. The DEIR depicts flights tracks on Figure 19, then states that the flight corridors 

depicted are actually several miles wide. There is no analysis of the volume of increased flights, 

the extent that they will cross SF neighborhoods, the frequency of the increased flights, nor the 

times the increased flights may be anticipated." (Carol Kocivar, West of Twin Peaks Central 

Council) 

" ... All operational data of overflying jet aircraft, such as numbers, times, elevations, e1:e., are 

excluded from consideration by the DEIR; yet this data will have serious environmental 

implications for San Francisco." (Timothy Treacy, Airp:>rt Noise Committee) 
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Reswnse 

As noted in earlier responses (see, for example, p. C&R.231 ), the EIR does explain that 

single-event noise can cause disturbanc:e (EIR p. 164). The EIR also describes forecast 

increases in the number of flights by as many as 300 per day (EIR p. 344). Earlier 

responses also note that there is no standard applied by regulatory agencies to single-event 

noise. 

The EIR and Appendix C do contain information regarding the single-event noise that can 

be expected in 1996 and 2006. First, Table 17 (p. 156 of the EIR), Table 50 (p. 336 of the 

EIR) and Table 51 (p. 337 of the EIR) show the existing and forecast average daily 

operations of the aircraft using the Airport by type of operation, time of day and aircraft 

type. Second, Figure 19 (p. 159 of the EIR) shows the generalized flight tracks and flight 

track use of aircraft using the Airport, and p. 339 of the EIR states that the flight tracks and 

flight track use are assumed to be the same in 1996 and 2006 as in 1990. (Information on 

existing and assumed future runway use by aircraft type is shown in Table C-lA on p. 

C&R.207, and has been inxerted into the EIR.) Third, Tables C-8 and C-9, pp. A.56-A.57, 

Appendix C of the EIR show the typical maximum calculated sound exposure levels at the 

remote monitoring stations and remote study locations for representative aircraft using the 

Airport. As stated in the notes to C-8 and C-9, the sound exposure levels take into account 

the weight of the aircraft by assuming trip lengths (which are associated with aircraft 

weight) that are most frequently used by these aircraft. 

An individual interested in the maximum amount of single-event noise that typically would 

be expected to occur in his or her community on an average day could use this information 

in the following manner: 1) first, the individual could refer to Tables 17, 50, and 51 to 

determine the total number of average daily flights that occurred in 1990 and are expected 

to occur in 1996 and 2006, and the times of day those flights did or are expected to occur 

(and could subtract the numbers in Table 17 from those in Table 50 or 51 to determine the 

increase from 1990 to 1996 or 2006); 2) second, Che individual could refer to the 

generaliz.ed flight tracb and flight track use shown on p. 159 of the EIR to determine the 

percentage of daily flights (on average) that would be expected to fly over his/her 

community in 1996 and 2006; 3) finally, the individual could refer to Tables C-8 and C-9 

to determine Che typical maximum calculated single-event exposure levels that would be 

expected to result from representative aircraft making these flights. 1bis process would 

enable the individual to determine, for an average day of the year, the maximum number of 
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single event flights that are expected to fly over his or her community during the day, 

evening and night and the maximum amount of single-event noise that wouJd be generated 

from those flights. 

The forecasts for aircraft operations by type and time of day are contained in EIR Tables 

50 and 51 and do include cargo aircraft. The flight b"acks shown on EIR Figure 19 are 

expected to resemble the flight tracks in 1996 and 2006. By use of this information 

provided on flight tracks, average daily operations, and typical maximum calculated sound 

exposure levels, it is possible to estimate the maximum frequency and magnitude of single 

events during the day, evening or night on an average day of the year. 

SFlA staff note that the Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1991 mandates the transition to 

Stage 3 aircraft. The Act does not specify the time of day the aircraft will fly. However, 

the SFIA Noise ReguJations contain limitations on the nighttime and early morning 

operations of aircrafUl 0/ 

Information regarding the single-event occurrences over the City and County of San 

Francisco is contained in the EIR. Fust, Tables C-8 and C-9, pp. A.56-A.57, Appendix C 

of the EIR show the typical calcuJated maximum sound exposure levels at 27 remote 

monitoring stations and selected study locations. Six of the remote monitoring stations 

and three of the study locations are in San Francisco. Second, Tables 17, 50, and 51 (pp. 

156, 336-337 of the EIR) provide information on the average daily operations in 1990 and 

the expected daily operations of aircraft in 1996 and 2006. Third, infonnation on the 

expected flight paths of aircraft using the airport is contained on pp. 157-159 of the EIR, 

and the EIR assumes that these flight paths will be similar in 1996 and 2006. By reference 

to Tables 50 and 51 and assumption of similar runway use and flight tracks, it is possible 

to estimate the frequency and magnitude of the sound exposure levels at the San Francisco 

monitoring stations in 1996 and 2006. 

The typical calcuJated maximum sound exposure levels shown on Tables C-8 and C-9 

include those for one remote monitoring station in the City of Pacifica and three selected 

study locations in the City of Pacifica. These tables demonstrate the typical maximum 

sound exposure that couJd occur as a resuJt of aircraft overflights over the City of Pacifica. 

TIie maximum number of overflights that couJd occur on an average day in 1996 and 2006 

(and the increase over the number of flights that occurred in 1990) can be determined by 
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reference to Tables 17, 50, and 51 and the generalized flight tracks shown on p. 159 of the 

EIR. 

1his response details ways in which a person at a general location could obtain general 

information about the potential single-event noise leveJs at that location. The information 

in the EIR does not and cannot provide an accurate indication of the exact number of 

fiights, types of aircraft, times of flight, or single-event noise levels that would actually be 

experienced in a specific location. The reasons for this incJude: 1) information on aircraft 

operations used in noise analysis (such as shown in Tables 50 and 51 in the EIR) is based 

on the "average" day of the year, and derived from annual forecasts; 2) assumed average 

runway and flight track uses are based on operating conditions over the entire year, not on 

any one particular day; 3) aircraft flight tracks used for noise analysis (such as those shown 

in EIR Figure 19) are generalized and are meant to represent the "average" paths flown by 

aircraft that are actually dispersed over wide areas; and 4) calculated SEL values (such as 

those shown in EIR Appendix C) reflect the noise levels that would be produced by a 

representative aircraft of a representative weight, following an assumed fiight path and a 

standard set of flight procedures. Because of these factors, it would be speculative to 

determine, and misleading to present detailed information in the EIR on, future fiight 

activity over a specific location (such as the tables and numbers requested by the 

commenters). 

Several of the comm.enters refer to the "sound exposure contours" in the EIR, Figures C-1 

through C-4 in Appendix C. Each of the SEL contours represents one aircraft landing on 

and taking off from one runway, travelling straight in and out. The contours were included 

in Appendix C of the EIR to show generally how the noise produced by the aircraft serving 

SAA varies by aircraft type. Because the contours are generic, they are not a good 

indicator of the actual single-event noise levels experienced at a particular location near 

SFIA. As stated on p. A.48, Appendix C of the EIR, the actual single-event noise levels 

experienced near SFIA would depend on specific factors related to Airport and aircraft 

operations. 

Several comm.enters request that information on operations by aircraft type be provided in 

the EIR because Stage 3 aircraft can be noisier than Stage 2 aircraft. The .noise produced 

by Stage 2 and Stage 3 aircraft is addressed under Shift to Stage 3 Aircraft, pp. C&R.212-

215. 
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Impacts of Increase in Overfli2hts 

Comments 

"In tlle DEIR, it is important to distinguish between evaluations that involve analysis, impact and 

mitigation. Unless noise factor analyses are carried fol'\\l'ard and specific impacts are identified, 

mitigations are not considered. 11tis is the case with single-event and backblast noise; impacts 

are not documented in the Draft EIR and as a result mitigations are not specified. In contrast, 

tllere is an analysis of the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) and impacts are identified 

and mitigations are offered ... 

"Single-Event Noise Impacts. Single-event impacts have been repeatedly identified as being the 

most onerous to the communities near the Airport, particularly during nighttime hours. 

". 

" 

The impacts of single-event noise are not included in Appendix Corin the text Noise 
from Stage 3 aircraft is likely to exceed ambient noise levels in residential neighborhoods 
by 30 to 60 dBA; this is significant. 

-Average daily aircraft operations from 1990 to 2006 will increase by nearly 300 per day 
which is equal to an additional 110,(N)() operations per year. This, together with the 
single-event analysis, indicates that there are important impacts that are not identified." 
(Roger Chinn, Airport/Community Roundtable) 

"Though the DEIR claims the noise levels will decrease from the present through 2006 because 

of the phasing out of Stage 2 aircraft, for many people and locations, the DEIR also stat.es that 

single event noise occurrences will increase. 

" The increase in aviation activity allowed by the project would have virrually no effect on 
overall noise levels because the additional flights would be performed by the quieter 
aircraft. The increase would contribute to single event noise in a noticeable way although 
each noise event would be somewhat quieter than at present.' (p. 6). 

" 'In areas witll overflights by aircraft sendng SF1A, the number of times single-event noise 
occurs would increase.' (p. 344). 

"It is misleading to state that noise levels will be reduced when specifically taJking about CNEL 

because frequently people assume that 'noise level' and 'noise problem' are one and the same. 

Clearly the 'noise problem' is created by individual aircraft and not some statistical calculation 

which is what CNEL is. The noise problem will be increased under the SF1A plan by virtue of 

the increasing numbers of aircraft operations." (Stephen Waldo, Mayor of Brisbane) 
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" ... [W]e are particuJarly concerned about single-event noise and overflights. We feel that the 

issue of single-event noise levels was not adequately analyzed and that additional mitigation 

measures should ·be provided ... 

", . .Especially given the significant increase in daily aircraft operations, single-event noise will 

likely exceed ambient noise levels in residentia1 neighborhoods by 30-60 dBA. Given this 

potentially significant environmental impact, additiona1 analysis is needed to fully disclose likely 

impacts ... 

"The DEIR also inadequateJy describes the noise impacts which result from aircraft flying out of 

the established flight paths. Mi has been previously indicated by the City of Pacifica, noise 

impacts have been created throughout the City due to overflights from north to south. Rather than 

heading south over the ocean after departing through the San Bruno gap, aircraft cross the length 

of the City. The increase in the number of flights will exacerbate this problem ... " (Wendy 

Cosio, City of Pacifica) 

"The EIR does not clearly point out the noise impacts on areas of Pacifica caused by the GAP 

departure route. The northern areas of Pacifica (especially the Fairmont district) are severely 

affected by aircraft noise from the GAP departure route. Titls route, which serves many of the 

flights to the Far East, is characterized by very large aircraft that are full of fuel. Because this 

area of Pacifica is more than 600 feet above sea level, the aircraft are quite low when they pass 

over. Although we have not made noise measurements as part of this response, the peak noise 

levels from this route in northern Pacifica are cenainly higher than 80 decibels (dBA) and 

probably reach or approach 90 dBA for the loudest flights. The EIR contains no description of 

this type of impact on Pacifica -- nor does the EIR determine if an increase in this type of single­

event noise would be a significant environmental impact. Many individuals in northern Pacifica 

are cenain that any increase in the number of these flyovers would be a significant adverse 

impact of the project Although the Stage 2 aircraft are the worst, the Stage 3 aircraft will still 

cause speech interference and sJeep disturbance ... 

"Secondly, the City of Pacifica is, of course, the furthest city west of the airport. And one of the 

problems that we have is, of course, the transcontinentaJ air flights that fly over the northern part 

of Pacifica. which is called Fairmont 1brough our analysis, we found that we will have at least 

a 20 to 25 percent increase in the evening flights. We strong]y feel that the measurements of the 

CNEL at 65 in that area is not adequate enough. Because the ambient noise does drop at night 
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because we are out close to the ocean and that the 65 CNEL is even greater -- maybe not in the 

measurement, but in the impact - in the homes in the Fairmont area 

" ... You11 be having about another 200 to 300 increased flightS over the City of Pacifica. run 

down the spine of Pacifica, which then affects another close to maybe 1,000 homes. In Fairmont, 

you're affecting 1,500 homes. You're affecting better than 1,000 homes down in the very, very 

quiet part of ?ark Pacifica. which is the southern end and inland quite a bit, and surrounded by 

hills. We strong]y fee] that the increase in flights will increase the impact of noise in that area. ti 

(Fred Howard) 

"lb.is noise analysis raises two concerns relevant to Daly City. The impact of an increased 

number of flight'i, albeit with quieter aircraft, must be addressed by the EIR ... " (Maria Gracia 

Tan-Banico, City of Daly City) 

" ... We are concerned that the increased traffic may result in more aircraft straying out of their 

assigned areas, causing additional noise over Foster City. ti (Leslie Carmichael, City of Foster 

City) 

"Daly City, Foster City, Hillsborough, Millbrae, South San Francisco, and San Bruno all have 

legislated aircraft 'noise elemeot'i.' San Bruno even has a specific 'noise insulation' provision. 

Noise 'footprint'i' indicate that all these communities adjacent to SFO are impacted (DEIR Vol. Il 

CH. XI Figs. 1-3). Presently, 14,980 people live within the 65 CNEL con10ur with the total only 

being reduced to 6,600 by 2006. SFO doesn't dare allow increased noise impact in these 

communities. 

"Who then will be impacted by the expected 300 additional daily flights in 2006, 

not-with-standing all the nice, neat calculations generated by the models, if assumptions as to 

quieter aircraft conversion raie.s are wrong? A look at the Standard Instrument Departure (SID) 

charts (DEIR Vol. IT Ch. XI Tables 8-11) confirms that it will be San Francisco! The location of 

fixed aircraft noise monitoring sites 23-27 substantiate that the Visitacion Valley, Portola. 

Excelsior, Bernal Heights, Glen Park. Diamond Height'i, Miraloma Park. St. Francis Woods, 

Forest Hills and, even Pacific Heights and the Marina Districts of San Francisco will all bear the 

brunt of the additional aircraft noise generated by the proposed SFO expansion. There are no 

nice, neat contours drawn to clearly illustrate this potential noise impact" (Alyn Lam) 
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"Within this limited scope, our Committee has reviewed the DEIR and is disappointed at the 

result. The Committee is concerned with the issue of noise generated by departing and arriving 

jet aircraft overflying San Francisco as they come and go from SFIA. Unfortunately, the DEIR 

omits any consideration of this noise problem, or indeed even recognition of the problem, insofar 

as it impacts San Francisco, a problem that it appears without question will substantially increase 

as the Master Plan is implemented. The noise problem referred to has had since 1987, at least, 

substantia1 environ.mental impact on San Francisco. This impact will be increased as the Master 

Plan is implemented. We believe that the DEIR is deficient in law in failing to adequately 

address the environmental issue of noise in any meaningful way ... 

"Loud single event noise has been identified as a major impact in San Francisco, particularly 

during the evening and Dlghttime hours. The DEIR notes that the 300 additional flights per day 

will contribute to and increase the number of single noise events, although each event may be 

slightly quieter. (page 6, 164) Although the DEIR provides littJe information about single event 

impacts, the data which is disclosed points to sigDlficant impacts which are downplayed. For 

example, the sound exposure level (SEL) analysis shows that some of the aircraft (including 

Stage m aircraft), will produce noise in excess of 80 decibels SEL in San Francisco. This noise 

level is described by the Environmental Protection Agency as loud enough to awaken 20% of the 

popu]ation. (EPA Comments on FAA Notice on Airport Noise Compatibility Planning, January 

18, 1989) The DEIR does not disclose this impact, the frequency of these overflights, the 

expected flight paths, or other information which is needed to assess these impacts. Moreover, 

the DEIR fails to document how much louder these overflights are than ambient noise levels ... " 

(Timothy Treacy, Airport Noise Committee) 

"Since late 1986 and early 1987 my neighborhood has been subjected to increased aircraft traffic 

from San Francisco Intemationa1 Airport The Master Plan acknowledges this impact, stating 'As 

a result of changing flight patterns, the city experiences overflight noise from aircraft departing 

runways llJlR. Beginning in late 1986 and early 1987, some neighborhcxxls began complaining 

of additional flights and increasing noise from aircraft overflying San Francisco.' (Page 3.10) 

"In spite of this acknowledgement, the DEIR does not adequately disclose either the existing or 

expected additional noise impacts in San Francisco. 1his lack of disclosure precludes the 

development of any mitigations ... " (Curt Holzinger) 

" ... The noise problem with overflights across San Francisco neighborhoods is created by 

individual aircraft and not some statistical average, which is what CNEL is. The noise problem 
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will increase under the Airport p]an simply because of the large increase in aircraft operations." 

(Bruce Krell, Forest Hill Association) 

" ... The noise problem with overflights across San Francisco neighborhoods is created by 

individual aircraft and not some statistica1 average, which is what CNEL is. The noise problem 

will increase under the SFIA plan simply because of the large increase in aircraft operations." 

(Carol K.ocivar, West of Twin Peaks Central Council) 

"The second paragraph of p. 344 indicates that the noisiest areas without B-747 overflights 

would like1y be 10-15 dBA quieter than B-727 overflights. FAA Advisory Circular 36-3F shows 

the takeoff noise differential between the B-727 and the Stage 3 MD-80 in various 

configurations. Only with the loudest 727 and the quietest -80 figures for takeoff JXJwer could 

you get that type of differential. Additionally, takeoff noise and overflight noise are not the 

same. Sideline noise would provide a more appropriate comparison, and, unfortunately, the 

differential between the two aircraft is almost insignificant." (Stephen Waldo, Mayor of 

Brisbane) 

"If this plan goes into effect -- and I understand that there are going to be about 3,000 flights -­

no, 1,100 flights average per day -- 000 almighty, as I said before, we are going to have to use 

earmuffs." (Bruno Bernasconi) 

" ... If you overload our skies, which are already overJoaded, with more airpJanes competing for 

valuable airspace, we are all going to pay a price. And if that issue can't even be addressed in a 

Draft EIR, where is it going to be addressed?" (Don Bertone) 

"What is happening, if you deve1op a new city, or like-Southampton or Foster City, or if you 

develop a large project, an office park like Bishop Ranch in the Diablo Valley, and you just 

totally ignore what happens to the waste products of that, you just figure that you flush the toilet 

and the effluent goes away, the gart,age truck comes along and picks up the solid waste and is 

disJX)sed of, you never think about it again. What happens here is that the airports of the region 

will expand and the waste product is a noise that we're going to have overhead. I think we ought 

to look at it in that context" (Charles Kroupa) 
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Response 

The EIR contains a large amount of infonnation on the environmental effects of increased 

aircraft traffic. For example, iofonnation on noise, air safety, and air quality is contained 

in the section of the EIR on Environmental Impacts. 

As in the group of comments addressing the adequacy of CNEL, above (pp. C&R.228-

230), many of the comm.enters believe that the standard for judging the noise "impacts" of 

the SFlA Master Plan shouJd be single-event noise and frequency of flights, not CNEL. 

The comments made in this group, in addition, state that on the basis of a single-event 

standard, the SF1A Master Plan would "increase the noise problem" and resuJt in 

significant noise impacts. 

As stated in the response to comments regarcling the adequacy of CNEL, CNEL has been 

adopted by the FAA, other federa1 agencies, and the State of California as the standard for 

determining the significance of aircraft noise impacts. lhis cumuJative noise standard has 

been upheld in the courts. There is no standard that is similarly applied to single-event 

noise. Therefore, the EIR relies on CNEL as the standard for assessing the noise impacts 

of the SF1A Master Plan. 

Notwithstanding the use of CNEL as the standard for assessing noise impacts, the EIR 

does provide general iofomiation on potentiaJ single-event noise levels near SF1A. The 

sound exJX)Sure levels shown on Tables C-8 and C-9 (pp. A.56-A.57, Appendix C of the 

EIR) from single-event noise represent the maximum exposure levels that couJd occur from 

the overflight of the representative aircraft. As acknowledged in the EIR, the single-event 

noise reflected in these tables has an impact on persons outside the CNEL 65 contour (see 

EIR p. 164). However, as a resuJt of the transition-to quieter, Stage 3 aircraft, with or 

without the project, the level of single-event noise experienced by persons outside the 65 

CNEL contour is expected to decrease. The change in the maximum frequency of single­

event noise events from 1990 to 1996 and 2006 with the project can be determined by 

reference to Tables 17, 50, and 51 and the flight tracks shown on pp. 157 through 159. 

Two comm.enters refer to expected SEL values in their communities (San Francisco and 

Pacifica). In San Francisco, estimated maximum SEL va1ues at the remote monitoring 

sites (21, 23-27) range from 71 clBA (for the B-737-300) to 97 clBA (for the B-727-200). 

(Accorcling to Table 9 in the description of Noise Effects in Appendix C of the EIR, an 
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outside noise level of 80 dB is loud enough to awaken 10 percent of the population, 

contrary to the commenter's statement) In Pacifica, estimated maximum values at remote 

monitoring site 19 range from 79 to 98 dBA. In the future, with or without the project, the 

typica1 sound exposure levels experienced in these loc_ations would decrease to the lower 

end of the ranges noted, because of the increased use of Stage 3 aircraft. 

Regarding the comments about flight activity over Pacifica, it is true that some aircraft 

departing SFIA do fly south (or southwest) over Pacifica, but these aircraft take off from 

Runways 1, not 28 (as the commenter states). These aircraft departures are generally 

represented by the two "left-nun" tracks from Runway IL shown in Figure 19 of the EIR 

(p. 159). the noise produced in Pacifica by these aircraft is reflected in the measured and 

ca1culated CNEL and SEL va1ues for remote monitoring station 19 and selected study sites 

R,S, and T (shown in Tables 53, 54, C-3, C-8, and C-9 in the EIR). With or without 

implementation of the SF1A Master Plan, the number of flights over Pacifica, by these and 

other aircraft, would increase, but the noise levels produced by the aircraft would be 

generally lower (as shown in EIR Tables 53 and 54). (It should a1so be noted that aircraft 

flying over Pacifica are typically at a1titudes of 2,500 feet and above. 

Several comments refer to the difference between ambient and aircraft noise levels. The 

"ambient" noise levels recorded by the SFIA Remote Monitoring System are "community" 

noise levels, reflecting what people in the community hear. The data are intended to (but 

do not necessarily) exclude aircraft noise levels. Annua1 "community" noise levels in 1990 

at most of dte remote monitoring stations averaged around 59 dBA, CNEL Oevels were 

substantially higher at two locations). In quiet residentia1 areas, ambient noise levels were 

probably substantially lower than those recorded, especially at night As the com.menters 

state, aircraft flying over these quieter areas at night would produce noise levels 

substantially higher (potentially up to 50 or 60 dB A) than ambient noise levels. 1he 

expected phase out of Stage 2 aircraft at SF1A would result in generally lower aircraft noise 

levels (and]ess of a differeoc.e between aircraft ambient levels) in areas near SFIA. 

One commenter challenges the EIR's conclusions regarding the decrease in noise in areas 

without B-727 overflights. FAA Advisory Circular 36-3F shows the estimated maximum 

A-weighted sound levels at the takeoff noise measurement position to be about 8 dB 

greater for the B-727-'lOO than those estimated for the MD-80. lhis difference is less than 

the 10-15 dB typical difference between the A-weighted sound exposure levels for those 

aircraft used in the Integrated Noise Model (INM), which is dte basis for the 10-15 dB 
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difference stated on p. 344 of the EIR. The Advisory Circular and INM show different 

noise levels for the two aircraft because the data used for the Circular 36-3F figures were 

based on different operational flight prcx:edures for the aircraft. 1he B-727 data used in 

Circular 36-3F were estimated from certification tests in which the airplane used a 

significant power cutback near the takeoff measurement point to enable it to comply with 

Part 36 Stage 2 requirements (this cutback is not used in nonnal operation conditions.) 

The MD-80 data used in Circular 36-3F were obtained using full take-off power. In 

contrast, the data used in the INM are based on normal airline operational prcx:edures (full 

takeoff power) for both airplanes, resulting in the 10-15 dB typical difference. (The use of 

full takeoff power as the basis for the noise levels in the INM is similar to the "sideline" 

noise measurement referred to by Ole commenter.) Therefore, the 10-15 dB typical 

difference stated on p. 344 of the EIR is correct. 

The EIR impacts analysis states (p. 339) that runway use, the locations of generalized 

flight tracks, and flight track use are assumed to be the same in 1996 and 2006 as in 1990. 

Therefore, the increased 300 flights per day in 2006 under the SFIA Master Plan are 

expected to follow the generalized flight tracks shown in Figure 19 of the EIR. ('The 

majority of the increased flights would not end up over San Francisco, as one commenter 

asserts.) However, it is incorrect to assume that all aircraft would follow the flight tracks 

in Figure 19, and that aircraft that did not follow those tracks would not be following 

established procedures. Figure 19 shows generalized flight tracks developed on the basis 

of the wide corridors of paths that aircraft actually follow. The flight tracks used by 

aircraft departing the Airport are within the exclusive controJ of the FAA. (See also 

pp. C&R.197-201 regarding flight tracks, pp. C&R.201-203 regarding FAA control over 

takeoffs, pp. C&R.203-208 for a discussion of runway use, and pp. C&R.299-300 

regarding mitigation of single-event noise impacts.) 

Health Impacts of Qverfli2\Jts 

Comments 

"Sleep disturbance is shown in the appendices-· but is ginn nry little discussion in the 

EIR. 1his is a very real concern for the residents of Pacifica. Because of the very low 

background noise levels in Pacifica at night (hourly average noise levels are usually 40 dBA or 

lower) the overflight of the aircraft (with noise levels of 55 to 80+ dBA) can disturb many 

C&R.248 



residents. As seen in the EIR Appendix C (Figures 10, and 11) s1eep disruption can occur at a 

frequency of 30 to 40 percent when noise levels reach 55 to 70 dBA. Clearly, the increase in 

overflight associated with the project will cause considerable sleep disruption in Pacifica on 

a regular basis. Why was this impact shown in the Appendix as a matter of general 

knowledge, but not thoroughly analyzed in the EIR? Is it not common knowledge that 

nighttime and early morning noise levels are the most annoying to people? 

"The definitions of CNEL and Ldn clearly acknowledge this when they penalize (by adding a 10 

dB A penaJty) noise levels between the hours of 10 p.m. and 7 am." (Fred Howard, Pacifica 

Noise Abatement Committee) 

" .. .I agree with the 'Airport Noise Committee's' objections to the Draft: ... 

"3. The impact of single event overflights has to be fully disclosed and evaluated: The health 
risks of four 70 db overflights in the course of sleeping hours for example; disturbed sleep 
is stressful as much as intem1pted sleep. What does hundreds of overflights do to children's 
learning concentration and development? ... 

"These flaws must be addressed in any Draft to make it acceptable." (David Deakin) 

Response 

As explained above, there are considerable differences in how people are affected by 

single-event noise. Factors such as the type of noise heard, time of day, orientation of the 

receptor relative to the noise source, reduction provided by the structure if the people are 

indoors, and individua1s' sensitivity (as well as other factors) influence the effects of 

single-event noise on people. 

Appendix C incJudes an extensive discussion of noise and its effects on people (referenced 

on p. 153 of the EIR). The information from that discussion, together with the information 

in the EIR, facilitate an understanding of the types of effects that single-event noise will 

have on iodividua1s who experience it For example, Appendix C Figure 10 in the 

diSCtLSsion of Noise and its Effect on Peop]e shows the probability of a noise-induced sleep 

change as a function of sound exposure levels. Tables 50 and 51 of the EIR (p. 336-337) 

show the number of nighttime arriva1s and departures of particular aircraft that are expected 

to occur in 1996 and 2006, and Table C-8 (p. A.56, Appendix C) shows maximum sound 

exJK)sure leveJs from these aircraft. By application of these figures, it is possible to 
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determine the effects that single-event noise occuning in 1996 and 2006 will have on sleep 

changes. 

Impacts of Capacity Constraints 

Comment 

"Table J-2 in the Appenclix shows that more operations will take place during sensitive evening 

and nighttime hours due to airficld capacity constraints. By 2006, a 31 % increa.5e in night flights 

is expected to occur 25% of the time. 1his points to impacts which are the result of capacity 

problems, but which are not further analyzed, and for which no mitigations are proposed ... " 

(Timothy Treacy, Airport Noise Committee) 

Reswnse 

The conclusions of the EIR's anaJysis of potential capacity constraints (pp. 335 and 338, 

and Appendix J) were that such constraints could result in increa.5es in evening and 

nighttime operations, but that most (at least 86 percent) of the time, the resulting increases 

in cumulative noise levels would not be perceptible. It was also concluded that during the 

most adverse weather conclitions, which occur about 6 percent of the time, the potential 

increases in evening and nighttime flights could result in an increase in the size of the 1996 

and 2006 CNEL contours (EIR p. 338). ('Th.is conclusion wa.5 based on the assumption 

that the adverse weather conditions would occur over the entire 24-hour pericxl. Adverse 

weather conditions at SFIA would more likely occur over shorter period.s./151) 

Given the small percentage of the time in which substantial increa.5es in evening and 

nighttime flights would occur, the CNEL contours devcloped for the EIR do not reflect 

increased evening or nighttime operations as a result of capacity constraints. 
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BACKBLAST NOISE 

Adeguacy of CNEL as Descriptor of "Noise Prob1em" 

Comments 

"We [Peninsula litigation Coalition] take exception to the fact that in the·DEIR they are using 

the CNEL metric as a measure of the noise that emanates from the airport. The CNEL metric is 

an insensitive measure of noise impact and noise annoyance. It attempts to deal with separate 

events by mathematically converting them into an equivalent steady state noise level. 

"If the true noise signature of SF1A was steady state, the CNEL would still not adequately reflect 

the impact on the surrounding popu1ation. As established, the CNEL filters out the preponderant 

low frequencies which characterize the tailpipe noise of departing aircraft. The failure to record 

these low frequencies promotes the illusion that the major noise problem - namely, back.blast, is 

no problem." (Duane Spence, Peninsula Litigation Coalition) 

" ... CNEL is almost a meaningless criteria for most of Burlingame and Millbrae. It is a single 

event back.blast and take off issue that concerns the Ioca1 community." (David Few) 

"Page 161: 

"The major noise impact from SFIA, backblast, is artificially diminished by the use of 

inappropriate metrics in Figure 20. CNEL contours are generated from noise monitor data that 

use the A-weighted sound spectrum. The monitors are designed to filter out the low frequencies 

that dominate the backblast spectrum. Furthermore, as is well known, the CNEL metric is 

extremely insensitive to changes in single event noise and number of flights. It is meaningless to 

cite the CNEL as the measure of backblast impact ... 

.. Page 167, Noise Abatement Program: 

"The 27 monitors are positioned and aimed to record overflight noise, not on-airport generated 

back.blast. They all use the A-weighted sound spectrum and thereby further ignore back.blast 

events by not recording the low frequencies." (Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition) 

Response 

The CNEL contours developed for the EIR were ca1culated using the the A-weighted sound 

level metric (A-weighted decibels, or d.BA). As noted in Appendix C of the EIR (in the 
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report "Description of Noise and Its Effects on People"), the A-weighting de-emphasizes 

low frequency sounds. The A-weighting is described in the California Noise Standards 

(Section 5001.(m)) as modifying" ... the frequency response ... to account approximately 

for the frequency characteristics of the human ear."/16/ 

Back.blast noise, described on p. 165 of the EIR as " ... characterized by a lower frequency 

and an increase in perceived rumble," is known to cause more house vibration and rattle 

than that associated with overflight noise of the same A-weighted sound level. Houses 

"respond" to low-frequency backblast noise in a way that enhances the human perception 

of these sounds. 

It is correct that the noise monitors operated by SFIA use the A-weighted sound level as 

the basis for measurement. The use of such monitors is in accordance with Section 5080.3 

of the State Noise Standards./16/ 

According to SFIA Administration staff, the question of whether the 'A' weighted noise 

metric is inappropriate was addressed by the Airport's Consultants, Tracor Applied 

Sciences, in their 1987 study, Investigation of lbw Frequency Noise From Departures on 

Runways OJL and OJR at San Francisco IntemationalAirport./111 The report concluded 

that the results of the study did not justify a change from the A-weighted noise metric in 

aircraft noise monitoring, because, while the A-weighting underestimated loudness (by 

about 4 dB), it adequately represented perceived noise levels. (''Loudness" refers to the 

human judgement of intensity of a sound; "perceived noise level" refers to a subject 

assessment of the perceived "noisiness" of aircraft noise.) A copy of this report is available 

for public review at the SFIA Noise Abatement Offices. 

As discussed on pp. 163 and 165 of the EIR, the topography of the exposed neighborhoods 

in Millbrae and Burlingame (where backblast noise is principally heard) prevents those 

neighborhoods from benefitting from the ground attenuation Oesseoing) of noise that is 

assumed in the calculation of CNEL. The calcu1ation of CNEL in those neighborhoods 

was therefore adjusted for the EIR, to more accurately reflect noise levels there (see pp. 

C&R.258-259 herein for a discuss.ion of this adjustment). 

Ni shown on Figure 21, p. 162 of theEIR, Monitors 8-11 in Burlingame and Millbrae are 

located behind Runways IL and IR, in the general areas where the backblast noise from 
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departures on Runways 1 is heard. The specific locations of noise monitors must meet the 

requirements of Section 5072 of the State Noise Standard.sit 6/ 

A discussion of the CNa metric with relation to single-event noise is on pp. C&R.228-

233 herein. 

Historical Shift in Runway Use 

Comments 

"As to noise, we are very concerned that the trend is toward increased backblast single event 

noise, particularly for people of Millbrae ... 

''There is on Page 157, Table 18, showing a percentage of departures on Runway 1 increasing 

from 75 percent to 87 percent. And this increases the backblast noise in Millbrae and 

surrounding communities. We are very concerned that fuis noise is not measured and not 

mitigated and that there is a shift in airport noise because of that, because it is a shift away from 

the noise that is measured within the 65 CNEL." 

"Table 18, page 157, shows the percentages of departures on Runway 1 increasing from 75.3% in 

1985 to 87.4% in 1989. Obviously, this increases the backblast noise in Millbrae. Can this trend 

be explained; and is it necessary that residents be subjected to such a high percentage of 

departures which generate the single-event backblast noise? lhis is a shift in aiiport noise, 

something opposed by the Airport Round Table." (Janet Fogarty, Mayor of Millbrae) 

"FAA Crosswind Criteria for Departures on Runways 1. The text should include a section that 

explains the FAA's rationale for changing the crosswind component for Runways 1 departures, 

from 15 knots to 20 knots, and indicate how this change has increased the number of Runways 1 

departures and, therefore, has increased the backblast noise prob1em." (Raymond Miller, C/CAG) 

"Table 18, page 157, shows the percentage of departures on Runway 1 increasing from 75.3% in 

1985 to 87.4% in 1989. Obviously, this increases the backblast noise in Millbrae. Is it necessary 

that residents be subjected to such a high percentage of departures which generate the 

single-event backblast noise? lhis is a shift in airport noise, contrary to pronouncements by the 

Airport Round Table." (Robert Treseler, City of Millbrae) 
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"The backblast noise into the hillside communities of Hillsborough, Millbrae, and Burlingame, 

although a continuing problem for years, has become the major problem of on-airport generated 

noise since the operational pattern of SFIA was shifted from 67% runway 1 departures to 95% or 

more (see enclosures). 1his has had the effect of shifting overflight (measured) noise from the 

gap cities to (unmeasured) backblast noise in the hillside communities behind runway 1. [The 

following is from the summary attached to enclosures showing air carrier departures:] 

"Director's Reports for January, February, May and September 1990: 

"Documentation to show Runways 1 usage at or above 91 %. 

"Runway usage summary: 

"Shows increase of Runways 1 departures from 1972 through 1977. 

"Net results: 

''66% (all departures) used Runways 1 in 1972 mli1 over 91 % in 1990. 

"Not only 91 %, but the total number of operations has grown. Thus the number of Runways 1 

departures has changed by a factor of 2-3 times more than in 1972. 

"Such shifting of noise is in direct violation of the 'Airport Noise Variance Action Plan' 12.8.2, 
Condition I, B(3)d which states that unJess increased use of the Shoreline Departure is made a 

part of the action plan, the communities behind runways 1 will continue to be severely impacted. 

The present use of the Shoreline Departure has fallen to a negligible 0.3% of total departures." 

(Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition) 

"The DEIR states that 75 percent of departures used Runways 1 Left and 1 Right in 1985, and 

today between 90 and 95 percent use Runways 1, resulting in backblast into the hillside 

communities. The shift of departure operations on to Runways 1 has effectively shifted 

measured overllight noise to unmeasured backblast noise. In spite of this noise shift, SFIA is 

still out of compliance with the state noise standards, and judging by the expamion plans 

presented, there is no indication that they ever will be in compliance .... " (Duane Spence, 

Peninsula Litigation Coalition) 
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Response 

As cited in the SFIA Joint Land Use Study, Runways IL and IR have historically been the 

preferential runways for departures. "The purpose of the preferential runway use program 

is to provide for maximum overwater operation in order to minize overflight of the 

surrounding communities.''/18/ The preferential use of Runways 10 for departures during 

c.ertain nighttime hours was established in the Airport Noise Mitigation Action Plan, which 

incorporated the resu1ts of the Joint Land Use Study ./19/ 

The FAA, by order of Lyn Helms, FAA Administraior (Order No. 8400.9, November 9, 

1981) established the nationwide runway crosswind component criteria as 20 knots/20/ 

According to SFIA staff, the purpose of that order is to set safety and operational criteria 

which must be followed in the evaluation and/or approval of runway uses. 

The increase in Runway 1 departures from 1985 to 1989 is indicated in Table 18, p. 157 of 

the EIR, but there has been no increase in back.blast noise over this same period. State law 

(California Noise Standards, 1itle 21) requires SFIA to file quarterly noise reports. The 

San Francisco International Airport CNEL Quarter! y Reports October I , 19 85 through 

December 31, 1985 and October 1, 1990through December 31, 1990 measured noise 

levels at four relevant remote monitoring stations (RMS 8,9,10 and 11). Backblast noise 

levels decreased by 0.3 to 4.1 dBA. During the same period, these reports indicate that 

Stage 3 aircraft operations, as a portion of total operations, increased 25 percent 

(See pp. C&R.251-253 herein for a discussion of the extent to which CNEL, and the A­

weighted noise level, measure backblast noise.) 

The documentation of runway use from 1972 through 1977 provided by the commenter 

matches information on (1977) runway use in the Joint Land Use Study (it is not known 

whether the documentation matches actual use in previous years)./18/ 1be Director's 

Reports refem:d to by the commenter are Airport/Community Rouodtable reports (prepared 

by the SFIA Noise Abatement staff) of monthly runway use for November and December 

1989 and March and Ju]y 1990121/ The information on runway use from these various 

sourc.es show a trend toward increased use of Runways IL and IR for departure, from 

about 62 percent in the mid-1970s to over 90 percent in late 1989 and 1990. 
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1his information is consistent with the runway use trends shown in the EIR. The historical 

runway uses shown in Table 18 on p. 157 of the EIR represent annual use by all air carrier 

aircraft, over all daytime and nighttime hours. As shown in Table 18, about 87 percent of 

all departing air carrier aircraft used Runways IL and IR in 1989. Page 158 of the EIR 

discusses the use of Runways 28L and 28R and 1 OL and 1 OR for departing aircraft. 

It is correct thaI the number of air carrier (and total) aircraft operations has increased since 

the 1970s, and that the number of aircraft departures on Runways IL and IR has increased. 

By use of historical aircraft operations and runway use statistics, it is possible to estimate 

that in 1977, there were about 93,740 air carrier aircraft departures on Runways IL and 

1RJ18/ By use of information on pp. 24 and 157 of the EIR, it is estimated that in 1989. 

there were about 132,200 air carrier aircraft departures on Runways IL and IR. The 

increase in departures on Runways IL and IR was about 41 percent, not 2-3 times, as the 

commenter suggests. (Statistics from 1972 cannot be compared directly to 1989 because 

the runway use figures are for all aircraft, not just air carrier aircraft However, the number 

of air carrier aircraft operations in 1972 was just just 4,000 ~ than in 1977 )18/) 

It is not known what the 1982 "Airport Noise Variance Action Plan" mentioned by the 

commenter is121/ As discussed on p. C&R.262 herein, the first Airport Noise Variance 

was granted in July 1982. The Airport Noise Mitigation Action Plan, published in 1981, 

does include the increased use of the Visual Shoreline Departure as a mitigation 

measureJ19/ Use of the Shoreline Departure has decreased from 1980 to 1989 (from about 

1 O percent to about 1 percent of air carrier aircraft departures) because of the greater use of 

Runways IL and IR for departures and the use of the Shoreline Departure when it is 

"suitable for the intended direction of flight" (which it would not be for B-747 aircraft 

heading to Asia)JI8/ 

1he response to comments regarding SFIA compliance with the State Noise Standards is 

on pp. C&R.262-265 herein. 
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Affected Areas 

Comments 

"I am a resident of the Ray Park area in north Burlingame, and, in the current environment, really 

feel the effect of two things -- first of all, the backblast from flights taking off over the bay, and 

especially-- I believe it's Runway 19 takeoffs which occur in times of bad weather. And I think 

those pilots use El Camino as their guiding path down the Peninsula. It's hard to imagine the 

noise being much worse than it is right now, quite frankly. It depends, of course, and the 

weather - impacts the severity of the problem." (Jack Hickethier) 

"The DEIR avoids discussing the major noise problems of SFIA, which are back.blast noise and 

single event impacts. The hillside communities which suffer the most impact from exhaust 

noise of departing aircraft are Hillsborough, Millbrae, and Burlingame. 

"The town of Hillsborough shou1d be included when discussing impacted cities, e.g. pages 165 

and 166. It is not cited in the DEIR as being impacted, yet, table C-8, page A.56 of the appendix 

shows single event noise levels of 107 dB at monitor location 13 in Hillsborough. 1his monitor 

is located about 4 miles from the airport, and is not subject to overflight noise, just 

backblast . .. ) 

"Page 161: 

" .. .In truth, the amphitheater effect of the hills behind runways l, as well as the fact that low 

frequencies are not attenuated by the atmosphere, cause significant annoyance 6 to 8 miles from 

the runway IL and IR departure thresholds." (Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition) 

Response 

Backblast noise is addressed in the EIR on pp. 163, 165, and 344. On p. 165 of the EIR, it 

is noted that'" ... backblast is heard principally in the cities of Millbrae and Burlingame, 

which are located behind Runways IL and IR." Information on calculated CNEL values 

and maximum sound exposure levels at the remote monitoring stations ( on pp. 342 and 

A.56 of the EIR) shows that the station in Hillsborough (No. 13) experiences cumu1ative 

and single-event noise levels substantially lower than the levels calcu1ated for the stations 

in Millbrae, and Burlingame (Nos. 8-11). Although the location of Hillsborough relative to 

C&R.257 



the Airport suggests that it does experience backblast noise, Hillsborough is not mentioned 

in the list of cities affected because of the lower cumulative noise levels experienced. 

The incorporation of terrain into the calculation of CNEL values (to reflect backblast 

heard/felt near SF1A) is discussed on pp. C&R.258-259 herein. 

As shown on p. 157 oftheEIR, Runways 19L and 19R were used for 0.3 percent of all 

aircraft departures in 1989. Because of the configuration of SFIA's runways, Runways 19L 

and 19R are used only when absolutely necessary (probably during bad weather, as the 

commenter states). Implementation of the SFIA Master Plan would not result in a change 

in this use of Runways 19L and 19R for departures. 

Adiustment to CNEL Contours 

Comment 

"Burlingame, along with several other cities, asked that the Draft EIR address the issue of 

backblast noise. 1his noise is very low frequency noise. In some cases it cannot be heard but 

can be felt. Because of its low frequency much of this kind of noise is not reflected in a CNEL 

measurement. In fact the effects of backblast noise are difficult to identify. 

"The Draft EIR document did address backblast. The noise contours for Millbrae and 

Burlingame were adjusted by .9 dBA CNEL to reflect the impact of this type of noise. Toe 

report, however, failed to address any mitigations. The report contained no documentation of 

how the .9 dBA figure was determined to be the appropriate amount Toe method used to arrive 

at the backblast impact should be documented." (Dennis Argyres, City of Burlingame) 

Resoome 

A discussion of the low-frequency characteristics of backblast noise and their relation to 

the CNEL metric is on pp. C&R.251-253 herein. A discussion of mitigation measures to 

address backblast noise is on pp. C&R.287-289, 291-293 herein. 

Page 163 of the EIR notes the adjustment made to the Integrated Noise Model to improve 

the representation of the backb1ast noise from takeoffs on Runways lL and lR. The 

adjustment to the INM was not 0.9 d.BA, as the commenter suggests; p. 163 states that the 
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difference between calculated and measured CNEL values after the adjustment \V8.S 

0.9 dBA The adjuslment to the model increased CNEL values by about 13 dBA. 

To document the basis for making the adjustment to the computer model, the second 

bulleted item on p. 163 of the EIR is revised as follows (revisions are underlined, deletions 

are indicated by brackeLs): 

At stations 8-11, located in Millbrae and Burlingame, the calculated CNEL values 
are 0.9 dBA higher on average than the measured values. The difference would be 
greater without a modification to the Integrated Noise Model .(!NM} to improve its 
representation of the "back blast" from takeoffs on Runways IL and IR [ ] . 
.(Without the modification the calculated CNEL values would be about 13 dB lower 
than the measured values.) The modification involved removing the exc.ess ground 
attenuation in the model, which is inappropriate to this tenain, and changes to the 
INM computer program algorithm representing the noise during takeoff ground roll. 
These changes were based on data obtained by Tracor (in ilS investigation of Iow­
fregency noise at SFIA) and on data on noise radiation over water in Boston.Oa,7b/ 

The following end notes are inserted after note n I on p. 170 of the EIR: 

naJ Connor, T. Investigation of Aircraft Departure Noise in Community Areas Behind 
Runways lL and lR at San Francisco International Airport, Tracor Doc. T86-01-
952IU, October 1986. 

/7b/ Kestennor, et al., Investigation of Low Frequency Noise From Departures on 
Runways 1L and lR at San Francisco International Airport, Tracor Project 076-439 
(-01), February 1987. 

Impacl.S 

Comments 

"Low-Frequency Noise (]3ackb}ast) ImpaclS. The low-frequency noise or backblast problem has 

been well documented by people in the community and by the frequency-band analyses 

conducted by CAL1RANS and by 1RACOR several years ago. While acknowledged in Section 

III of the DEIR (Environmental Setting), there is only a mention of a possible reduction in 

impact, as measured in CNEL, in Section IV. We know more than this about low-frequency 

noise impacts." (Roger Chinn, Airport/Community Rourultable) 
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Resoonse 

As indicated in the EIR, p. 344, the forecast change in backb1ast noise from 1990 to 1996 

and 2006 for Stations 8 and 11 is an average reduction of 3.4 dBA in 1996 and 6.5 dBA in 

2006. ''Titls reduction is due to the reduction in the number of takeoffs by Stage 2 aircraft, 

in particular the Boeing 727 and 737~100 and 200. Their contribution to the total backblast 

noise at SFIA is greater than that of any other aircraft type." 

As discussed on p. C&R259 herein, the analysis of backblast impacts in the EIR is based 

on srudies ofbackbJast noise at SFlA, including the work by Tracor mentioned by the 

commenter. 

NOISE REGULATIONS 

Comments 

"San Francisco International AilJ)OI1 Noise Variance. The text should include a section on the 

Airport's noise variance from the State of California Noise Standards that explains why a 

variance is required and includes the content of the current variance, which was approved by the 

State Division of Aeronautics in November of 1986, and is still in effect. 'Th.is section should 

also indicate that even with the expected decrease in noise and the shrinking of the 65 dB CNEL 

contour, the Airport will still need a variance in 2006." (Raymond Miller, CJCAG) 

" .. .It appears as though the standards set by the current Variance for SAA will become .tbe 

operating standard instead of reducing the need for the Variance itself. SFIA would need a 

Variance in 2006 to operate under the proposed methods of operation contained in the Master 

Plan." (George Foscardo, City of San Bruoo) 

"SF1A has a variance granted by the State of California because the airport does not comply with 

the noise standards established by the state for airports. The Draft EIR did not address the noise 

variance and how the increase in activity would affect the ability of SAA to meet these state 

standards in the future. The document should describe the state standards assuming 

implementa!ion of the master plan and shou1d include an analysis of whether these standards 

can/will be met in the future. If a variance is going to continue to be required, will it be the 

same, greater or less? ... " (Dennis Atgyres, Ory of Burlingame) 
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" ... The fact tha1 a Variance will continue to be needed under the proposed Master Plan should 

also be addressed directly and adds further justification for provision of additional mitigation 

programs." (Wendy Cosio, City of Pacifica) 

"The subject of the Variance under which the Airport is operating is tteated very lightly. We feel 

the DEIR is deficient without discussion of the State Aeronautics Act requirement for zero noise 

impact by 1986; and Variance requirements which include the airport proprietor taking bona fide 

measures to achieve the noise standards. It appears that the Variance would be needed at least 

through 20Cl6, even with quieter aircraft, except perhaps for the no project alternative. We 

suggest tha1 the inability of the Airport to operate within State law, without a Variance, is a 

significant impact that merits discussion and mitigation. An appropriate mitigation could be 

commitment to accelerated noise insuJation programs for all impacted dwellings as a bona fide 

measure." (Janet Fogarty, Mayor, and Robert Treseler, City of Millbrae, letter of 9/6/91, and 

/anet Fogarty, public hearing of 8/27191) 

"Toe Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) not only is important to the California 

Environ.mental Quality Act (CEQA) process, but the proposed mitigation actions could be made 

a part of the Airport's current Variance application that is pending before the California 

Department of Transp:Jrtation (CALTRANS), Division of Aeronautics (DOA). Toe matter of the 

Variance is presently under consideration by the Roundtable." (Roger Chinn, 

Airport/Community Roundtable) 

"In conclusion, the airport is not now in compliance with state noise standards. Toe airport has 

consistently stated that its basic goal is compliance with the State Noise Standards with a priority 

for the reduction of noise impacts by on-airport actions. Judging by the proposed expansion of 

operations and facilities and the lack of mitigating measures, it is not obvious that they could 

ever achieve compliance in the future ... 

"Page 168: Stage 2 phaseout: 

"The FAA will allow 4 years beyond the 100% compliance date of the year 20Cl0--this should be 

mentioned. On page 338, the year 2006 is mentioned for 96% compliance. 1his is inconsistent 

"1be maximum sideline noise of 103 dB as of 1993 is actually higher than the SFIA level of 102 

dB which was proposed and then withdrawn in 1212.. It is of interest to note the following 

comments regarding maximum noise limits made by Federal authorities: 
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"Department of Transportation, FAA letter from Clark Onstead, OtiefCounsel, dated January 

.l2HQ concerning the Joint Land Use Study: 

We are also aware of the fact that SFO attempted to establish a maximum noise limit 
based on AC 36-3 several months ago, but gave up the effort when the airlines objected. I 
continue to think this decision was premature.' 

"Aviation Monitor, June 22, 1979 

'It may be especially significant to note that both the Bakes CAB letter and the Wesler 
FAA letter have singled out one example of a noise control use restriction.' 

' ... an airport might decide to limit anivals between the hours 11:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. to 
aircraft types which create a noise level of no more than 98 EPNdB under Part 36 test 
procedures at the Part 36 approach reference local.ion. Similarly, departures might be 
restricted to aircraft type which create a noise level of no more than 89 EPNdB under the 
departure procedures .. .In this manner the local airport operator can decide which aircraft 
will be permitted to operate and which will be banned.'" (Duane Spence, Airport 
Mitigation Coalition) 

Resoonse 

The EIR does include a discussion of the State Noise Standards and the current SFIA noise 

variance on p. 166. In order to provide more detail on the current variance, the last three 

paragrapru; on p. 166 of the EIR are replaced with the following: 

The State of California Noise Standards established by the California Department of 
Transportation specifically prohibit an airport proprietor from operating an airport 
within California if the noise impact area at the airport exceeds zero, unless the 
airport proprietor has been granted a variance from the law (California Code of 
Regulations, Title 21, Division 2.5, Chapter 6). From December 31, 1980 until 
December 31, 1985, California law established 70 d.BA CNEL as the maximum 
standard for areas impacted by airport noise; as of January 1, 1986 that ceiling was 
lowered to 65 dBA, CNEL. 

SFIA is in compliance with the State Noise Law. However, because SFIA has 
exceeded the maximum noise ceiling set by these standards since January 1, 1978 in 
areas oear the Airport. it has been required to obtain successive variances from those 
ceilings to continue operations. The first of these variances was granted on July 8, 
1982 and the second was granted on November 25, 1986. The second variance was 
extended on October 19, 1989 upon the request of SFIA, and further extended on 
September 19, 1990 at the request of the Airport/Community Roundtable. The 
Roundtable requested the extension because the SFIA Master Plan and this EIR, 
when completed, could produce informal.ion and mitigal.ion measures that could be 
incorporated into a new variance. 

C&R.262 



The 1986 variance contains specific requirements that SFIA make continued progress 
towards the date when it will be in full compliance with the requirements of the State 
Noise Standards. Among the conditions of the variance are 1) the use of the goals, 
objectives and recommendations of the 1980 Joint Land Use Study as the framework 
for mitigation; 2) implementation of the Allport Noise Mitigation Action Plan 
( descn'bed on p. 167); and 3) participation in sound insulation programs and the 
investigation of certain noise abatement actions.nc/ 

The following end note is inserted after note /7/ on p. 170 of the EIR: 

/7c/ Noise Variance for San Francisco International Aiiport, granted by California 
Department of Traru.portation, November 25, 1986. 

According to SFIA Administration staff, compliance with the variance as well as the 

Airport Noise Regulation are both expected to result in a coru.iderable decrease in the 

number of impacted (uninsulated) dwelling units within the 65 CNEL contow by the year 

2000. These objectives are expected to result with or without the SFlA Master Plan. 

However, if there continue to be impacted dwelling units within the 65 CNEL contow in 

2006, the Allport will continue to require a variance from the State noise standards. 

Page 347 of the EIR notes that" ... SFIA would continue to be required to operate under a 

variance granted by the Department of l'ra.mportation." 

Pages 333-351 of the EIR discuss the noise impaels of the proposed SFIA Master Plan; pp. 

346-347 summarize the aircraft noise impa~. It is noted lhat 1) cumulative and single­

event noise levels under the project would decrease at almost all locations (and, on p. 343, 

that any increases in noise levels would not be perceptible to most people); 2) these noise 

levels would also decrease without the project; and 3) the increase in flights allowed by the 

project ''would have virtually no effect on cumulative noise levels" as measured by CNEL 

Although SFIA would still be required to operate under a variance, the continued need for 

the variance cannot be attributed specifically to the project, as travel using SFIA would 

increase even wilh none of the proposed new facilities (see the No-Project Alternative, 

Variant 1, pp. 440-456 of the EIR). Because people would continue to be affected 

adversely by operation of the Aiiport in 1996 and 2006, mitigation measures have been 

identified on pp. 424 and 425 of the EIR. 
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The inclusion of these mitigation measures as conditions of the new variance is a decision 

that is made by the State Di vision of Aeronautics under the provisions of the State Noise 

Standards, and as such, is not within the scope of this EIR. 

The Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 provides that no person may operate a Stage 2 

aircraft after December 31, 1999110/ Waivers may be granted to permit operation of 15 

percent of an air carrier's fleet at Stage 2 levels through the year 2000 if such a waiver is 

found to be in the public interest. 

In addition, the SFIA Noise Abatement Regulation, adopted in February 1988, as amended 

in June, 1991, requires that beginning Jan. 1, 2000, 100 percent of the operator's operations 

at SFIA must be performed using Stage 3 aircraftll l, 121 

The SFIA regulation requires a transition to Stage 3 aircraft sooner than the federal 

regu]ations require. The SFIA regulation was written and promulgated prior 10 the Airport 

Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 and is protected under a 'grandfathering' clause. 

The CNEL contours for 1996 and 2006 (on pp. 340 and 345 of the EIR) were developed on 

the basis of assumptions regarding the percentage of Stage 3 aircraft that would be 

operating at SFIA. At the time the CNEL contours were deveJoped, regulations for the 

implementation of the Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 had not been promulgated, 

and SFIA had not amended its Noise Regulation. As noted on p. 3 39 of the EIR, "If the 

phaseout of Stage 2 aircraft [by 2000] is implemented ... there would be no Stage 2 aircraft 

serving SFIA in 2006 ... [and] the CNEL contours shown in this section would probably 

be about one dBA smaller than forecast." (An update to the EIR text on pp. 338-33910 

reflect the recent federal and SFIA regulatory developments is shown on pp. C&R.210-211 

herein.) 

The measure of 103 referred to on p. 168 of the EIR refers to EPNL (Effective Perceived 

Noise Level) dB, not dBA The EPNL metric contains a pure tone penalty algorilhm that 

is not present in lhe SEL metric and the EPNL mettic weights low frequency noise more 

heavily than does the A-frequency-weighted SEL. Therefore, the EPNL measure tends to 

be a more conservative metric which results in a higher number than the SEL 

measurement 

C&R.264 



According to Airport staff, the EPNL metric was used for the maximum sideline noise 

measurement in order to exclude many more noisy aircraft from the Airpon. Use of the 

more liberal SEL measure would have exciuded only the noisiest aircraft, such as the BAC 

Concorde. 

The measure of 102 dB referred to by the commenter should be referred to as 102 dBA. 

N01ES - Aircraft Noise Setting and Impacts 

/1/ U.S. Department of TransJX)nation, Air Carrier Traffic Statistics Monthly, 1991. 

fl/ Federal Aviation Administration, FAA Aviation Forecasts, Fiscal Years 1990-2001, March 
1990. 

/3/ Fede:ra] Aviation Administration, Report to Congress, Status of the U.S. Stage 2 
Commercial Fleet, August 1989. 

/4/ McClenahan, James, Assistant Air Traffic Manager, San Francisco International Airpon, 
telephone conversation, March 2, 1992. 

/5/ Landrum & Brown, Air Space Element, California Aviation System Plan, prepared for the 
California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, August 31, 1991. 

/6/ Federal Aviation Administration, Airman's Information Manual, 1990. 

nt Weinum, Chuck, Assistant Manager of Plans and Programs, Bay TRAC ON, telephone 
conversation, March 13, 1992. 

/8/ 49 U.S.C.A. Section 1305 (a)(l). 

/9/ Dyer, Richard G., Airport Environmental Specialist, California Department of 
Tra~JX)rtation, Division of Aeronautics, telephone conversation, February 26, 1992. 

/10/ 49 U.S.C. App. Section 2125 et seq. 

/11/ San Francisco Airports Commission, Resolution No. 88-0016, January 22, 1988; 
Resolution 91-0099, June 4, 1991. 

/I'll San Francisco International Airport CNEL Quarterly Report, April 1 1991, to 
June 30, 1991, "Summary ofStatisticaJ Infonnation," Item 7. 

/13/ Casey, John, Avmark, Inc., telephone conversation with SFIA staff, February 1992. 

/14/ Costas, John, San Francisco lntemationaJ AiJport. letter, March 9, 1992. 
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/15/ Based on ESA review of National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration monthly 
summaries for 1990. 

/16/ California Administrative Code, 1itle 21, Section 5CMX), et seq., as amended. 

/17/ Tracor Applied Sciences, Investigation of Low Frequency Noise From Departures on 
Runways Oil and OJR at San Francisco International Airport, Project No. 076439 (-01), 
February, 1987. 

/18/ Joint Powers Board, Joint Land Use Study, Final Technical Report, March 1980. 

/19/ San Francisco International Airport. Airport Noise Mitigation Action Plan (AN MAP), April 
7, 1981. 

/'2D/ Federal Aviation Administration Order No. 8400.9, November 9, 1981. 

/21/ Carbone, Dave, City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County, staff to 
the Airport/Community Roundtable, telephone conversation, March 11, 1992. 
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AIRCRAFT NOISE MITIGATION 

Toe Notes for this section begin on p. C&R.312. 

SUGGESTED MITIGATION MEASURES 

Air Traffic flow Control 

Comment 

"Add a separate mitigation measure that indicates the FAA will use air traffic flow control as a 

noise abatement measure to ensure large numbers of aircraft will not anive [ at] or depart the 

airport at the same time." (Raymond Mil1er, C/CAG) 

"We agree with the Airport Land Use Commission's (ALUC) comment that the Draft EIR should 

address air traffic flow control by ~e FAA as a noise mitigation measure to reduce noise impacts 

and to analyze the feasibility of a curfew or mandatory preferential runway use during the 

nighttime hours to reduce noise impacts." (Leslie Carmichael, City of Poster City) 

Reswnse 

According to SFIA Administration staff, air traffic flow control is a Federal Aviation 

Administration (FAA) procedure developed and use.d nationally to reduce the acceptance 

rate of aircraft landing at airports in instrument flight conditions. All air traffic aniving at 

or departing SFIA, from or to any destination, is under the direct control of the FAA 

Oak1and Center, which initiates "gateholds" for all airports .in Northern California and most 

of Nevada The object of the system is to insure proper spacing of aircraft in flight. 

Extended use of flow control results in air traffic arrival delays for in-bound aircraft, 

especially when conditions require such techniques late at night. 

Toe use of air traffic flow controJ would not mitigate noise impacts around SFIA because it 

would not reduce the number of flights using the Airport, or affect the paths used by 

arriving and departing aircraft. Thus, it is not appropriate to include air traffic flow control 

in the EIR as a mitigation measure. 

The limits on SFI.A's authority to regulate the use of air traffic control procedures are 

discussed on p. C&R.280 herein. 
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Curfew I Controls on Niehttime Qperations 

Comments 

" ... Mitigations by the airport to address the impact of single event noise and increases in single 

event noise shouJd be included through such programs as expanded insuJation programs and 

operational and navigational adjustments such as runway assignments, reciprocal curfews for 

some destinations or curfews on some operations." (Dennis Argyres, City of Burlingame). 

"The text shouJd analyze the feasibility of a nighttime cwfew on airport operations and the 

feasibility of a mandatory preferential runway use program in the nighttime hours, as an 

alternative to a curfew." (Raymond Miller, C/CAG) 

"Appendix J indicates that nighttime flights can be assumed to increase 25% -- from 129 flights 

per night now to 162 flights per night in the year 2006. Each of the 162 flights would have a 

statistical probability of disturbing the sleep of each residence they fly over. We would like to 

see night flyovers of Pacifica eliminated or at least strictly controlled; as to total per night and 

frequency within any hour. 

"Other airports have been forced to limit the hows of their arriving and departing flights in 

acknowledgment of the problems of aircraft noise at night. .. 

"We suggest that the EIR seriously consider an alternative (which must be environmentally 

superior to the project) that wouJd have hourly flights as shown below (these can be compared to 

Appendix l-2.) 

lli!w: Number of Fliehts 

0000 0 
0100 0 
0200 0 
0300 0 
0400 0 
0500 0 
0600 56 
0700 90 
0800 120 
0900 102 
1000 95 

C&R.268 



1100 
1200 
1300 
1400 
1500 
1600 
1700 
1800 
1900 
2000 
2100 
2200 
2300 
Total 

115 
120 
110 
98 
98 

104 
93 

108 
120 
120 
120 

0 
0 

1,669 

"At the very least, we believe that limits need to be added on night flights. How many are 

acceptable during one hour at 10 p.m.?; at 3 a.m.? As we read the ElR now there are no such 

limits other than the overall limitation on daily CNEL. Such a daily limitation ignores many 

other measures that can reduce the noise impacts of the SFIA Master Plan." (Fred Howard, 

Pacifica Noise Abatement Committee) 

"Pages 335 and A.179: ... Furthermore, the DEIR states that no increase in traffic during the 

evening and nighttime hours, (from 7:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) is expected as a result of the 

expansion plan. If this is to be included as a mitigation measure, then it should be guaranteed 

that no increases in nighttime operations will occur." (Duane Spence, Airpon Mitigation 

Coalitioo) 

Respome 

The San Francisco International Airport Noise Abatement Regulation, adopted in January 

1988 (San Francisco Airports Commission Resolution No. 88-0016), as amended in June 

1991 (San Francisco Airports Commission Resolution No. 91-0099, June 4, 1991) referred 

to by the EIR, p. 168, provides for a nighttime restriction on Stage 2 operations, defined as 

1:00 a.m. to 6:00 a.m. as of January 1, 1989 and extending to 11 :00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. after 

January 1, 1993. As part of the regulation, all airlines operating at SAA have agreed in 

writing to abide by the program to the extent permitted by atmospheric conditions and the 

FAA. The ElR (pp.167-168) addresses current nighttime restrictions on airpon operations, 

including the Regulation, nighttime preferential runway use, and a prohibition of aircraft 

engine run-ups from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. without special permission. 
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SFIA's current restrictions still permit Stage 3 aircraft to operate at night Accordingly, the 

following mitigation measure is inserted after the fifth bulleted item on p. 425 of the EIR: 

Consider developing and implementing additional restrictions on nighttime 
operations by Stage 3 aircraft. Implementing Agencies: SF1A, airlines serving 
SFIA 

The assumption that there wouJd be no increase in the proportion of total operations 

occurring during nighttime hours (stated on p. 335 of the EIR) is not a mitigation measure. 

ResfXJnses to comments regarding aircraft operations assumptions are on pp. C&R.206-208 

herein. 

For responses to comments regarding preferential runway use and expanded sound 

insulation programs, please see pp. C&R.271, 286-287 here:in. 

Mandatory Preferential Runway Use 

Comments 

" ... Mitigations by the aifJX)rt to address the impact of single event noise and increases in single 

event noise should be included through such programs as expanded insulation programs and 

operational and navigational adjustments such as runway assignments, reciprocal curfews for 

some destinations or curfews on some operations.'' (Dennis Argyres, City of Burlingame). 

"The text should analyze the feasibility of a nighttime curfew on airport operations and the 

feasibility of a mandatory preferential runway use program in the nighttime hours, as an 

alternative to a curfew." (Raymond Miller, C/CAG) 

"Mitigating Measures We Propose: ... 
"Institute a total departure curfew from 12 midnight to 7:00 a.m. on runways IL and IR." 
(Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition) 

"We understand the assumption that aircraft-generated noise will decrease in the future due to the 

replacement of noisy aircraft with quieter aircraft. 1be trend toward increased use of Runway 1, 

however, subjects Millbrae residents to increased single-event and backblast noise. Mitigation 

for these impacts should be included; e.g. increased participation in and acceleration of 
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residential noise insulation by the Ail]x>rt, and a reduction in the use of Runway 1." (Janet 

Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae) 

Response 

The FAA and airlines are responsible for the safety of aircraft operations and have the 

authority, by law, to decide ultimately which runway to use. The Airport cannot mandate 

the use of a specific runway, as this is within the control of the FAA and pilot who 

evaluate atmospheric conditions, which constantly change, to determine operational safety 

and the appropriate runway to use. 

The Airport does, however, have a policy for preferential runway use. A description of this 

policy can be found in Airports Operation Bulletin (AOB) 88-03. The runway use policy 

is informal (not officially approved by the FAA), and is implemented through agreement 

between SFIA and the airlines (as part of the Airport Noise Regulation)Jl/ Page 425 of 

the EIR inciudes a mitigation measure intended to maximize use of the current preferential 

runway use procedures. To provide mechanisms to reinforce maximum use of the 

procedures, the first bulleted item on p. 425 of the EIR is revised as follows (revisions are 

underlined): 

Continue voluntary maximum use of the existing preferential runway use procedures 
at SFIA (nighttime use of Runways IOL and lOR for departures). Use the 
infonnation in the SFlA Director's Report.5 to track and discuss actual use of the 
procedw:es at Airport/Communjty Roundtable meetin2s, If the use of the procedures 
could be increased, consider takin2 actions to encoura2e and promote such increased 
11&.. Implementing Agencies: SFIA, FAA, airlines serving SFIA 

(A revision to the same measure to include the use of Runways 19L and 19R for arrivals is 

shown on pp. C&R.281-282 herein.) 

Curfews and expanded sound insulation programs are discussed on pp. C&R.268-270, 282-

287 herein. 

C&R.271 



Navi2ational Nds 

Comments 

"Another thing. They could develop a microwave system to successfully implement 92 percent 

of arrivals landing on Runways 19 Left and 19 Right It would allow 60 to 80 percent of 

departures to use quiet shoreline from Runways 28 Left and Right .. " (Duane Spence, 

Peninsula Litigation Coalition) 

"Add a separate mitigation measure to address installation of navigation equipment to assist in 

reducing noise impacts over populated areas (e.g., installation ofLDA/0:ME, MLS, improved 

!LS, etc.)." (Raymond Miller, C/CAG) 

"It would also be appropriate to discuss the possible uses of new types of approach and departure 

guidance equipment (i.e. LDA and Microwave Landing System) that could be used to provide 

more precise aircraft guidance to minimize the variations in flight paths that currently result in 

overflights of local communities." (Jack Drago, Mayor, City of South San Francisco) 

"There are no mitigations noted for the expected increase in noise exposure, as measured by 

CNEL, at Foster City. A potential mitigation may include the installation of a Localizer Type 

Directional Aid (LDA) for approaches to Runway 28R." (Roger Chinn, Airport/Community 

Roundtable) 

"The advantages and disadvantages of using navigational aids such as LDA/0:ME (Localizer­

Type Directional Aid/Distance Measuring Equipment), MLS (Microwave Landing System), or 

improved ILS (Instrument Landing System) for noise mitigation should be evaluated. If these 

aids can be used to separate aircraft in bad weather, they should be able to be used to route 

aircraft farther from shore during good or bad weather in order to reduce noise impacts." (Leslie 

Carmichael, City of Poster City) 

"Mitigation measures involving navigational e.quipment to assist in reducing noise impacts over 

populated areas should be added to the DEIR." (George Foscardo, City of San Bruno). 
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Response 

According to SFJA Administration staff, a meeting was held in the Foster City Community 

Center on January 15, 1992 by the Foster City Noise Committee chaired by Mr. Roger 

Chinn. AiJport and FAA officia1s were in attendance. 1he FAA stated that a Localizer 

Directional Air/Distance Measuring Equipment (LDNDME) will be installed at SFIA by 

August 1992. Itis proposed thatLDNDME will be used in both bad and good weather 

potentially to reduce the noise impacts at Foster City. 

The Microwave Landing System (MLS) is still in the development stage with limited 

experimental testing at several airports (Europe, Canada, U.S.A.). Such a system can be 

operated on1y when the airborne equipment has been produced and iastalled on the aircraft. 

At present, there is no cockpit unit or instrument developed and commercially available for 

airline usage. The FAA reports that the Request For Proposal (RFP) was issued in 

February 1992. The FAA does not expect a prototype to be delivered for at least 12-18 

months, with unit deliveries expected in 1997-98. SFJA is being evaluated as an early 

recipient for such an airport-based system. 1he FAA, MLS Development Team will a1so 

be monitoring and eva1uating the implementation of the LDA/D:ME. 

The Instrument Landing System (Il..S) is a navigational aid used primarily during 

inclement weather when there is little or no visual contact with the runways. It provides 

the airline pilot with information on direction and elevation while approaching the runway 

for landing. The system uses a fixed, at-grade, localizer, and inner and outer markers 

which send signals to precision instruments in the cockpit for the pilot to interpret Toe 

pilot can then adjust the aircraft's heading and descent rate to land ac.curately and safely on 

the runway. By its very nature the ILS is a fixed azimuth and elevation precision aircraft 

approach system. Th.ere is no oew technology for ILS Systems (e.g., offset Il..S) nor is 

new technology being pursued. MLS is sJated to replace ILS eventually. 

1he following .mitigation measures are imened after the fifth bulleted item on p. 425 of the 

EIR: 

Work with the FAA and the Foster City Noise Committee to develop noise 
abatement approach procedures using the LDA/D:ME planned for installation at 
SFJA in 1992. Use of such procedure$ could resuJt in a reduction in cumulative 
noise leveJs in Foster City. 
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If SFIA is selected for receipt of an MLS, work with the FAA and the 
Airport/Community Roundtab1e to review and revise flight procedures, with the goal 
of using the MLS to reduce single-event and cumulative noise levels. 

The following mitigation measures are inserted after the second bulleted item on p. 426 of 

the EIR.: 

Implement the planned installation of an LDA/DME at SFIA. Study and, if possible, 
develop approach procedures using the LDA/DME, with the goal of reducing 
cumu1ative noise leveJs in Foster City. Implementing Agency: FAA 

Consider SAA as an early recipient for an :MLS. If SFIA is selected, implement the 
installation of the MLS. Review, and if possible, revise SFIA flight procedures, with 
the goal of using the MLS to reduce single-event and cumulative noise levels. 
Implementing Agency: FAA 

Monitorine: ofAie:ht Patterns 

Comments 

"The mitigation measures shou1d include use of Passive Aircraft Surveillance Radar to provide 

computer tracking and records of flight patterns in order to monitor and report on whether aircraft 

are actually staying in assigned areas." (Leslie Carmichael, City of Foster City) 

"The use of P ADIS to monitor flight track.5 is of dubious value. The FAA has not made 

obviously mitigating track changes over the last 15 years--why would they do so in the next 15 

years? This is wishful thinking, not a mitigating measure." (Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation 

Coalition) 

Response 

Page 425 of the EIR. includes a mitigation measure calling for accelerated installation of a 

Passive Aircraft Derection Instrument System at SFIA. According to SFIA Administration 

staff, the PASSUR System was installed at SFlA in De.cember 1991. It is operational and 

under evaluation. Basically, it is designed for aircraft identification, track. noise, and 

altitude monitoring. These capabilities are specific to the system in use at SFIA. 
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Accordingly, the second bulleted item on p. 425 of the EIR is replaced with the following: 

Use the SFlA PASSUR Tracking System to evaluate actual filght patterns at SFIA 
and determine the value of existing and proposed noise abatement procedures. 
Develop regular reports from the PASSUR System for inciusion in the Director's 
Reports presented at Airport/Community Roundtable meetings. 

According to SFlA Administration staff, aircraft do not have 'assigned areas'. Rather they 

have 'flight ciearances', which authorize certain departure procedures, enroute airways and 

assigned altitudes. These ciearances are in the exclusive control of the Federal Aviation 

Administration (FAA). 

Radar tracking data (such as the data available through the SFIA PASSUR system) provide 

information on the acb.lal paths followed by arriving and departing aircraft. Such data are 

valuable because they allow for evaluation of the effectiveness of established noise 

abatement flight procedures; they also allow for "testing" of the effectiveness of proposed 

procedures. The mitigation measure on p. 425 of the EIR (as revised herein) provides for 

regular presentation and review (at Airport/Community Roundtable meetings) of the data 

produced by SFIA's PASSUR system. Reviewing the data in a forum such as the 

Airport/Community Roundtable could lead to proposals for, and development and 

implementation of, new or revised noise abatement flight procedures. 

Distribution of Noise Throuehout Reeion 

Comments 

'' ... We feel the mitigation measures are flawed ... Some of the things we could suggest as 

mitigations would be [to], first of all, determine the tota1 noise energy contained in all single 

event incidents and develop operational patterns that would equitably distribute that noise 

throughout the entire region." (Duane Spence, Pe::linsula Litigation Coalition) 

"Mitigating Measures We Prop~e: 
"Develop a regional airport plan to distribute air traffic more eqllltably among the bay area 
airports." (Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition) 

"I wish to God they would shift some of these flights down to San Jose. They could use them. 

They got the space. Our space is so condensed that it's terrible to even consider 1,100 filghts per 
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day in this area. So, without hogging this mike, I wish that this would be forwarded to the 

commission on the noise pollution." (Bruno Bernasconi) 

Response 

Page 425 of the Em includes a mitigation measure calling for a regional study of air traffic 

control requirements, constraints, and opportunities, with the goal of minimizing noise 

impacts. Imp]ementation of the commenter's suggestion would have to occur within such a 

context, because such a "redistribution" of noise would be reJated to runway use, flight 

track use, airspace management, and the operation of the Bay Area airports. 

Noise Allocation System 

Comment 

"Mitigating Measures We Propose: ... 
"Adopt a noise banking system in which all airlines have a noise allocation. They would 
be permitted to use it in a number of ways--spend it, trade it, sell it, bank it This was 
originally proposed during the Joint Land Use Study in the late 1970's by Bakes of the 
CAB. Since the airport's only method to increase flight capacity is to saturate runway 1 
where the low frequency noise is not properly taken into account, this would put the 
airlines in the position of thinking very seriously about their effecrs on the community. 
This would be a benefit to .all communities." (Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition) 

Response 

Generally, the intended effects of a noise allocation system (as described on p. IIIB-15 of 

the Joint Land Use Study, and as implemented by other U.S. ailports) include the increased 

use of Stage 3 aircraft and the shifting of aircraft operations from nighttime to daytime 

hours./21 These purposes are already being achieved by the Airport Noise Regulation, 

described on p. 168 of the EIR. 

A discussion of the preferential use of Runways JL and lR is on pp. C&R.270-271 herein. 
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Construction of New Runways / Runway Extension 

Comments 

"Mitigating Measures We Propose: ... 
"Overflight noise in Foster City due to approaches to runways 28L and 28R could be greatly 
reduced, if not eliminated, by construction of two additional runways, 26L and 26R. These 
new runways would allow planes aligned with the runway centerlines to be a half-mile or 
more off shore as they pass Foster City." (Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition) 

" ... [O]oe of the mitigations that they paid only lip service to is moving the threshold of 1 Land 

1 R 3,500 feet down the runway and extending the runway on out in the bay, which was in one of 

the plans that they paid for. It doesn't look like they're doing any more than just continuing to 

think about it ... The point is, moving that threshold down, further away from Highway 101, 

would be a mitigating effort if they were to go ahead and do that ... Create more wetland." 

(David Few) 

ReSJXmse 

Runway reconfiguration alternatives that would reduce noise impacts are already being 

considered as part of the SFlA Runway Reconfiguration Study. This study is described on 

pp. C&R.48-50. Completion of the study is identified as a mitigation measure on p. 425 of 

the EIR. 

Construction of two additional runways, 26L and 26R, would reduce overflight noise of 

arriving aircraft over Foster City as well as single-event noise exposure. Depending upon 

site location, this measure couJd also either reduce or increase the 65 CNEL noise impact 

txmndary on those communities to the nonh of the Airport. 

The 20 degree westerly shift in aircraft departing 26L or 26R could make it difficult for 

these aircraft to follow the designated shoreline departure route (an adopted noise 

mitigation procedure whereby aircraft make a right tum as soon as feasible after takeoff to 

fly east of San Bruno Mountain adjacent to the shoreline). 1his couJd cause aircraft to 

overfly cities that are currently avoided by aircraft using this procedure, thereby increasing 

the 65 CNEL impact boundary. However, if the runways were constructed far enough to 

the south, the mitigating effects of the Shoreline Departure procedure couJd be enhanced, 

which would reduce the 65 CNEL impact boundary. In addition, the noise impact 
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boundary could be reduc.ed further because aircraft departing through the San Bruno gap 

would be flying at a higher altirude. 

Depending on the new runway heading and how far south the runways were sited, 

construction of these runways could also affect FAA airspace management for Bay Area 

arriving and departing flights (aircraft arrivals into oa.kland and aircraft departures from 

San Jose). Since this measure proposes additional runways, the separation distance from 

the existing runway system (28L/28R) would follow existing FAA standard criteria and for 

n.s operations (4,300') to maintain airfield safety. ('This separation would allow 

simultaneous landings during adverse weather conditions and would reduce aircraft delays 

during the occurrence of such conditions.) Airport staff estimates this would require 

constructing runways on approximately 120 acres of Bay fill at a construction cost of 

approximately $750 million. The amount of Bay fill could affect approximately 400 acres 

of Bay habitat. On the basis of the probable location of runway 26L and 26R, increased 

aircraft taxiing distance from the terminals to this runway system would increase the 

airlines' annual taxi/fuel costs by approximately $40 million. 

The fourth bulleted item on p. 425 of the EIR is revised as follows (revisions are 

underlined and deletion is indicated by brackets): 

Complete srudy on the feasibility of and benefits from a new runway!sl (to replace 
the existin2 runways) or extension(s) to the existing runway(s). New runway(s) with 
a more westerly orientation could reduce overfliehts of Foster City and result in 
increased aJtitudes for aircraft usin2 the Gap Detiartw:e route. Extended or new 
runways could potentia]ly [ ] handle departures by long-range, heavy aircraft such as 
the B-747, with flight paths over the Bay instead of the Peninsula. (Currently, these 
aircraft [ ] primarily use Runway 28R.) New or extended runways mieht result in an 
overall reduction in the IXU)Wation within the CNEL 65 contour. If the study resu1ts 
in an SFIA decision to pursue runway reconfigurations, work with FAA and other 
authorities to obtain necessary approvals to permit such reconfigurations. This work 
would include environmental review under CEQA and, possibly, NEPA Potential 
environmental impacts of new or extended runways include: potential shifts in flight 
patterns that result in increased cumulative or sin2)e-event noise levels in certain 
locations: potentiaJ effects on a,irsJJace management in the Bav Area. and on fliWt 
procedures for <and noise impacts near) San Jose and Metrooolitan Oakland 
InternationaJ Air.ports: an increase in the number of cmerations that could be 
accommodated durin2 bad weather conditions. and thus. a reduction in aircraft delays 
(if new runways are se»arated by 4,300 feet to allow simultaneous landines durine 
adverse weather conditions): the fillin2 of areas of the Bay, with accompanvin2 
temporary water-Quality impacts and loneer-tenn bio1o2ica1 impacts: and increased 
energy use and pollutant emissions associated with Ion2er aircraft taxiin2 distances. 
Implementing Agencies: FAA, SFIA 
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Financial Incentives for Hieber Load Factors 

Comment 

"Mitigating Measures We Propose: ... 
"Provide :fioanciaJ incentives and disincentives for departures that are not full. Empty seats 
make noise with no off-setting benefits to anyone. Penalties should be levied on those 
empty seats." (Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition) 

Response 

There are clauses in the SF1A Airline Lease and Use Agreements that prevent the Airport 

from charging additional rates and other charges to the airlines, and from changing the 

method used to calculate the landing fee (the fee airlines pay to use the Airport)J3,4/ In 

addition, the economics of airline operation are geared toward high load factors, and the 

airlines already have strong financiaJ incentives to operate full aircraft. 

Return to Pre-1985 Runway Use 

Comment 

"Mitigating Measures We Propose: ... 
"'Unshift' the backblast noise from runways 1, by returning to pre-1985 levels of 

depanures on runways IL and IR." (Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition) 

ReSJ)ODSe 

Shifting runway use back to the pre-1985 distribution would result in a substantial increase 

in the total JX>pu1ation affected by cumulative and single-event noise levels, because 

departure paths would shift from areas over the Bay to areas over the Peninsula Thus, it 

would not be an appropriate mitigation measure to include in the EIR. 
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Increased Use of Ouiet Shore1ine Departure 

Comment 

"Mitigating Measures We Propose: ... 
"Increase the departures using the Quiet Shoreline from runways 28 on a regular and 
mandatory basis." (Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition) 

Resmmse 

As noted on p. 167 of the EIR, the use of the visual Shoreline Departure (the procedure to 

which the commenter is referring) is currently part of SFIA 's Airport Noise Abatement 

Program. Page C&R.293 herein includes a discussion of the limits on the use of the 

Shoreline Departure. 

According to SF1A Administration staff, the authority to regulate flight patterns or routes 

of aircraft is vested exclusively in the Federal Aviation Administration. Federal law 

provides that: "No state or political subdivision thereof and no interstate agency or other 

political agency of two or more states shall enact or enforce any law, rule, regulation, 

standard, or other provision having the force and effect of law relating to rates, rwnes., or 

services of any air carrier having authority under subchapter IV or this chapter to provide 

air transportation."/5/ (Emphasis added.) The purpose of these federal laws is to provide a 

unifonn and efficient system for the use of the air space. The imposition of local 

regulations governing aircraft flight patterns would serve to frustrate flight scheduling and 

navigational patterns nationwide, thus hindering commerce, aviation safety and the general 

management by the Federal Aviation Administration of the National Air Traffic Network. 

Establishment of Nighttime Sideline Noise Limit 

Comment 

"Mitigating Measures We Propose: ... 
"Institute a total sideline noise level of 98 dB with 89 dB for night operations to be sure 

only the quiet planes operate in and out of SFIA." (Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation 
Coalition) 
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Rewonse 

As noted on p. 168 of the EIR, SF1A (under the Noise Abatement Regulation) will have a 

maximum nighttime sideline noise level limit of 103 EPNdB (effective perceived noise 

level), as of 1993. Page C&R.264 herein includes a discussion of the choice of the 

effective perceived noise level as the metric for the noise limit The SFJA Noise 

Abatement Regulation also includes a phaseout of all Stage 2 aircraft operations by 2000 

and an earlier (1993) prohibition on Stage 2 aircraft operations between 11 :00 p.m. and 

7:00 a.m. 

The 98 EPNdB limit on all aircraft operations suggested by the commenter (it is assumed 

the commenter means EPNdB, not dB) would prohibit operations by almost all Stage 2 

aircraft-- a prohibition which would be already be achieved during nighttime hours as of 

1993 and during all hours as of 2000. The 98 EPNdB limit would also prohibit operations 

by the larger Stage 3 aircraft, effectively eliminating international operations. The 89 

EPNdB nighttime limit suggested by the commenter would be tantamount to a curfew, 

because it would prohibit operations by almost all aircraft. Curfews are discussed on 

pp. C&R.268-270 herein. 

Increased Use of Runways l O and l 9 

Comment 

"Mitigating Measures We Propose: ... 
"Initiate the use of runway 19 landings (from up and down the bay, not over the Eastbay) 
and 10 takeoffs." (Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition) 

Response 

The first bulleted item OD p. 425 of the EIR is revised as fallows (revisions are underlined): 

Continue voluntary maximum we of the existing preferential runway use procedures 
at SFIA (nighttime use of Runways IOL and IOR for departures). In addition. 
establish infonnaJ (throueb w:eement with the airlines) nighttime preferential use of 
Runways 19L and 19R for arrivals <to the extent allowed by air traffic and weather 
conditions), If possible, arrival paths should be desizned to minimize the possibility 
of increased noise levels in East Bay communities. The use of Runways 19L and 
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J9R for arrivals could reduce overflight noise 1evels in Foster City and communities 
near the arrival paths for Runways 28L and 28R. Dependine on the arrival flight 
paths used. the use of Runways I9L and 19R for arrivals could result in increased 
noise levels in East Bay communities. Implementing Agencies: SFIA, FAA, 
airlines serving SFIA 

Scheduled Departures to Minimize Use of Vectors 

Comment 

" ... Scheduling departures to minim.ire the need for radar vectors shouJd be explored as a 

mitigation." (Stephen Waldo, Mayor of Brisbane) 

Response 

As discussed on p. C&R.199 herein, vectoring procedures are used less than five percent of 

the time at SF1A, and are used only when required for specific air traffic control purposes. 

In addition, neither the use of radar vectors nor the scheduling of aircraft departures is 

within the authority or control of the Airport. 

Accelerate, Expand Noise Insulation Programs 

Comments 

" ... Mitigations by the airport to address the impact of sing.le event noise and increases in single 

event noise should be included through such programs as expanded insuJation programs and 

operational and navigational adjustments such as runway assignments, reciprocal curfews for 

some destinations or curfews on some operations ... 

" ... What mitigation programs can be implemented to reduce the number of impacted uses? 

How can they be funded and what levels of funding are necessary? Will all adjacent 

communities with residential uses located within the 65 dBA CNEL or greater contour be 

included? Can the retrofit of all these units be accomplished within the SFIA Master Plan 

planning period?" (Dennis Argyres, City of Burlingame). 

" ... Mitigation for this [increased backblast] shouJd include an increased commitment by the 

airport to residential noise insuJation such that there will be no homes within the 65 CNEL by the 
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year 2006. The master plan proposes 6,000 homes will still be within the 65 CNEL by that 

date." (Janet Fogarty, Mayor of Millbrae) 

"Add a separate mitigation measure that indicates the San Francisco Airports Commission will 

continue to provide matching funding to local agencies to continue their airport noise insulation 

projects, and that the Commission will expand its financial commitment, as needed, to accelerate 

the noise insulation projects, until all noise impacted homes within the 65 dB CNEL noise 

contour and above have been insulated by the end of 2006 ... 

"Local A2ency Ai[port Noise Insu1ation PrQiects 

"The text should include a section on the ongoing aircraft noise insulation projects in several 

cities and an unincorporated area of the County near the Airport (Counuy Club Park). 1his 

section shou1d indicate the total number of homes with.in the 65 dB CNEL and higher noise 

contours to be .insulated and the number of homes insulated as of December 1990. It should also 

explain the funding structure of these projects, and indicate the overall noise insulation program 

that could be drastically accelerated if the Airports Commission substantially increases its 

funding commitment." (Raymond Miller, C/CAG) 

" .. .I agree with the 'Airpon Noise Committee's' objections to the Draft: ... 

"4. Mitigation measures must be acknowledged. The necessity of a sound insulation aspect 
needs to be part of the report; existing, traditional and proposed flight patterns need to be 
disclosed as a basis for allocation. 

"These flaws must be addressed in any draft to make it acceptable." (David Deakin) 

"The noise impacts in the DEIR are not fully examined nor are appropriate mitigations provided 

... An accelerated and stable level of funding for residential acoustical treatment -- regardless of 

whether or not funds are available from the FAA - must be considered as a mitigation for both 

cumulative and single-event noise impacts. The insulation program is not even identified in the 

Draft EIR as a noise .mitigation ... 

"The information in Appendix C and in the text fails to establish that single-event noise levels, 

even from Stage 3 aircraft, are likely to exceed ambient noise levels in residential neighborhoods 

by 30-60 dBA. The EIR must provide adequate mitigation measures for single-event noise levels, 
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such as an expanded acousticaJ treatment program, with consideration given to the need for 

insulation outside the 65 CNEL noise contour." (George Foscardo, City of San Bruno) 

"Millbrae residents are subject to exlreme backblast and single event noise levels. Therefore, we 

feel strongly about the need for mitigation of aircraft-generated noise and increased noise levels 

from project-generated surface vehicles. 

"The 1rend toward increased use of Runway 1, however, subjects Millbrae residents to increased 

single-event and backblast noise. MHigation for these impacts should be included; e.g. increased 

participation in and acceleration of residentiaJ noise insulation by the Aiqx>rt, and a reduction in 

the use of Runway l." (Robert Treseler, City of Millbrae) 

"It is also noted in the EIR that the Noise Impact Area, as defined by the 65 dB CNEL contour, 

will still contain noise sensitive land uses by the end of the planning period in the year 2006. As 

the intent of the State Noise Standards and the Noise Variance process is to eliminate this type of 

exposure, some additional mitigation measures should be added to eliminate this exposure by the 

end of the planning period. While the Airport has provided continued support to the Noise 

Insulation Programs in affected communities, it would be appropriate, due to the proposed airport 

expansion, for the Airport to use aI.1 its financial resources to strengthen its financial commitment 

to the program with the goal of completely eliminating this exposure by the end of the planning 

period." (Jack Drago, Mayor, City of South San Francisco) 

"In recognition of the significance of increased single-event noise levels, the DEIR should 

propose additional mitigation measures ... AdditionaJ mitigation programs could include 

provision of an en1arged and accelerated noise insulation program. San Francisco International 

Aiqx>rt should guarantee a minimum level of funding for noise imulation programs even if 

Federal money no longer becomes available. The program should also be expanded without 

Federal money to provide insulation services to areas affected by single-event noise which are 

not within the 65 CNEL noise boundary. The importance of SFIA's commitment to the program 

over and above the basic FAA program cannot be over stressed." (Wendy Cosio, City of 

Pacifica) 

"Add a separate mitigation measure that indicates the San Francisco Airports Commission will 

expand its financial commitment, as needed, to accelerate local agency noise insulation projects 

until aIJ noise impacted homes, within the 65 dB CNEL noise contour and above, have been 

insulated by the end of 2006." (County of San Mateo Board of Supervisors) 
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"This action is not mentioned as a mitigation. Acoustical treatment programs are underway in 

several communities, but the increasing impacts that will occur in the furu.re suggest that a 

substantial]y Jarger program will be needed. A larger program shouJd be identified as a key 

mitigation. 

"An expanded land use program might contain the following elements: 

" -An expanded area of eligibility to address single-event noise exposure. 

" -Commitment to a continuous, long-term program. 

" -A minimum funding leve] available with or without federal funds. 

" -Where acceptable, to include land use conversions as well as acoustical treatment" 
(Roger Chinn, Airport/Community Roundtable) 

"I have also inquired about the home insulation program for aircraft noise and how it applies to 

residents of Burlingame and have gotten pretty unsatisfactory responses to that. And l will 

continue to try to pursue that, but it seems like Burlingame has been quite passive in that regard, 

and particularly those of us who live in the north Burlingame area and are most affected by the 

backb]ast issue and the flight patterns in severe weather." (Jack IUckethier) 

"Millbrae residents are subject to extreme backblast and single event noise levels. Therefore, we 

feel strongly about the need for mitigation of aircraft-generated noise and increased noise levels 

from project-generated surface vehicles. 

"We understand the assumption that aircraft-generated noise will decrease in the future due to the 

replacement of noisy aircraft with quieter aircraft. The trend toward increased use of Runway 1, 

however, subjects Millbrae residents to increased single-event and backblast noise. Mitigation 

for these impacts should be included; e.g. increased participation in and acceleration of 

residential noise insulation by the Airport. and a reduction in the use of Runway l." (Janet 

Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae) 

"An impact is shown in terms of the location of the 65 dBA CNEL contour in Burlingame. 

Because there is an acknowledged impact, a mitigation program sponsored by the airport or air 

caniers should be proposed. Some kind of retrofit program designed for this specific kind of 

noise [backblast noise] could be included for those homeowners and noise sensitive uses outside 
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the 65 dBA CNEL contour who are particular1y vulnerab1e to this type of noise exposure." 

(Dennis Argyres, City of Burlingame). 

Response 

As explained on p. 166 of the EIR, the San Francisco Airport is currently operating under 

an extension of a variance from the State of California noise standards established by the 

State Department of Transportation and set forth in Title 21, Division 2.5, Chapter 6 of the 

California Code of Regulations. 1his variance, granted in November, 1986 pursuant to 

Article 5, section 5050 of Chapter 6, was extended on October 19, 1989 and further 

extended on September 19, 1990. The variance contains specific requirements for reducing 

the numbers of dwelling units within the 65 CNEL contour. As shown in revised Table 52 

on p. C&R.219, the total number of dwelling units within the 65 CNEL contour is 

expected to be about 2,600 in 2006, not 6,000, as stared by one commenter (there would 

be an estimated 6,600 people within the CNEL 65 contour in 2006). However, because 

many, if not all, of those dwelling units will have been insulated by that time, the total 

number of those units that will be considered "impacted" is expected to be far less than 

2,600. 

Among other requirements in the variance, the Airport must provide or arrange to provide 

up to 20 percent of the funding for a noise-insulation/noise-easement program for 

residences and schools t:ha1 are located within the 65 dB or greater CNEL contour area. 

The Airport provides this insulation funding through procedures established by the 

Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979, 49 U.S.C. 2101 et seq. Th.is Act 

authorizes ai.rJx>rt operators and units of 1oca1. government to apply for assistance from the 

FAA for the implementation of noise insulation projects in areas that qualify for such 

projects under the Act Under this Act, local governments can receive federal funding for 

up to 80 percent of the insulation project, providing that the remaining 20 percent is 

provided by the Jocal community. The Airport currently provides this 20 percent local 

share for the participating communities in accordance with the requirements of the noise 

variance. 

Toe Airport provides funding support for these programs in Millbrae, San Bruno, South 

San Francisco and Daly City. Any increased funding for these programs by the Airport 

would require the cities to increase their own programs and receive approval for those 

programs from the FAA. 1he Airport does not run these programs itself, because it 
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believes it is appropriate for the cities and individua1 homeowners to decide what homes 

will be insulated. As a result, the Ailp)rt is somewhat dependent on the local communities 

to establish iDfilllation programs, receive federa1 funding and apply to the Airport for the 

matching amounts. 

Toe following mitigation measure is inserted after the fifth bulleted item on p. 425 of the 

EIR: 

Consider increased funding for implementation of noise insulation projects in cities 
near the Airport. 

The San Francisco International Airport Noise Abatement Regulation, adopted in January 

1988 (San Francisco Ailp)rts Commission Resolution No. 88-0016) and amended in June 

1991 (San Francisco Airports Commission Resolution 91-0099, June 4, 1991) was also 

adopted to meet the requirements of the variance. The regulation provides for a continua] 

reduction of cumulative noise resulting frottl aircraft operations with (1) a 100 percent 

phase out as of January I, 2000 and (2) a requirement that the percentage of Stage 3 

operations at SAA performed by a particular airline cannot decrease during a specified 

quarter, based on the same quarter during the previous year. 

SAA staff expect that these programs will result in a considerable decrease of impacted 

dwelling units within the 65 CNEL contours by the year 2000. However, if there continue 

to be impacted dwelling units within the 65 CNEL in 2006, the Airport will continue to 

require a variance from the State noise standards. 

Surface traffic noise is cliscussed on p. C&R.314 herein. 

Research Methods for Measuring and Ouantifving Backblast Impacts 

Comment 

"While South San Francisco is not significantly impacted by backblast noise from departing 

aircraft, a number oflocaJ communities are impacted. While there is no current standardiz.ed 

method for measuring low frequency backblast impacts, the problem is serious enough that the 

Airport should make a commitment to researching possible methods for measuring and 
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quantifying backblast impacts. It wou1d then be possible to measure changes in impacts and 

implement those that prove to be most feasible. 11 (Jack Drago, Mayor, Oty of Soulh San 

Francisco) 

Response 

Toe following mitigation measure is inserted after the fifth bulleted item on p. 425 of the 

EIR: 

With the California Department of Transportation and the FAA, conduct a study 
involving lhe use of the C-weighting to quantify backblast impacts, and the 
development of a standard for evaluating backblast impacts. 

Toe following mitigation measure is inserted after the second bulleted item on p. 426 of 

theEIR: 

Conduct a study involving the use of the C-weighting to quantify back.blast impacts 
and the development of a standard for evaluating backblast impacts. Implementing 
Agencies: FAA, Caltrans 

Noise Barrieis / Landscaping 

Comments 

"P. XI-A-174 Table 1-1-2 Recommended Action Plan Improve Noise Barrier for RW lR. It 

should be added also improve Noise Barrier for RW lL too." (Jessie Bracker) 

11P. XI-A-174 Table 1-1, Item 2 reads - "Improve Noise Barrier for RW lR." - Install Noise 

Barrier for RW lL should be added. 

"Since Concowse A is going to be extended a long way toward Hwy 101 and many new 

Departure Gates are to be added there just across the Freeway 101 from Millbrae Homes areas; 

and with new Taxiways, the highest and best sound reducing Noise Baffle Fence and/or Sound 

Barrier wall must be com1ructed from Hilton Hotel going South all the way to past RW lR along 

the East side of the Hwy 101 as a Noise Mitigation. Trees and bushes also should be added 

wherever possible to help clean Pollµtion from the Air and help alleviate noise." (Jessie Bracker, 

letter of 8/27/91 and public hearing of 8/27/91) 
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Response 

The improvement of the noise barrier for Runway lR listed on p. A.174, Appendix C of 

the EIR was recommended by the FAA Airport., Capacity Task Force to increase capacity 

at SF1A. On p. 10 of the Task Force Study, it is noted that aircraft departing on Runway 

lR cannot apply full thrust at the beginning of their takeoff roll because the jet blast would 

affect freeway traffic on US 101. Improvement of the barrier's containment of jet blast 

would allow more long.haul aircraft to take off on Runway lR (instead of Runway 

28R)./6/ Although it is not likely that this improvement would reduce noise levels in the 

communities behind Runways lL and lR, it could reduce noise levels under the departure 

paths for Runway 28R. Consequently, the following mitigation measure is iruierted after 

the fifth bulleted item on p. 425 of the EIR: 

Improve the existing noise barrier for Runway lR to better contain jet blast. This 
improvement could result in more aircraft depanures on Runway lR iru.tea.d of 
Runways 28L or 28R, and a corresponding reduction in aircraft noise levels under 
the departure flight paths for Runways 28L and 28R. An increase in departures on 
Runway lR could result in an increase in backblast noise in the communities behind 
the runway. 

It is not known whether the installation of additional noise barriers or vegetation behind 

Runways lL or lR would be feasible, or whether barriers would reduce noise impacts. 

1be following mitigation measure is inserted after the fifth bulleted item on p. 425 of the 

EIR: 

Consider the feasibility and benefits of a noise banier(s) behind Runways lL or lR. 
If barriers are found to be feasible and to reduce noise levels, iruitall the barriers as 
appropriate. 

A response related to the effects of vegetation on air quality is on p. C&R.332 herein. 

Aircraft Takeoff Procedures 

Comment 

"Please consider the following recommendation: 
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"Aircraft must attain high altitude upon take off from SFO, because of noise and pollution 
that affects the San Francisco Bay Area." (Leonard Lundgren, Lakeside Property Owners 
Association) 

Response 

A mitigation measure is included on p. 425 of the E.IR that identifies a "quiet climb" 

program to reduce the takeoff noise of Stage 2 aircraft in areas near SAA. 

The attainment of high altitude would require the use of full power during aircraft 

"climbout" (soon after takeoff). For Stage 3 aircraft with high-bypass engines, the 

reduct.ion in noise from the incre.ase in altitude outweighs the additional noise produced by 

the engines operating at full power. For aircraft with low-bypass engines, overall noise 

may actually increase because the aircraft cannot gain enough altitude to offset the noise 

produced by the engines operating aJ: full power. lhis difference between the two 

categories of aircraft is reflected in the ATA Departure Procedure, which is outlined in 

FAA Advisory Circular 91-53 (and noted on p. 167 of the EIR). For aircraft with high­

bypass engines, the ATA Procedure involves continued climb at full power; for aircraft 

with low-bypass engines, the procedure involves a cutback in engine thrust. 

A draft update to Circular 91-53 contains three alternative takeoff procedures. Under the 

draft Circular, takeoff procedures al: a particular airport could be designated by runway and 

aircraft type. At SFlA, aircraft with low-bypass engines could continue to climb al: full 

power when departing on Runway IL or IR and climbing over the Bay; such a procedure 

would result in the aircraft flying over East Bay communities al: a higher altitude. 

Accordingly, the fifth bulleted item on p. 425 of the EIR is revised as follows (revisions 

are underlined and de1etion is shown in brackets): 

Work with the FAA and airlines to deve1op a "quiet climb" program (takeoff 
procedures) to reduce the single-event takeoff noise of Stage 2 aircraft in areas near 
SF1A. · The program [] '°uld involve delaying the application of climb power (after 
engine cutback soon after takeoff) until reaching a specified altitude (such as S,000 
feet above the ground) or clearing populated areas. When FAA Advisory Circular 
91-53 is updated, review the Circular and determine whether runway-wcific and 
other amn:opriate procedures can be adopted. Implementing Agencies: FAA, 
SFIA, airlines senring SFIA 
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Participation in the AiroortfCommunity Roundtable 

Comments 

"Add a separate mitigation measure that indicates the Aiiports Commission, through the Director 

of Airports, will continue to suppon and participate in the Airport/Community Roundtable to 

continue to provide an ongoing public forum to address community airport noise i.ssues and to 

monitor airport noise abatement actions implemented by the Director of Aiiports, the FAA, and 

the airlines." (Raymond Miller, C/CAG) 

"We agree with the ALUC's comment that a separate mitigation measure should be added that 

indicates the Airports Commission, through the Director of Airports, will continue to support and 

panicipate in the Airport/Community Roundtable to continue to provide an ongoing forum to 

address community airport noise issues and to monitor airpon noi.se abatement actiom 

implemented by the Director of Aiiports, the FAA, and the Airlines." (Leslie Carmichael, City of 

Foster City) 

Response 

Toe following mitigation measure is imerted after the fifth bulleted item on p. 425 of the 

EIR: 

Continue to support and participate in the Airport/Community Roundtable to provide 
an ongoing public forum to address community airpon noise issues, and to monitor 
Aiiport noise abatement actions. 

Increased Use of "Less Noisy Backblast" Aircraft 

Comment 

u ... They could eliminate the suggestion for long range and faster climb-out aircraft. We need 

less noisy backblast aircraft .. " (Duane Spence, Penimula Litigation Coalition) 

Re.sPOMC 

Toe increased use of faster climb-out aircraft is identified as mitigation because it would 

help to reduce noise levels under the departure paths for Runway 28R. 1be increased we 
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of Stage 3 aircraft a1 the Airport is resulting in less backblast noise (as discussed on 

pp. C&R.255 herein); the total phaseout of Stage 2 aircraft required by the Airport Noise 

Regulation would likely result in further reductions in back.blast noise. 

Adcwtion of Noise Metric Based on Sin2Je Events 

Comment 

", .. They should abandon the CNEL as a metric and adopt a more realistic measurement based 

on single events." (Duane Spence, Peninsula Litigation Coalition) 

Reswnse 

The adoption and use of CNEL as the basis for the evaluation of noise impacts, and the 

absence of other adopted standards, are discussed on pp. C&R.230·233 herein. The 

adoption of a metric other than CNEL would be the responsibility of the FAA ancL'or 

CaJtrans, and would require substantial amendment of the State Noise Standards. 

Aircraft Engine Runups 

Comment 

"P· 13· under Additional Measures to address impacts. (to be added) ... 

"All extended.time Aircraft Engine Runups be done as close to East side of Airport as possible 

(by the Bay)." (Jessie Bracker) 

"Although aircraft engine runups between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. require special permission, it 

is never denied. It should be noted here that these engine runups sometimes continue for up to 

one hour's duration. Even though four engines on one plane may each have engine runup tests, 

the total is counted as 1 runup." (Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition) 
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Response 

According to SF1A Administration staff, all Airport engine run-ups are performed in the 

north and easts.ides of the Airport adjacent to the bay (19L and 28R run-up area). These 

areas are the farthest locations from the surrounding communities. This run-up policy is 

described in Airport Operations Bulletin-85-06. Th.is policy Wa5 the subject of an 

Airp:>rt/Community Roundtable workshop and was reviewed and accepted by the 

Roundtable members. 

Shift Southbound Biehts Out of San Bruno Gap 

Comment 

"An additiona1 mitigation measure which should be considered is to shift southbound flights 

departing from Runway 28 out of the San Bruno Gap. We understand that this has been 

previously considered, however, a summary of the stams of the proposa1 should be provided as 

weU as consideration of its feasibility." (Wendy Cosin, City of Pacifica) 

Response 

The EIR preparers are not aware of any proposals to shift southbound departures from 

Runways 28 out of the Sao Bruno Gap. 

The EIR preparers are also not aware of many southbound flights that depart on 

Runways 28. As shown from a review of the SIDs in Appendix C of the EIR, most of the 

SIDs for departures on Runways 28L and 28R require aircraft to proceed for at least six 

ruwtical miles (from a navigational aid at the Airport) before turning. The SIDs that allow 

earlier turns are the Quiet One Departure, use.d for flights to northern destinations, and the 

Shoreline Eight Departure, used for flights to northern and eastern destinations. Aircraft 

flight routes are chosen in large part on the basis of the final flight destinations. 

Regarding the shifting of departures out of the Gap: the SFIA preferential runway system 

has essentially moved as many flights as possible out of the Gap. 
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Measures Used at Other Aieports 

Comment 

"Moreover, while labelling the transfer of a burden from one community to another a 'mitigation', 

the DEIR omits seriously to comider any of the existing, effective approaches to mitigating the 

effects of increased operatiom that have been adopted at other major airports in the United States 

and around the world. Creative new approaches to the problems of noise and safety that arise 

with increased airport operatiom in limited airspace are entireJy absent" (Carol Gamble) 

Response 

The impacts of the noise mitigation measures in the EIR are discussed on pp. C&R.300-

300 herein. The measures in the EIR include the phasing out of Stage 2 aircraft, flight 

procedures, preferential runway use, the use of radar tracking data, a regional study, a 

study of the benefits of runway reconfiguration, and a "quiet climb" program for Stage 2 

departures. These are the types of measures that are used effectively at other U.S. 

airports.n/ Other measures used at other ai.rporu are suggested and addressed elsewhere in 

tltis section. 

Additional Noise Monitors 

Comment 

" ... The need for additional noise monitors has been previous1y discussed and should also be 

recognized in the DEIR due to the proposed significant increase in air traffic." (Wendy Cosio, 

City of Pacifica) 

Response 

Aircraft noise monitors would not directly mitigate noise, but could potentially serve to 

provide the Airport with information to help evaluate the effectiveness of existing or 

develop new noise abatement procedures. Ac.oordingly, the following measure is imerted 

after the fifth bulleted item on p. 425 of the EIR: 
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Consider the installation of additional noise monitors to help evaluate the 
effectiveness of existing, and/or develop new, noise abatement procedures. 

Noise variance Conditions 

Comment 

"Add a separate mitigation measure that addresses the Airport's noise variance pending before the 

State Division of Aeronautics." (Raymond Miller, C/CAG) 

Response 

To the extent that the mitigation measures included in the EIR reduce cumulative noise 

levels, the measures would reduce SFIA's need for a variance. It would be specuJative to 

conclude that the measures would eliminate the need for a variance, as the effectiveness of 

some measures depends on the outcomes of swdies, and compliance with some measures 

cannot be mandated by the Airport. 

The inclusion of EIR mitigation measures as conditions of the new variance is a decision 

that is made by the State Division of Aeronautics under the provisions of the State Noise 

Standards, and as such, is not within the scope of this EIR./8/ The variance is discussed on 

pp. C&R.262-263 herein. 

IMPACTS IDENTIFIED FOR MITIGATION 

Comment 

"May I also indicate that we are quite positive that this airport will do the job to benefit most of 

the people. We can't do it to all. We are quite positive that the airport will increase in its size. 

It's only going to have to; otherwise we will have some serious problems ... in landing and 

takeoffs. But we feel that we could be a good neighbor, even though we are that far ... away 

from the airport, and we can work together. 

"I have onJy been acquainted with the airport for 20 years, since I first moved to Pacifica. And 

we have been able to mitigate quite a few things. We feel with the noise insulation program that 
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we applied for the Fairmont area, that that will help mitigate some of the impact of noise. But 

we hope that we can work with you, alongside of you, to benefit both San Francisco and the area 

and jobs and everything else, and wouJd also take care of the concerns of cities furthest away 

from the airport that had no indication -- for 15 years we were not getting any noise in the back 

of the valley. But because they changed their flight pattern, we have gone from -- we took a 

monitor out there, and we had a zero ambient noise. But then when the plane flew over at night, 

it jumped quite high. And we are very quiet back there. 

"We are not saying that we don't want you to fly back there, but we are saying: Can we resolve 

the problem in the ambient noise and also the CNEL?" (Fred Howard) 

Response 

As stated on pp. 153 and 334 of the EIR, the 65 CNEL contour is established as the 

threshold of significant adveINe impacts by both the FAA and the California Stale Noise 

Standards. Under such a standard, there wouJd be a reduction in noise impacts in 1996 and 

2006 with or without the project (see pp. 339-344 of the BIR). Estimates of these 

reductions are shown in Tables 53 and 54, pp. 342-343 of the BIR, and include several 

Pacifica sites. As noted on p. 347 of the EIR, however, there would still be people 

exposed to 65 dBA, CNEL and above in those years. To the extent that these persons are 

"impacted," as described in the State of California Noise Standards, SAA wouJd continue 

to be required to operate under a noise variance. The number of overflights from aircraft 

serving SFlA wouJd increase during the analysis years, as described on p. 344 of the EIR 

and in EIR Appendix C. However, the shift to Stage 3 aircraft wouJd resuJt in noticeably 

lower single-event noise levels. 

Some of the SFlA noise programs currently in place (ilnd described on pp. 167 and 168 of 

the EIR) are intended to reduce cumuJative noise impacts. Several of the mitigation 

measures on pp. 424-426 of the BIR -- including commitment to a phasing out of Stage 3 

aircraft, increased use of Runways IL and IR for departures, revision of the Quiet Bridge 

Approach, mitigation implemented as the resuJt of regional or runway reconfiguration 

studies, and a quiet climb program -- couJd also resuJt in reduced CNEL impacts if they 

were implemented. Measures addressed in the responses herein that couJd reduce or 

minimize CNEL impacts include the installation of navigational a.ids, the continued 

nighttime preferential use of Runways lOL and lOR for departures and the use of I9L and 

19R for arrivals, and the improvement of the noise barrier behind Runway IR. 
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Mitigation for single-event noise impacts is discussed on pp. C&R.299-300 herein. 

Backblast Noise 

Comments 

"Add a separate mitigation measure that aiidresses the backblast noise problem from aircraft 

departures on Runways 1, other than studying runway reconfiguration alternatives." (Raymond 

Miller, C/CAG) 

"The low-frequency noise or backblast problem has been well documented by people in the 

community and by the frequency-band analyses conducted by Ca1trans and by Tracor several 

years ago. While acknowledged in Section III of the Draft EIR in the Environmental Setting, the 

impact discussion in Section IV onJy mentions a possible reduction, as measured in CNEL. No 

specific mitigations are identified for the back blast problem." (George Foscardo, City of San 

Bruno) 

"No specific back blast noise mitigations are identified." (Roger Chinn, Airport/Community 

Roundtable) 

"Millbrae residents are subject to extreme backblast and single event noise levels. Therefore, we 

feel strongly about che need for mitigation of aircraft-generated noise and increased noise levels 

from project-generated surface vehicles." (Janet Fogany, Mayor, and Robert Treseler, City of 

Millbrae) 

ReS,DOQSe 

A1?. stated on pp. 153 and 334 of the EIR, the 65 CNEL contour is established as the 

threshold of significant adverse impacts by both the FAA and the California State Noise 

Standards. (The adequacy of CNEL as a descriptor of backblast noise is discussed on 

pp. C&R.251-253 herein.) Under such a standard, there would be a reduction in noise 

impacts in 1996 and 2006 with or without the project On p. 344 of the EIR, it is noted 

that backblast noise would decrease from 1990 through 2006. 
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The phasing out of Stage 2 aircraft by 2000 and the continued preferential use of 

Runways lOL and lOR for nighttime departures would help to reduce backblast noise. 

Depending on the outcome of regional and runway reconfiguration studies, the mitigation 

measures resulting from those studies could help to reduce backblast noise. All of these 

measures are identified in the EIR (pp. 424-426). 

Noise barriers could help to reduce the backblast problem; barriers are discussed on 

p. C&R.289 herein. Surface traffic noise is discussed on p. C&R.314 herein. 

Increase in Nighttime Operations 

Comments 

"Add a separate mitigation measure that addresses the possible increase in nighttime operations 

due to air traffic/capacity delays." (Raymond Miller, C/CAG) 

"Mitigation measures must be offered to reduce the potentially significant impacts from the 

possible increase in nighttime operations due to air traffic/ capacity delays." (George Foscardo, 

City of San Bruno) 

"There is no mitigation directed at a possible increase in nighttime operations due to air 

traffic/capacity delays. 11 (Roger Chinn, AiiporVCommunity Roundtable) 

Response 

The following mitigation measure is inserted after the fifth bulleted item on p. 425 of the 

EIR: 

Continue to keep track of infonnation on late night air carrier operations by runway 
and scheduled operations from midnight to 6:00 a.m. as pan of the Director's Reports 
presented at AirporVCommunity Roundtable meetings. If the percentage of annual 
total operations perfonned at night increases such that nighttime cumulative noise 
levels increase 1.5 dBA, CNEL or more, conduct an investigation to determine the 
cause of the increase. To the extent allowed by law, implement mitigation measures 
to offset the increase in nighttime noise levels. 
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Sin2Ie Event Noise 

Comments 

"Substituting large two-engine aircraft with large four-engine aircraft is the only mitigation 

directed at single-event noise impacts." (Roger Chinn, Airport/Community Roundtable) 

" ... [S]ince the DEIR is currently inadequate in its disclosure of noise impacts over San 

Francisco, no viable mitigations have been proposed. I hope that the responses to these and other 

comments will suggest further mitigations." (Curt Holzinger) 

" ... [T]here are a couple of issues I really wouJd like to express some concern about. No. l, I 

feel that the single event [noise impact] in the EnvironmentaJ Impact Report does not - it speaks 

of it, but it does not go any further and ta1k about mitigating that problem." (Fred Howard) 

" ... Based on this average day simulation, the DEIR must include mitigation measures to offset 

the adverse impact of the increased frequency of single-event noise." (Maria Gracia Tan-Banico, 

City of Daly City) 

Response 

As stated on pp. 153 and 334 of the EIR, the 65 CNEL contour is established as the 

threshold of significant adverse impacts by 00th the FAA and the California State Noise 

Standards. ('The adequacy of CNEL as a descriptor of single-event noise and the adoption 

of CNEL as the State standard are cliscussed on pp. C&R.230-233 herein.) Under such a 

standard, there would be a reduction in noise impacts in 1996 and 2006 with or without the 

project. On p. 344 of lhe EIR, it is noted that 1) in areas with overflights by aircraft 

serving SFIA, the number of times single-event noise occurs would increase, and 2) there 

wouJd be a decrease in the number of flights by noisier, low-bypass-engine aircraft such as 

the B-727. 

As stated on p. 344 of the EIR, the phasing out of Stage 2 aircraft by 2000 would help to 

reduce single-event noise. The continued preferential use of Runways IL and 1 R for 

daytime departures and lOL and IOR for nighttime departures would continue to minimize 

single-event noise in areas under the departure paths for Runways 28L and 28R. Increased 

use of large, long-range two-engine aircraft as an alternative to the B-747 wou1d reduce the 
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single-event noise under flight paths used by the B-747. Revisions of flight procedures 

and the use of the P ADIS to determine the effectiveness of the procedures couJd further 

reduce-single event noise. Depending on the outcome of regional and runway 

reconfiguration studies, the mitigation measures resuJting from those studies could help to 

reduce single-event noise. All of these measures are identified in the EIR (pp. 424-426). 

POIBNTIAL EFFECTIVENESS AND IMPACTS OF MEASURES IN DEIR 

Comments 

" ... I agree with the 'Airpon Noise Committee's' objection to the Draft: ... 

"2. Noise level reductions based upon new aircraft is an assumption not a mitigation 
measure ... 

"These flaws must be addressed in any draft to make it acceptable." (David Deakin) 

"Page 167, Noise Abatement Program: ... 

"Runways lOL and lOR (for noise abatement between 1:00 and 6:00 a.m.) are used onJy when 

airlines voluntarily elect to use them. A1though using alternate departure runways is contrary to 

SF1A's preferential runway use doctrine, no violations are ever issued to the transgressing 

airlines ... 

"Page 424, Mitigation Measures, A via ti on Noise: ... 

"Voluntary use of preferential runways 10, from 1:00 a.m. to 6:00 a.m. will not be effective 

mitigation until their use is mandatory. Single noise events cause the backblast problem and 

constantly disrupt the sleep of tens of thousands of citizens. San Diego, an International Airport, 

has a curfew from 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. The nighttime noise relief at SFIA of changing 

runways (when conditions permit) still is on1y voluntary and only for the hours of 1:00 a.m. to 

6:00 a.m. 1bis was initially proposed in 1980 as a first step, yet the hours have not been 

e:xtended to give additionaJ nighttime noise relief (Joint Land Use Plan, adopted 1980) ... 

"1he Visual Shoreline Departure from runways 28L and 28R accounts for oo1y 0.3% of. 

departures. 1bis certain1y cannot be con.sidered a mitigation measure ... 

"The Quiet Bridge Approach is reguJarly ignored by in-lx>und flights. Numerous Roundtable 

meetings have been directed to this mitigation with no resuJts ... 
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"Climb (X)Wer reductions using the 'ATA departure procedure' is of no value whatsoever in 

mitigating the major noise problem of SAA, backblast. Back.blast is generated on-airport ... 

"A 'quiet climb' program does not address the major SAA noise problem, backblast. 1his 

program, at best, is minor mitigation compared with the backblast problem ... 

"Until a regional study by FAA, Calt:rans, and other agencies is finished and new flight routes are 

in~ use, the inclusion of this paragraph is not a mitigating measure. It is wishful pie-in-the­

sky thinking." (Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition) 

"Another mitigation that is referenced is the runway reconfiguration study, which was a separate 

study. It really came out of a request on the Peninsula to look at alternative runways, if they can 

help reso1ve the noise problem in clifferent areas. 1his is listed as a mitigation in here, and the 

study is not done. In fact, the Airport Community Roundtable asked for more information. If 

you want to call it a (X)Ssible mitigation, that is fine. But Jet's not call it a mitigation if the study 

is not even done." (Curt Holzinger) 

"Completion of the Runway Reconfiguration Study should not be identified as a mitigation 

measure, since that action by itself, will not mitigate single-event and backblast noise impacts." 

(Roger Chinn, Airport/Community Roundtable) 

"The Airport Noise Committee has reviewed the proposed runway reconfigurations, and our 

analysis revealed several issues which required further study. There is currently no agreement 

among noise affected parties that any reconfiguration under study will actually mitigate noise, 

rather than simply shift it elsewhere. In fact, the study concludes that under any con.figuration 

where large aircraft are shifted onto Runway #1 for departure; these aircraft cannot reach 

sufficient altitude to lower noise levels over San Francisco (Runway Reconfiguration Study, 

Phase 1, pgs. 6-18). Given the Jack of consensus and incompleteness of the study, we find no 

justification for the DEIR calling it a 'mitigation.' " (Timothy Treacy, Airport Noise Committee) 

"Runway extensions studies have been done to various extent since 1976. To date, no effective 

noise so1utions have been achieved. 

"On the contrary, the studies have shown that extending runways only increases the operational 

capacities of the airport." (Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition) 
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" .. .Identifying the coru;equences of the airport's expansion proposa1s and ana1yzjng possible 

mitigation efforts are among the most important aspects of the DEIR to residents of South­

Central San Francisco, from Little Hollywood to St. Francis Wood ... 

"ltis both interesting and troubling to note that the only proposa1s labelled 'mitigation' involve 

the shifting of operations (and the noise and safety concerns inherent in any operation) from one 

runway to another. In practical terms, the result of this shift of operations is a shift of noise and 

safety concerns from one community to another. lllis is an approach that has often been 

followed by SAA, with the oooperation of the FAA. Relieving one community at the expense of 

another is not, however, a 'mitigation'. The label 'mitigation' is cleverly used in the DEIR, but its 

use is both inaccurate and misleading." (Carol Gamble) 

"Another major area of question is with the mitigation section of the Draft BIR. You will recall 

that last time I mentioned that one of the mitigations proposed in the draft is to put more aircraft 

onto Runway No. 1. There is no evidence in the Draft EIR which supports that that is, indeed, a 

mitigation. It references a runway reconfiguration study, which was conducted by the airport, 

but which was not concluded, and the Airport Community Roundtable requested more 

information before making a decision as to if, indeed, that was a mitigation or simply a noise 

shift. It is the position of our committee that to move more aircraft onto Runway No. I is simply 

a noise shift which will put even more aircraft over the City and County of San Francisco." 

(Curt Holringer, Airport Noise Committee, public hearing of 10/17191) 

"The DEIR proposes to 'mitigate' noise by placing even more departing aircraft onto Runways 

IllIR, and it references the Runway Reconfiguration Study as an additional 'mitigation.' Neither 

of these proposals has been shown to actua1ly reduce noise, the appearance of a noise reduction is 

rather, the result of a noise shift. The DEIR shou1d provide supporting evidence that these 

proposals will mitigate noise, and if mitigation is achieved in one location, it shou1d explicitly 

disclose where noise levels and frequency of overflight will increase." (Curt Holringer) 

"No mitigatiom for the single event impacts are proposed ... The DEIR shows that usage of 

Runway #1 for departures increased from 75% in 1985 to 87% in 1989 (page 158). This shift 

has increased backblast noise behind the runway and overflight of the northern peninsula, 

worsening noise exposure in those areas. In spite of this recent experience, even greater use of 

Runway #1 is listed as a noise 'mitigation.' The DEIR provides no analysis to support this 

mitigation, and consequentia1 impacts are ignored. The Committee finds this 'mitigation' to be a 

noise shift, and absent further data, references to it should be removed. Furthermore, the Airport 
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and other public agencies have wisely pursued a policy against this type of noise shift." (fimothy 

Treacy, Airport Noise Committee) 

"Increased use of Runway #1 is the principal noise mitigation proposed in the DEIR. Use of 

Runway #I has increased from 75% in 1985 to 87% in 1989 according to page 158 of the DEIR. 

This change has resulted in greatly increased overflight noise in San Francisco. The DEIR 

provides no anaJysis to support this alleged mitigation, which is in reality a noise shift from areas 

in San Mateo County to San Francisco. Consequently, further use of Runway #1 cannot be 

relied upon as mitigation." (Bruce Krell, Forest Hill Association) 

"Increased use of Runway #1 is the principaJ noise mitigation proposaJ in the DEIR. Use of 

Runway #1 has increased from 75% in 1985 to 87% in 1989 according to page 158 of the DEIR. 

'Iltis change has resulted in greatly increased overflight noise in SF. The DEIR provides no 

anaJysis to support this alleged mitigation, which is in reality a noise shift from areas in San 

Mateo County to San Francisco. Comequently, further use of Runway #1 cannot be relied upon 

as a mitigation." (Carol Koci var, West of Twin Peaks CentraJ Council) 

"Revise Mitigation Measure No. 2 on page 424 in the Draft EIR, by deleting the reference to 

increase the use of Runways 1 for departures of1ong-range aircraft." (Raymond Miller, C/CAG) 

"By using an increased use of Runways 01 for departures as a mitigation measure, the current 

high use of that runway and the existing impacts are ignored." (Roger Chinn, 

Airport/Community Roundtable) 

"In the report on Page 424, they refer to a mitigating effort as encouraging the airlines to switch 

to two-engine aircraft which then they can take off of Runway 1 L and 1 R. That is in violation 

of the original scheme, which was that that would not all~viate the noise in one area to by 

moving it to another." (David Few) 

"The EIR mentions that, as a mitigation to noise, aircraft will be diverted farther north over the 

Peninsula, which means practically all of the additionaJ aircraft that will be handled by SFO from 

this expansion proposal, rough1y a 70 percent expansion, if I read that correctly, in aircraft 

operations. Those aircraft will be -- all that 70 percent additional is going to be going over San 

Francisco. 1hat is diverting the noise, which is against the tacit agreement which has been in 

effect for quite some time. That noise will not be diverted to the new communities throughout 

the bay region." (Charles Kroupa) 
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"Another area of real concern that is in the existing Draft EJR is with what are called mitigations. 

Several of the mitigations are a shift of noise. As we understand it, the Airports Commission and 

the Airport Community Roundtable have a policy against solving one area's problems at the 

expense of another. 

"I will be very brief here. You will hear reference or read reference to: Let's put the aircraft on 

to Runway No. 1 so they can go up the bay. Those planes go up the bay and then they tum over 

the northern Penimula. You have moved noise from the gap up the bay and over the Peninsula. 

It's a shift. 'Three of the mitigations which are listed in this document are a shift. I do not l.hink 

that is an acceptable mitigation. We have got to come up with something better than that. 

" ... For example, if the mitigations in the DEIR are followed, large heavy 747 aircraft would 

depart on Runways Il.JIR and might overfly San Francisco. Tilis possible impact needs further 

explication and assessment." (Curt Holzinger) 

"Moreover, the only mitigation proposed to address this problem [noisy Stage Ill aircraft] is to 

shift more aircraft onto Runway #1; a plan which merely shifts noise from one place to another." 

(Timothy Treacy, Airport Noise Committee) 

"Page 424, Mitigation Measures, A via ti on Noise: 

"The realities of long range, two-engine aircraft as an alternative to four-engine aircraft is not a 

mitigating factor. The continuing and constant use of side-by-side departtJ.res on runways lL and 

lR would still have the net effect of four engines at maximum thrust. The use of larger, more 

fuel laden planes using runways 1 would further exacerbate the major problem, back blast, 

behind those runways. Tilis is no mitigation measure. 

"Even if the FAA did study and revise the use of the 'quiet departure' for runways 1 departures, 

this does not reduce the major noise problem, backblast. It encourages more runways 1 

departures. Titls is not a mitigation measure." (Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition) 

ResPOOSe 

It is assumed in the EIR (pp. 338-339) that the proportion of total operations performed by 

Stage 3 aircraft would increase from 1990 to 2006. The complete phaseout of Stage 2 

aircraft is listed as mitigation measures (for SFIA and airline implementation) on pp. 424-

425 because the noise impacts analysis in the EIR does not reflect a 100-percent-Stage-3 
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fleet at SFIA. When the EIR noise ana1ysis was prepared, the Airport Noise Regulation 

had not been amended to include a January 2000 phaseout date. 

SFIA's current preferential runway use program is informa]Jl/. The use of any noise 

abatement procedure, whether formal or informal, is limited by the variability of wind and 

weather conditions, safety factors, and air traffic levels and patterns. (It is stated on 

p. IVB-28 of the Joint Land Use Study, for example, that wind conditions prohibit 

nighttime Runways 10 takeoffs about 40 percent of the yea.r:121) Air traffic controllers and 

the aircraft pilots (because of their responsibilities for ensuring flight safety) have the 

option of choosing a procedure other than the noise abatement procedure if they think it 

necessary for aircraft safety. See pp. C&R.270-271 herein for further discussion of 

preferential runway use. 

Data on nighttime (1:00 a.m. to 6:00 a.m.) runway use in 1989 show that about 70 percent 

ofB-747 aircraft, and about 50 percent of all other aircraft, departed on Runways lOL or 

1 OR. Because Runways 28L and 28R are used as the preferentia1 arrival runways, the 

resulting "head-to-head" traffic flow may limit the number of aircraft that can depart on 

Runways lOL or lOR during busy periods. The revision of the preferential runway use 

procedure described on p. 425 of the EIR to include arrivals on Runways 19L and I9R (see 

pp. C&R.281-282 herein) could allow for increased use of Runways lOL and lOR for 

departures. 

The Visua1 Shoreline Departure is already in use at SFJA. (Limits on its use are discussed 

on p. C&R.293 herein.) Tile departure is not identified as a mitigation measure in the EIR. 

When following the Quiet Bridge Approach to Runway 28R, aircraft proceed to the high 

stand of the San Mateo Bridge, and then make a visual landing. A simila.r procedure is 

followed by aircraft using the Tiptoe Approach to Runway 28L. The path followed to 

reach the San Mateo Bridge would depend on the air traffic control instructions given to 

the pilol/1/ 

The mitigation measure on p. 424 of the EIR rega.rding the Quiet Bridge Approach is 

intended to improve the effectiveness of the approach. Other mitigation measures in the 

EIR (or these responses) thal could improve the effectiveness of the Quiet Bridge 

Approach include use of the PASSUR radar tracking system, and installation of 

navigational aids. 
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The inclusion of climb·power reductions as a mitigation measure in the EIR is not intended 

to reduce backblast impacts. 

Because of the possibility that a regional study could ww..lQ the mitigation of noise 

impacts, completion of the study is identified as a mitigation measure in the EIR. It is not 

stated in the EIR that the study would mitigate noise impacts. When malting its findings 

on the impacts remaining after mitigation measures are implemented, the Airports 

Commission could not assume that the study would reduce noise impacts to a level of 

insignificance. 

The reasons for including the Runway Reconfiguration Study as a mitigation measure are 

discussed on p. C&R.306 herein. As discussed on p. C&R.49 herein, SFIA believes that 

Phase I of the Reconfiguration Study has (so far) produced four potential runway 

reconfigurations that would achieve the primary objective of the study (the reduction of 

cumu1ative noise impacts). Many secondary objectives Qisted on p. C&R.49 herein) were 

achieved, but not all. 

Depending on the results of the Runway Reconfiguration Study (discussed on pp. C&R.49· 

50 herein), it is possible that aircraft (including B· 747s) could be departing on different 

runways and along different headings (paths) than they do currently, increasing the 

occurrence of single·event noise in some areas. The main objective of the Runway 

Reconfiguration Study, however, was to reduce noise impacts as defined by the State Noise 

Standards (and a secondary objective was to reduce single.event noise impacts). Any 

runway reconfiguration chosen as a result of the study, then, would by definition result in a 

reduction of such noise impacts. 

Because of the possibility that the Runway Reconfiguration Study could kadJQ the 

mitigation of noise impacts, completion of the study is identified as a mitigation measure 

in the EIR. It is not stated in the EIR that the Study would mitigate noise impacts. When 

making its findings on the impacts remaining after mitigation measures are implemented, 

the Airports Commission could not assume that the Study would reduce noise impacts to a 

level of insignificance. 

The extension of a runway as a mitigation measure would be implemented only if the 

Runway Reconfiguration Study found it to be effective in reducing noise impacts. The 

FAA Airports Capacity Task Force Study did show that extending Runways 19L, 19R, 
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28L, or 28R would result in reduced aircraft delays (as shown in Table 1-1, p. A.174, 

Appendix I of the EIR). 

Several conunenters refer to a policy or policies against shifting noise from one community 

to another. It is the position of members of the Airport/Community Roundtable that any 

shift in noise from one community to another should be prohibited. "Noise" as defined in 

this JX)Sition is any kind of noise, including single-event noise Oevels and frequency) and 

backblast noiseJl/ 

Conclition Ill.F. of the SAA Noise Variance states, "[The] Airport shall not knowingly 

permit or authorize and shall oppose any activity which results in a shifting of aircraft 

generated noise from one conununity to another within the airport environs." Although 

"noise" is not specifically defined in this Conclition, in the State Noise Standards (in 

accordance with which the variance was granted) "noise impact" is defined in terms of 

CNEL./8/ 

Pages 424-425 of the EIR identify nine noise mitigation measures for SFlA to implement. 

Adclitional mitigation measures are identified on pp. C&R.267-295 herein. Of those 

measures, the only measure explicitly involving a potential shift of operations "from one 

runway to another" is the use of large long-range, two-engine aircraft as an alternative to 

the B-747. 

As stated on p. 344 of the EIR., " ... the noisiest aircraft overflights to / from SFIA would 

likely be by B-747 aircraft ... " All B-747 aircraft on long-range flights and about one-half 

of all other B-747 aircraft departed on Runway 28R in 1989 (and would, it is assumed, 

depart on Runway 28R in 1996 and 2006). Almost all of these departing aircraft follow 

the Gap Departure route, which takes them over Peninsula communities at relatively low 

altitudes. 

If a B-747 aircraft departing on Runway 28R were replaced by a long-range two-engine 

aircraft (such as a B-767) departing on either Runway 28R or Runways lL or IR, a 

relatively noisy Stage 3 aircraft that climbs relatively slowly would be replace.d by a 

quieter Stage 3 aircraft that climbs faster. If the two-engine aircraft were to depart on 

Runway 28R, communities under the Gap or Shoreline Departure routes would still 

experience noise, but the level would be lower. If the aircraft were to depart on Runways 
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lL or IR, communities under the Runway 28R flight paths would not hear the noise from 

the aircrafL 

Part of the noise would be shifted to communities under the flight paths for Runway IL or 

IR, including the upper and middle Peninsula, San Francisco, and l?acifica for flights 

headed to destinations west, southwest or south of SFIA. However, the aircraft would be 

at higher altitudes when flying over those communities, and the noise produced (even at 

the same altinide) would be lower than that from the B-747. Therefore, there would be an 

overall reduction in (cumu181ive and the level of single-event) noise. 

The result would be an overall reduction in noise, and not just a shift (as claimed by the 

commenters), because high noise levels would be taken from the most highly affected areas 

and replaced with lower noise levels elsewhere. lhis strategy is coru:istent with SFIA's 

noise reduction efforts, which consider as a priority relief for people ElJ::Li.n the CNEL 65 

contour. Although others may be affected by the results of such efforts, the impacts to 

those people would not be as great as the benefits to those now experiencing high 

cumulative noise levels. 

lhis reduction can be demonstrated by using the information in Table C-8 on p. A.56, 

Appendix C of the EIR. The table shows the maximum sound exposure levels at the 

remote monitoring stations for four representative aircraft using SFIA (including the 

B-747-200 and B-767). Monitor No. 4 in South San Francisco is directly under the Gap 

Departure route; when a B-747-200 departs on Runway 28R, the sound exposure level at 

Monitor No. 4 could be as high as 103 cIBA. Replacing the B-747 with the B-767 on 

Runway 28R could reduce the noise at Monitor No. 4 to 89 dBA. Monitor No. 24 in San 

Francisco is near the departure flight paths for Runway lL. If the B-767 departure were 

shifted to Runway lL, there would be no noise produced by it at Monitor No. 4, but the 

sound exposure level ar Monitor No. 24 could be as high as 81 cIBA. The reduction 

achieved by switching to the B-767 and shifting runways could be 21 dBA or more19/ 

It is correct that replacing B-747 with B-767 aircraft (as identified in the EIR) could lead to 

an increase in the use of Runways IL and lR, and result in 1) an increase in the occurrence 

of single-event noise in communities under the departure paths for Runways lL and lR 

(those along the northern Peninsula, and San Francisco) and 2) an increase in the 

occunence ofbackblast noise in the communities behind Runways IL and lR. 

Accordingly, the following is added to the second bulleted item on p. 424 of the EIR: 
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An increased number of departures on Runways lL and lR would result in an 
increase in the occurrence of single-event noise in communities under the departure 
flight paths for.those runways, including San Francisco and communities on the 
PeninsuJa and in the East Bay. An increased number of departures on Runways IL 
and IR would also result in an increase in the occurrence of backblast noise in 
communities behind those runways, including Burlingame and Millbrae. 

The increased use of long-range aircraft is not the only mitigation measure identified to 

address noisy Stage 3 aircraft; please see pp. C&R.269, 271, 273-274, 280-282, 286-287, 

289-290 herein. 

Possible revision of the flight routing for aircraft departing on Runways IL and IR is 

identified as a mitigation measure on p. 424 of the EIR. The measure is intended to reduce 

cumulative and single-event noise levels in communities on the Peninsula; it is not 

intended W reduce backblast noise. 

The measure is described and assessed incorrectly in the EIR. Accordingly, the fourth 

bulleted item on p. 424 and the ninth bulleted item on p. 425 of the EIR are revised as 

follows (revisions are underlined and deletions shown by brackets): 

Encourage the FAA to study and, if JX)SSible, [ ] institute the use of [ ] .a "quiet 
departure" []flight routing[] for aircraft departing on Runways IL and lR. Currently, 
aircraft departing on Runways IL and IR [] make a left turn over the Peninsula 
Requiring the aircraft to travel further north over the Bay before ruming could reduce 
sing]e-event noise over Peninsula communities, but could result in increased 
overfli~ts and sinele-event noise in communities further north. In addition. a 
revised fli2ht routine cou1d conflict with departures from Met.r:cwolitan Oakland 
International Airport. 

Study and, if possible, [] institute the use of [] .a "quiet departure" for aircraft 
departing on Runways IL and IR. Implementing Agency: FAA 

Mitigation measures for single-event impacts are discussed on pp. C&R.299-300 herein. 

Responses to comments regarding increases in backblast noise are on pp. C&R.251-260 

herein. 
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GENERAL 

Comments 

" ... What mitigation programs can be implemented to reduce the number of impacted uses? 

How can they be funded and what levels of funding are necessary? ... " (Dennis Argyres, City of 

Burlingame). 

" ... There is just a woeful lack of detail and ana1ysis as to how mitigation me~ures wouJd work. 

For example, one of the suggestions to mitigate the noise is to, 'encourage the airlines to use 

different types of aircraft that have the ability to take off at a very sharp angle and thus not have 

to spend much time over residentia1 areas.' The question is, how do we encourage the airlines to 

do that? Are there specific suggestions, incentives, pena1ties that couJd be imposed? And how 

successful would those incentives or pena1ties be, based upon, perhaps, examples from other 

jurisdictions?" (Commissioner Morales) 

"Potentia1 Noise - The noise problems will be mitigated through the improvement and expansion 

of the Airport's already successful noise program." (Stan Moy, Finger & Moy Architects) 

"The third mitigation me~ure on page 424 shouJd include an estimated date for completion of 

review and revision of the Quiet Bridge Approach." (Leslie Carmichael, City of Foster City) 

"Pages 425 and 426 list measures to mitigate noise impacts; included are measures to work with 

several agencies and groups to 'conduct a regional study of air traffic control requirements, 

constraints, and opportunities, with the goa1 of minimizing noise impacts.' 1his mitigation 

shouJd be undertaken before proceeding with any other aspect of the project, since 'the study 

wouJd involve identifying the flight patterns and routes regionwide that are most environmentally 

desirable, determining how to establish and coordinate use of the routes while maintaining 

aircraft safety.' The SFIA JIW.51 take into account future expansions at other airports in the 

region, including the possibility of airport development in areas of rapid growth not presently 

served by a regional airport facility ... " (Onnolee Trapp, Leagues of Women Voters of San 

Mateo County) 

"Pages 425 and [4]26 list measures to mitigate noise impacts. Included are measures to work 

with several agencies and groups to 'conduct a regiona1 study of air traffic control requirements, 

constraints and opportunities, with the goa1 of minimizing noise impacts.' 1his mitigation should 
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be undertaken before proceeding with any other aspect of the project, since, 'the study would 

involve identifying the flight patterns and routes region-\Vide that are most environmentally 

desirable, determining how to establish and coordinate use of the routes while maintaining 

aircraft safety.' The airport must take into account future expansions of other airpons in the 

region, incJuding the possibility of ai.qx)rt development in areas of rapid growth not presently 

serviced by regional airpon facility. Considering the multiple impacts detailed in the EIR for the 

airport alone, it's imperative that regional coordination must be involved. 

"Well, we call on you for cooperating with the other jurisdictions in the area to work these things 

out and reconsider this plan and perhaps even alter your expansion plans." (Onnolee Trapp, San 

Mateo County Leagues of Women Voters, public hearing of 8/27/91) 

"Pag'5 335 and A.179: 

"There are very serious problems in the DEIR with suggested noise mitigation measures, one of 

which is the fact that most measures are only voluntary. No mitigation measures are proposed in 

the DEIR that are mandatory or binding. Therefore, they are not under the control of the Airports 

Commission to effect noise mitigation. For instance, any use of runways 10 for late night 

departures between 1:00 a.m. and 6:00 a.m. is optional ... 

"Page 424, Mitigation Measures, A via ti on Noise: ... 

"In general, the SFIA mitigation paragrap~ are actually reguests to other entities and agencies to 

accomplish some actions. Nothing is mandatory, therefore nothing can be concluded as to 

whether the actions will be done, or what their results would be. For the purpose of the DEIR, 

they are not mitigating measures." (Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition) 

Response 

Section 15050(e) of the CEQA Guidelines states that "The exercise of discretionary powers 

for environmental protection shall be consistent 'Nith express or implied limitations 

provided by other laws." SF1A cannot implement mitigation measures which it has no 

authority (under the powers granted to it by law) to implement As stated in the responses 

to various suggested noise mitigation measures (pp. C&R.267-295 herein), and implied in 

the discussion of airport proprietors' rights and obligations in Appendix A herein, there are 

limits to SFlA's ability to directly implement certain noise mitigation measures. Those 

limits are reflected in the categoriz.ation of the noise mitigation measures by 

implemenll!lion responsibility (see pp. 424-425 of the EIR). 
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For example, as implied in C&R Appendix A and described on p. C&R.279 herein, there 

are limit<. on SFIA's ability to require or influence the use of long~range, two-engine 

aircraft at the Airport (through regulation or financial incentives). Because of those limits, 

increased use of such aircraft would be imp]emented by the airlines, not SAA. SFIA 

could "encourage" the airlines' use of such aircraft at SFIA, through rulemaking, airline 

agreements, and/or financial incentives. 

Under CEQA (Guidelines, Section 15091), mitigation measures may be adopted or rejected 

by the Airpons Commission as part of the written .findings for each significant effect. 

Mitigation measures adopted become conditions of project approval, and are binding. The 

noise mitigation measures not directly under the control of SAA (such as FAA revision of 

flight procedures) cannot be adopted by the Airports Commission in it<. .findings. 

Given that some of the noise .mitigation measures identified in the EIR are not within 

SFIA's control, the commenter is correct in asserting that conclusions cannot be made as to 

the likely implementation or effectiveness of those measures. lbis absence of knowledge 

regarding the effectiveness of the noise mitigation measures must be taken into 

consideration by the Airports Commission in its findings. 

CEQA does not require that an EIR include information on the costs and potential 

financing of mitigation measures. Please seep. C&R.386 herein for further discussion of 

this issue. 

The review and revision of the Quiet Bridge Approach and the completion of a regional air 

traffic study are not within the authority of SFIA. Therefore, implementation of these 

measures cannot be mandated by the Airports Commission as a condition of project 

approval. 

NOlES - Aircraft Noise Mitigation 

/1/ Carbone, David, staff to the Airport/Community Roundtable, te1ephone conversation, 
March 11, 1992. 

/11 Williams, Platzek & Mocine et al., Joint I..mui Use Study, San Francisco International 
Airport I San Mateo County Environs Area, prepared for the Joint Powers Board, March 

1980. 
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/3/ U.S. Department of Transportation, Secretary's Task Force on Competition in the U.S. 
Domestic AirUne Industry, Airports, Air Traffic Control, and Related Concerns (impact on 
Entry), February, 1990. 

/4/ AirUoe Lease and Use Agreements, San Francisco International Airpon. 

/5/ 49 U.S.C. App. Section 1305 (a) (I). 

/6/ U.S. Department of Transportation, FederaJ Aviation Administration, San Francisco Bay 
Area Airports Task Force Capacity Study of SFO, SJC, and OAK International Airports 
(prepared jointly by FAA, Bay Area intemationaJ airports staffs, Air Transpon 
Association, and the airlines serving the San Francisco Bay Area), 1987. 

n1 Federal Aviation Administration, Office of Environment and Energy, Airport Noise 
Control StraJegies, Report No. FAA-EE-86-02, May 1986. 

/8/ California Adminislrative Code, Title 21, Section 5000, et seq., as amended. 

/9/ The B-767 is not a direct replacement for the B-747, because the B-767 is a smaller 
aircraft If an aircraft of similar size (such as the planned B-777) were used, the noise 
levels produced would probably be about 4 dBA higher than those produced by the B-767. 
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OTHERNOJSE 

SURFACE TRAFFIC NOISE 

Comment 

", .. Whether or not aircraft noise reduction is achieved, the report stares (p. 6) that 'surface traffic 

due to the project would increase noise levels on local roads by a maximum of one decibel over 

baseline conditions' for both 1996 and 2006. NO :MITIGATION is proposed for this environmental 

impact." (Onnolee Trapp, Leagues of Women Voters of San Mateo County) 

Reswnse 

Humans can hear noise level changes of only about three dB A or more. A noise level 

increase of one dBA would not be audible to the human ear and, so, there would be no 

noticeable effects on ambient noise levels. Therefore, no mitigation measures would be 

needed for the change in ambient noise levels due to increased surface traffic along local 

roads. 

CONSTRUCTION NOISE 

Impacts 

Comments 

"N-331 Environmenta1 Impacts Re: Construction Noise - CJearly impacts of construction on 

Millbrae were completely overlooked and left out of Document. I can't help wondering m? A lot 

of Millbrae homes are much closer to Construction Sites planned for, than those homes in Lomita 

Park. San Bruno which have been included in text" (Jessie Bracker, letter of 8/27/91 and public 

hearing of 8/27/91) 

"On page -- Chapter N-331 - Environmental Impacts - 'Construction' and Noise. - Noise sensitive 

areas - are named in 1st par. of page 6 and 1st par. (middle of), also found on page 333. Sites named 

are incomplete. AirJx,rt Park, Marina Vista, and North Millbrae Subdivisions of homes were not 

named and must be because they are closer to much of the Development areas than Lomita Park is 
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so noise levels there from Construction would have to be higher than from Lomita Park where text 

says it would be unacceptable (dearly). Millbrae nursery school also shouJd be induded." (Jessie 

Bracker) 

Response 

The list of sensitive receptors on p. A.58 of the EIR (Appendix C) in Table C-10, is revised 

(the revised table is shown on p. C&R.220 herein) to include Millbrae Nursery School (and 

other uses found in responding to other comments alxlut sensitive uses). lbis list contains 

only schools, hospitals and other public facilities in the vicinity of the Airport. The 

commenter is correct in stating that residential land uses in Airpon Park. Marina Vista and 

North Millbrae subdivisions, closer to the Airpon than Lomita Park, would be exposed to 

high noise levels from construction activities. Table 48 on p. 332 of the EIR shows the 

approximate distances at which comtruction noise wouJd be reduced to certain levels. 

Generally, external noise levels over 65 dB A, Leg, are not considered compatible with 

residential land uses. Pages 332 and 333 of the EIR state that noise levels at Lomita Park 

Elementary School and in the Lomita Park residential area would be aoove recommended 

standards. Residential land uses in Airpon Park, Marina Vista and North Millbrae 

subdivisions, closer to the Airpon than the Lomita Park sensitive receptors, would be 

exposed to noise levels aoove recommended standards during excavation, pile driving, and 

:finishing operations. Because comtruction activities are temporary, noise generated by 

construction activities would not have a long-term effect on ambient noise levels in the 

region. 

The second sentence of the first paragraph on p. 6 of the EIR is replaced with the 

following: 

Nearby noise sensitive areas include residential land uses, schools and hospitals. 

The following sentence is added to the end of the paragraph on pp. 332-333 of the EIR. 

Residential land uses closer to the Airpon than the Lomita Park residential area, such 
a.s Airport Park, Marina Vista and North Millbrae, wouJd be exposed to higher noise 
levels during pile driving, which wouJd be comidered "clearly unacceptable." 
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Mitieation 

Comments 

" ... Millbrae's general plan reads: City should make sure that noise from consrruction is reduced to 

the lowest possible level. All mitigation measures possible must be used." (Jessie Bracker, letter of 

8/27/91 and public hearing of 8/27/91) 

"P. 14 and 15 - Mitieate Construction Noise Impacts - All measures possible must be included." 

(Jessie Bracker) 

Resoonse 

Noise control policies and ordinances, such as the Airport Land Use Plan (San Mateo 

County Airport Land Use Commission, 1981) and the San Francisco Noise Ordinance, 

which prohibits construction work at night, have limited authority over actual Airport 

operations. Page 426 of the EIR lists feasible mitigation measures that could be 

implemented as a condition of project approval. Construction noise levels cou1d be 

substantially attenuated by these mitigation measures. 
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AIR QUALITY 

SETTING 

The Notes for this section begin on p. C&R.337. 

Existin2 Air Quality at SF1A 

Comments 

"P. 174 - Pollution readings are taken in San Francisco! - Sure1y for this document actual 

readings D!lJ.S.t be taken by Tenninals, Aprons, and Taxiways and Mcts. of Runways 1- .. 

"With reference to all pages in the text regarding Pollution and to Summary - Pollution Readings 

for this Document should be taken at Airport; not in San Francisco. Summary reads 'The 

increase in traffic will increase Pollutant Emissions!' " (Jessie Bracker) 

"The evaluation of air quality is based on data from air monitoring station equipment which is 

not located at SFlA. Air quality should be measured and continuously monitored by equipment 

located at SFIA. lbis is a more realistic approach to determining impacts and offering proper 

mitigations." (George Foscardo, City of San Bruno) 

Response 

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) air quality monitoring station 

closest to SFIA is located in San Francisco. Although atmospheric conditions, such as 

wind direction, wind ~ed and temperature, influence the dispersal of air pollutants 

generated by SFIA, ambient concentrations at the nearest monitoring station provide an 

indication of existing air quality in the area. The air pollutant data presented in Table D-1 

on page A.137 (Appendix D) of the EIR are, therefore, shown to provide the reader with a 

genera] idea of ambient air pollutant concentrations in the area. As pointed out in the EIR 

(p. 174), air quality in San Francisco and San Mareo Counties is generally better than that 

in, for example, the East Bay and the South Bay. 

The data in Table-D-1 were not used to estimate the emissions generated by the project. 

Although future air quality monitoring at the Airport would give accurate air pollutant 

concentrations after project buildout, future project emissions cannot be estimated using 
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present air quality monitoring data. Project emissions are generally calculared using 

established emission factors. Future emission factors developed by the Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA), California Air Resources Board (ARB) and BAAQMD were 

used to estimate total emissions from various Airport operations. Roadside CO 

concentrations (existing and future) were modeled using the CALINE4 approved and 

recommended air quality modeling program, developed by Calt:rans. Background 

concentrations were obtained from BAAQ:p.,fil contour maps. Air quality impacts of the 

project were determined by comparing these estimated emissions and concentraiions to the 

significance thresholds established by BAAQ:p.,fil, Thus, the project impacts were 

evaluated and mitigation measures identified, on the basis of established procedures and 

practices. The proximity of air pollutant data monitoring stations does not affect the 

estimated project impacts on air quality. 

Sensitive Recg,,tors 

Comment 

"P. XI-A-138 - Table D-2 - Air Quality Sensitive Receptors Within 1/4 m. of Airport Property 

line. - 2 Convalescent Hospitals, 1 Millbrae Nursery School, should be added." (Jessie Bracker) 

Response 

Table D-2, p. A.138 (Appendix D) of the EIR is revised (reVisions are shown in lx>ld text) 

to include the two convalescent hospitals and Millbrae Nursery School. 
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TABLE D-2: AIR QUALJ'IT SENSIDVE RECEPTORS 

Within 1/4 mile of AitpOrt Property Line 

Sheltering Pines ConvaJescent Hospital 
Millbrae Serra Convalescent Hospital 
Millbrae Nursery School 
Residential areas (West of US 101) 
Belle Air School (San Bruno) 
Lomita Park School (Millbrae) 

Within 1/2 mile of Airport Property Line 

Residential areas (West of US 101) 
Churches 
Capuchino High School (San Bruno) 
Happy Hall School (Childcare Center - San Bruno) 
Saint Dunstan School (Millbrae) 

Within 1 mile of Airport Puwertv Line 

Churches 
Decima M. Allen School (San Bruno) 
Edgemont School (San Bruno) 
El Crystal School (San Bruno) 
City Park (San Bruno) 
Glen Oaks School (Millbrae) 
Green Hills Country Club 
Green Hills School (Millbrae) 
Highlands School (Millbrae) 
Taylor Jr. High School (Millbrae) 
Former Chadbourne School (now vacant, will become senior citizens center/home) (Millbrae) 

Mills High School (Millbrae) 
Spring Valley School (Millbrae) 
Peninsula Hospital 
Lincoln School (Burlingame) 
Parkside Jr. High School (San Bruno) 
City of San Bruno Public Library 
Ray Park (Burlingame) 
Residential Areas (Y{. of EI Camino Real) 

SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, Inc. 
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Plans and Regulations 

Comment 

"Now lets take a hard look at air quality. In the early 1970's, SFO declared that 'Airport 

management along with neighboring communities will together have to devise and implement 

strategies to improve air quality to within acceptable limits' (FEIS Vol. III Part 2-Comments 11-2-

17 and III-1-20). These strategies were to be 'eva1uated as part of a future control plan' in order 

to minimize air pollution (FEIS Vol. ID Part I-Comments Il-9-3). Where is that plan? Where 

are those controls? Where is the air quality data that would have facilitated intelligent planning?" 

(AlynLam) 

Resoonse 

The strategies and plans identifie.d by the commenter are the State of California's 

"Transportation Control Strategies" and "Air Quality Implementation Plans" for critica1 

regions, which called for the minimization of total vehicle miles travele.d to improve 

regiona1 air quality ./1/ An ana1ysis of total vehicle miles travele.d was require.d to 

demonstrate compliance with these strategies and plans; any increase in VMT was not 

consistent with them. 

Plans. policies and programs are updated, revise.d or modified as more information 

becomes available. The current Plan (The Bay Area '91 Clean Air Plan), by aiming to 

reduce air pollutant emissions through a combination of permits and indirect source 

controls, seeks to reduce VMT and thereby improve ]oca1 and regiona1 air quality JV 

Pages 172 -173 of the EIR discuss current air quality regulations, plans and policies. To 

reflect the new information, the third sentence of the fourth paragraph on p. 172 of the EIR 

is revised as follows (revisions are underline.d and deletions shown in brackets): 

An Air Quality Plan for the Basic was prepared in[] 1991 and[] is beine 
inc.orporated into the current California SIP 13/ 

The first sentence of the fifth paragraph on p. 172 is revise.d as follows: 

The [] Bay Area '91 Clean Air Plan desailx':s the air pollution control st:ra:1.egies 
necessary to bring the Bay Area into attainment for all of the NAAQS [). 
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The first full paragraph on p. 173 of the EIR is deleted. The last two sentences of the 

second full paragraph on p. 173 of the EIR are replaced with the following: 

The Bay Area '91 Clean Air Plan (CAP) describes the Bay Area's current plans for 
meeting State clean air laws13/ The goa1 of the CAP is to improve air quality 
through the 1990's through tighter industry controls, cleaner cars and trucks, cleaner 
fuels, and increased commute aJternatives. The CAP encourages cities and counties 
to adopt measures in support of this goaJ. Identified measures include: developing 
rules to reduce vehicle trips to major residentiaJ developments, shopping centers, and 
other indirect sources; encouraging cities and counties to plan for high-density 
development; and dustering development with mixed uses in the vicinity of mass 
transit stations. These measures would serve to reduce total vehic1e miles travelled, 
thereby improving regionaJ air quality. 

The third full paragraph on p. 173 of the EIR is replaced with the following: 

Provisions in the CAP will likely affect the Airport in two ways. First, the 
BAAQMD is considering an indirect source control program, to be adopted in 1994, 
that would require facilities to implement an indirect source emissions reduction 
program. Such a program would include measures to reduce the total vehicle miles 
traveled. Second, the BAAQMD is developing an employee-based trip reduction 
rule, scheduled for adoption by mid-1992, that would mandate large employers to 
achieve a specified average vehicle ridership for their employees. Both of these 
measures would likely be phased in for new and existing developments. SFIA will 
be required to work with BAAQMD in implementing future rules and regulations 
governing total vehicle miles travelled, including the indirect source control program 
and the employee-based trip reduction ruJe. As discussed on pp. 130-137, SF1A 
currently seeks to reduce total vehicle trips by offering shuttle services, public transit 
facilities, and transit subsidies and incentives to employees. 

The following note replaces note f3/ on p. 177 of the EIR: 

f3/ Bay Area Air QuaJity Management District, Association of Bay Area Governments, 
and Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Bay Area '91 Clean Air Plan, 1991. 

'While the 'plan' referred to by the com.mentor deaJt with State-wide transportation/air­

quality issues, the EIR authors judge that the intent of the comment was to evaJuate 

strategies to be implemented by the Airport. Some of the mitigation measures identified in 

the EIR to reduce transportation impacts could also reduce air quality impacts. For a 

discussion of transportation/air-quality strategies to be implemented by the Airport, please 

refer to responses regarding transportation mitigation measures on pp. C&R.152 et seq. 

herein. 

C&R.321 



BAAQMD formulates air quality p1ans on the basis of conclusions drawn from a wide 

lxxiy of data BAAQMD has compiled emissions inventories for various air pollutants . 

over the years. Some sources of air pollution are measured directly, but most are estimated 

based on source characteristics, throughput rates, partial sampling, and scientific or 

engineering calculations. These emissions inventories, combined with future projections 

of growth and emissions reductions attainable through control systems, provide the basis 

for future planning efforuJ'l/ 

IMPACTS 

Impacts of Increased Fli~hts 

Comment 

" .. .If you overload our skies, which are already overloaded, with more airplanes competing for 

valuable airspace, we are all going to pay a price. And if that issue can't even be addressed in a 

Draft EIR, where is it going to be addressed." (Don Bertone) 

Response 

The EIR addresses project impacts in detail. Emissions from aircraft operations are 

estimated on p. 361 of the EIR, emissions from vehicular traffic on p. 357 of the EIR, 

ground support vehicle emissions on p. 358 of the EIR, and building emissions on p. 363 

of the EIR. On p. 436 oftheEIR, it is concluded that the project would have an 

unmitigable significant adverse impact on air quality. 

It is not known if the commenter is referring specifically to impacts of increased flights on 

air quality. 1he commenter may also be referring to impacts on aircraft noise levels and 

aviation safety; accordingly, this comment is duplicated on p. C&R.245 herein (aircraft 

noise) and p. C&R.375 herein (air traffic safety), and responded to in those contexts. 

Impacts of VeJiicle Emissions 

Comment 

"33,400 employees now commute daily to SFO with an additional 8,900 expected by 2006 

(DEIR Vol. I Ch. O. Two-thirds of them will drive alone (DEIR Vol. I Ch. Ill §B). Highways 
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380 and 101 carry the bu1k of the vehicular traffic into the terminal area (DEIR Vol. 1 Ch. TV 

Figs. 29-30) with on-auJX)rtintersections numbers 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 24, and 25, hindering peak 

hour traffic flow (DEIR Vol. I Ch. IV §B). None of these intersections, with the exception of 

that into the remote parking lot, show any deterioration of traffic flow between now and 2006. 

Isn't it strange then that CO, NOx, SOx, PM 10 levels from vehicle emissions all will deteriorate 

significantly during the same period? (DEIR Vol. I Ch. IV §D Tables 56-57). Perhaps vehicle 

emission standards are to be revised downward in the interim. The need for valid continuous air 

quality monitoring is obvious." (A1yn Lam) 

Response 

Table 39 on p. 308 of the EIR shows the traffic flow conditions (LOS and V/C ratios) at 

the intersections noted in the comment. The commenter is, in effect saying that project­

generated traffic alone would not resu1t in a degradation of the LOS at intersections nos. 4-

9 and 24 in the table. The V/C ratios wouJd increase at these intersections, however, 

reflecting the increase in SAA-generated and cumu1ative total traffic. The fact that LOS 

would not degrade also reflects the road-widening improvements proposed by SFIA, 

shown on pp. 276-277 of the EIR. With the addition of two lanes on Road R-3, North 

Access Road and Road R-2, these roads cou1d accommodate more traffic. However, the 

projected increase in traffic is large enough that the volume of traffic relative to the 

increased roadway capacity would increase, but the LOS (categories) would not degrade. 

Similarly, the air pollutant emissions couJd increase, even though the LOS does not. 

The estimated emissions in Tables 56 and 57 in the EIR (pp. 357-358) were calcu1ated on 

the basis of the emission factors current when the DEIR was prepared, and the traffic 

volumes used to evaJuate traffic flow conditions. Footnote /a/ in Table 56 on p. 357 of the 

EIR shows the basis of the calcu1ation of emissions from project-generated traffic. 

Footnotes /a/ and /b/ in Table 57 on p. 358 of the EIR show the basis of the calculation of 

emissions from ground-support vehicles. Procedures and methodologies established by 

EPA were followed to calcu1ate project-generated emissions. 

The value of air quality monitoring is discussed above, on pp. C&R.317-318 herein. 
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Carbon Monoxide Impacts 

Comments 

"Page 436 reads: 'Project generated emissions wouJd be over the BAAQMD threshold for carbon 

monoxide.'" (Jessie Bracker, public hearing of 8/27/91 and letter of 8/27/91) 

"Landside emissions. Vehicular traffic in regard to tables. [Table 55] Results indicate that 

existing carbon monoxide levels already exceed the state eight-hour CO standards, and the state 

eight-hour CO concentration standard wouJd be violated under almost all scenarios for the 

intersections examined. The table aJso shows a state violation for one-hour periods at El Camino 

and Millbrae Avenue. Carbon monoxide is a slow, silent killer, and exceedances or any 

happening must not be taken lightly nor added to for safety of people. . . The increase in traffic 

will increase pollutant emissions, according to the summary ... " (Jessie Bracker) 

"The Bay Area Air Quality Management District has recently revised its recommendations for 

estimating future CO ambient background levels. These revisions will significantly affect the 

CO concentration analysis in Table 55 and the conclusions reached in that tab1e." (Chris Brittle, 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission) 

Response 

Page 175 of the EIR indudes a brief description of the health effects of CO. Table D-1 on 

p. A.137 (Appendix D) of the EIR shows eight-hour CO standard violations for 1987 and 

1988. To clarify the discussion of existing CO emissions, the sixth sentence in the first 

paragraph on p. 175 of the EIR is revised as follows (revisions are underlined and deletions 

indicated by brackets): 

The ei2ht-hour CO standard was violated in 1987 and 1988 (see Table D-1. 
Apmndix D, p, A.137), Although no violations of the State one-hour or eight-hour 
CO standards []~recorded in .12B9. at the San Francisco monitoring station[]. 
reJatively high levels would be expected aJong heavily traveled roads and near busy 
intersections. 

CO non-attainment regions are classified into 'severe,' 'serious,' and 'moderate,' depending 

on the projected date of attainment. The San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin is non­

attainment for CO. Monitoring stations in San Francisco County and San Mateo County 

did not record CO standard violations in the past two years, but stations in San Jose and 
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Vallejo recorded eight-hour standard violations. The Air Basin is categorized as 'serious,' 

because it is projected that the Air District would be in attainment for CO by 1997. /'2/ The 

BAAQMD does not expect any CO standard violations after 1997. In the future, CO 

emissions from motor vehicles are expected to decrease substantially, due to improved 

engine efficiencies and cleaner-burning fuels. 

All of the estimates in Table 55 on p. 355 of the EIR are revised to incorporate the most 

recent information regarding emission factors, background concentrations and roll-back 

factors provided by the BAAQMD. 

The revised table (fable 55) shows a decrease (from the original DEIR table) in existing 

and future one-hour and eight-hour CO concentrations at all of the intersections. On the 

basis of the revised table, the first paragraph on page 356 of the EIR is replaced with the 

following: 

The results indicate that existing CO levels already violate State eight-hour CO 
standards for the intersections analyzed, but that by 2006, the CO standard would be 
violated at on1y one intersection. lhe eight-hour standard would be violated at three 
intersections under 1996 traffic conditions. At El Camino Real & Millbrae A venue, 
1996 baseline (without the project) traffic conditions would violate the ambient 
eight-hour CO standard, and the project would contribute to an increase in the 
frequency of standard violations. At the other two intersections, El Camino Real & 
San Bruno Avenue and Rollins Road & Millbrae Avenue, the project on its own 
wou1d not cause the violation of the standards in 1996, but the project together with 
projected growth would result in the violation of the eight-hour standard. 
Cumulative traffic conditions in 2006, including traffic from the project, would cause 
a violation of the eight-hour standard at El Camino Real & Millbrae A venue. No 
other analyzed intersection would exceed ambient standards under cumulative traffic 
conditions. CO emissions are projected to decrease in the future because of 
improved engine efficiencies and cleaner burning fue1s. The decline in CO 
concenttations over time apparent at some of the intersections is a result of the 
expected decline of future emission rates as cleaner new vehicles enter the vehicle 
mix, and is not an indication that the number of vehicles through the intersection is 
dropping. 

Health Effect5 

Comment 

"Please consider the effects of the health of human beings. We're jeopardized already ... (TREE) 
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TABLE 55: ESTIMATED WORST-CASE EXISTING AND FlITURE CO CONCEN1RA TIO NS 
IN TIIE PROJECT VICINITY 

(:QIJi;tDIIalillII b;i: l'.~ (IUllll)/a..hl 
1990 1996 1996 1996 2006 2006 2006 

Forecast +List-added Forecast +List-added 

Location Existing Growth + Proiect/c/ Growth/di Growth ± Prgject/d Growlh/d/ 

Intersections 
El Camino Real & Millbrae 

I-hour 11J.lJs1. 16.8 16.8 17.6 13.5 13.5 15.9 
8-hour UA .lll.l! .lll.l! lU 8.7 8.7 2.1. 

El Camino ReaJ & Sari Bruno 
I-hour 15.2 12.4 12.6 15.7 10.6 10.7 13.0 
8-bour 2..l. 7.7 7.8 1llJl 6.7 6.7 8.3 

South Airport & Utah 
I-hour 14.8 11.7 11.7 12.8 9.3 9.4 10.3 
8-hour 2.2 7.2 7.2 8.0 5.8 5.8 6.5 

Rollins & Millbrae 
I-hour 14.7 12.4 12.6 15.4 10.7 12.3 12.9 
8-bour 2.2 7.7 7.8 2J! 6.7 7.9 8.3 

Segment 
Bayshore Freeway/fl 

I-hour 10.6 8.7 8.8 9.2 7.5 7.5 7.9 
8-bour 6.3 5.1 5.2 5.5 4.5 4.5 4.8 

/a/ Estimaies were calculated using CALINE4, a computer-based air pollution dispe.rsion model developed 
by the California Department of Transportation. The eight-hour CO concentrations were $SUIDed to be 
about 70 percent of the modeled one-hour values. One-hour background CO concentrations used were 
5.6 ppm for 1990, 4.7 ppm for 1996, and 3.8 ppm for 2006. Eight-hour background CO coocemrations 
used were 2.8 ppm for 1990, 2.3 ppm for 1996, and 1.9 ppm for 2006. Intersection ccmcentrations 
correspond to a location approximately 15 fe.et from the comer of the intersection. Baysbore Freeway 
concentrations correspond to a point about 250 fe.et from the center of the northbound lanes. 

/b/ ppm == parts per million 
/c/ Includes forecast growth. 
/d/ Includes forec.ast growth plus project growth. 
/e/ Underlined values are in violation of the appl.icable standard. 
/fl In the p.m. peak hour, northbound Bayshore Freeway between San Bruno A venue and 1-380 volumes 

were ~sumed to be 45% of soudlbound volumes. 

NOTE: Toe State 1-hour CO standard is 20 ppm and the State 8-hour standard is 9 ppm. 

SOURCE: EnvironmentaJ Science Associates, Inc. 
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Resoonse 

From an air quality standpoint, 1he health effects on the public would be evaluated on the 

basis of the violation of ambient standards for aiteria air poHutanlS, and the types and 

amoun1s of air toxics emitted by the project. Ambient air quality standards were 

established to set comervative concentration levels above which the public would be 

e,q,ooed to unhealthy leveb; of air pollutanlS. Pages 174-176 of the ElR briefly discu.,,, the 

adverse health effects of aiteria air pollutanlS. The ER includes evaluations of the 

project's contnl>ution 1D ambient air quality standard violations and to total area-wide 

emiuions, and thus comiders the health effects of 1he project Dispersion modeling for 

CO concentratiom also indicates ambient standard violatiom at some intersections, as 

shown in 1he revi.sed Table SS on p. C&R.326 herein. Table 61 on p. 364 of the EIR 

shows that the proposed project would generate a net increase in criteria air pollutant 

emissions above one percent of C.Ounty-wide emission totals - a criterion med by 

BAAQMD to determine if a proposed project would have a signific.ant air quality effect on 

the environmenL/3/ 

Health effeclS from air toxics are dauified as either carcinogenic or non-carcinogenic, 

depending on the overall estimate of cancer risk. Please refer to p. C&R.328 herein for a 

discussion or air toxic emissiom at SFlA 

Jnmacts or Proposed Parkigg 

Comment 

"What is going to happen if they are going to add 7,000 more parking spaces? For God sakes, 

it's not only our resources being chewed up because we haven't any - and I am talking about 

gasoline - all this air traffic coming in is going to cause oothing but smog. And that in itself is 

very bad - well, it's a bad environment as far as people's health is concerned." (Bruno 

Bemascooi) 

Response 

The proposed number of parking spaces was estimated on 1he basis of a parking demand 

analysis that used demand ratios from past yea,s to project future parking demand. It is 

likely lhat insufficient parking spaces would result in increased traffic circulation 

throughout the Airport area, including local roadways and neighborhoods. Providing 
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ade.quate parking spaces to meet the demand would reduce local vehicular air pollutant 

emissions, by reducing overall circulation. 

For a di.scus.sion of the proposed parking spaces, transportation impacts, and mitigation 

measures to reduce vehicular traffic to SF1A, please refer to pp. C&R.181-183 herein. 

For a ~ion of airside emissions from increased flight opera ti om, please refer to 

pp. 356-365 of the EIR. 

Health Risk Assessment 

Comment 

"P. XI-A-157 See Air Toxics Hot SpolS - Hea1th Risk .AMessmenlS must be done." (Jessie 

Bracker, letters of 8/18/91 and 8/27/91) 

" ... There is another place lhat says air toxic bot spots health risk ~ments must be done. 

lbey weren't done by the airport. .. " (Jessie Bracker) 

Response 

1be Air Toxics Section on pp. 224-225 of the EIR includes a brief di.scussion of health-risk 

BMCSSments, to provide some background information on air toxics regulatiom, policies 

and procedwes. On p. 225 of the EIR, it is saa.ted that SFIA submitted its Emissions 

Inventory Report to the BAAQMD in June 1990. The Airport was categorized as low 

priority, indicating lhat it is a low-risk facility and, it is stated, no future action bas been 

required or SF1A Contrary to the commenter's statement, the EIR does not say that SFIA 

should do a health-risk assc,sment; the BAAQMD bas confirmed that SF1A itself is not 

required to conduct a health-risk assessment/4/ A health-risk assessment was conducted 

by Uniled Airlines, because of potential air 1Dxic emissions from its service facilities that 

include fuel tanks and repair shops with painting and plating operations. The n:sults of the 

study, compleled in January 1991, are available at the BAAQMD's offices. 

Emissions of criteria ("non-ba22lrdous") pollutants are msamed on pp. C&R.322-325 

herein, and illustrated in Table 59, on p. 361 of the EIR. 
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Si 2:ni ficant In:wacts 

Comments 

"The DEIR recognizes on Page 436 that the project would have significant air quality effects. In 

fact, the estimates in Table 72, Page 453, show that aircraft emissions alone by 2006 would 

generate more than twice the carbon dioxide, 1.4 times the nitrous oxide, and 2.1 times the 

hydrocarbons than if there were no expansion project When aircraft emissioru, building energy 

emissions, ground support vehicle emissions, and other vehicular traffic emissions are added, we 

concur with your conclusion that it must be that the project will have significant environmental 

effects that cannot be avoided if the proposed project is implemented." (Onnolee Trapp, San 

Mateo County Leagues of Women Voters, public hearing of 8/27/91) 

"The Draft EIR estimates that the air quality will deteriorate because of the increased ground and 

air traffic. Bay Area air (X)llution levels are already unacceptable, and SFIA should not be 

allowed to increase air (X)llution levels. Adequate mitigation measures must be implemented to 

decrease SFIA air JXillution below present levels." (Jim Wheeler, Sierra Club, Loma Prieta 

Chapter) 

"The DEIR recognizes (p. 436) that 'the project would have significant air quality effects .. .' and 

that 'project-related surface traffic ... would probably lead to an increase in the freguency of 

standards vio1ations in the project area over future CO levels without the project Project­

generated emissions would be over the BAAQMD threshold of 150 lb/day for HC, NOx, SOx, 

and PM 10· In addition, ... project-generated emissions would be over the BAAQMD threshold 

for CO.' 

"In fact, the estimates in Table 72, p. 453, show that aircraft emissions alone by 2006 would 

generate more than twice the CO, 1.4 times the NOx, and 2.1 times the HC than if there were no 

expansion project When aircraft emissions, building energy emissions, ground suppon vehicle 

emissions, and other vehicular emissions are added, we concur that the conclusion must be that 

the project will have 'significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the proposed 

project is implemented.'" (Onnolee Trapp, Leagues of Women Voters of San Mateo County) 
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Response 

On page 436 of the EIR, it is concluded that the project would have significant unavoidable air 

quality effects. The comm.en~ then, are CODl!iistent with the infonnation in the EIR.. Please 

refer to pp. C&R.332-337 herein for respo115CS relating to air quality mitigation. 

ODOR 

Commeg~ 

"We did not notice any discUMion of objectionable odor from fuel exba~1S. On those occasions 

when the wind is toward Millbrae from the Airport, the odor is very noticeable. As this would be 

expected to increase, some mitigation should be descnbed." (Janet Fogarty, Mayor, and Robert 

Treseler, City of Millbrae) 

"Page 171, D. Air Quallty: 

"1be analysis of existing air quality problems does not disc\& the odor of kerosene that prevails 

over the entire surrounding communities during warm. relatively calm days ... " (Duane Spence, 

Airport Mitigation Coalition) 

"The San Francisco aiiport already 'stinks' - If tJHse expa05ion projects go ahead, I expect the air 

will be unbearable." (TREE) 

Response 

1be perception of, and sensitivity to, odor differs from person to person, depending on the 

type and intemity of the odor. Some people find certain types and inteDl!iities of odors 

more objectionable than others. Odor impacts are mainly annoyanc.e, irritation and 

discomfort. The health effects of odors are too speculative at this point to be included in 

the EIR. 

Aviation fuel is odoro~ and presents the potential for a nuisance, depending on the 

quantity emitlcd and on weather conditiom. Ac.cording to the BAAQMD, however, there 

is no history of any odor complaints from SFIA or ilS operatiomJS/ The Air District does 

not use any specific thresholds for evaluating odor, and inspects sites on the basis of 

complain1S received. As no complaints have been received by the Air Disnict, odor issues 

were not discussed in the EIR. 
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Prevailing winds at the Airport are from the west-northwest (about 26 percent of the time), 

with wind speeds of about 14 miles per hour. Winds from the west (about 18 percent of 

the time), have speeds of about 14 miles per hour. Winds from the northwest (about to 

percent of the time) have speeds of about 13 mph, while winds from the west-southwest 

(about five percent of the time) have speeds of about to mph. Southwesterly winds occur 

about 4 percent of the time, with an average speeds of about 9 mph16/ These winds wou1d 

likely disperse any odorous emissions in the project area towards the Bay and away from 

residential areas. Because of the prevailing winds, sensitive receptors, such as nearby 

residential land uses, would not likely be exposed to odor impacts for extended periods of 

time over much of the year. 

VISIBILITY 

Comment 

" ... [V]isibility is restricted by the jet engine emissions which can be seen by the naked eye as 

brown-colored exhaust streaming from each engine. Besides the effect of these particles on 

lungs, outdoors, and other surfaces upon which they precipitate, the fact remains that the 

visibility of the entire region is adversely affected at the present level of operations. Increased 

pollution from airport expansion and the accompanying sudace vehicles will become a crucial 

problem." (Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition) 

Response 

Visibility can be affected by air pollutants such as nitrogen dioxide and suspended 

particulates. Nitrogen ox.ides, emitted by aviation fuel combustion processes, as well as by 

automobiles and building heating systems, are oxidized and become nitrogen dioxide 

(NO:i) in the atmosphere. NQi has a whiskey-brown color. Haze, normally consisting of 

N02, fine dust and smog, has the potential to reduce and limit visibility. Toe particuJates 

associated with jet engine exhaust generally are of the larger type, which settle down 

quickly and contribute more to local soiling problems than to area-wide visibility 

reductionfl/ 

Wind conditions determine, to a large extent. the effect of air pollutants on local visibility. 

Protected inland valleys wouJd have more of a visibility problem from air pollutant 

emissions than locations where there is a strong regular air movement. Under calm, stable 
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conditions, the pollutants would not be dispersed quickly and visibility-reducing particles 

would remain in the armosphere. At SFIA, however, calm and stable wind conditions 

occur mostly a1 night, and most of the AirJx>rt operations occur during the day. Prevailing 

daytime winds at the AiIJX)rt are from the west-northwest (about 26 percent of the time). 

Other winds are from the west (800ut 18 percent of the time), the n6rthwest (800ut 10 

percent of the time), the west-southwest (about five percent of the time), and the southwest 

(about 4 percent of the time). These winds would likely disperse the visibility-reducing 

particles and nitrogen dioxide gases from the vicinity of SFIA over much of the year. Haze 

has been identified as a regions] problem in some parts of the Bay Area; the project could 

incrementally contribute to area-wide reductions in visibility due to smog-induced haze. 

MITIGATION 

Tree Piantine 

Comment 

"Mitigations must be offered to help reduce the adverse air quality impacts on the region. A 

mitigation must be considered for SFIA to conbibute funds to affected cities such as San Bruno 

for street tree planting programs to heJp upgrade the air quality adjacent to the airport, as well as 

planting of trees along and within the 1-380 right-of-way to upgrade the air quality and create a 

scenic corridor as ideolified io the San Bruno General Plan." (George Foscardo, City of San 

Bruno) 

Response 

Although the planting of trees along 1-380 could make a conbibution to the visual quality 

of this corridor, it would not likely improve regional a1r quality conditions appreciably. 

Trees would absorb CO2 and reJease oxygen as part of the photosynthetic process, but they 

would not be expected to make a substantial difference to loca1 CO levels, given the air 

pollutant conbibution from motor vehicle exhausts. Air-quality impacts can be mitigated 

and conditions improved by reducing motor vehicle emissions, as motor vehicle emissions 

generate the most air pollutants, especially CO. 
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Transportation Mitie:ation for Air Quality Impacts 

Comments 

"In view of the fact that San Mateo County already has levels of emissions that must be lowered 

in order to achieve the air quality requirements of the BAAQ:r,,.rn, and that a significant part of 

that reduction must be achieved by reduction in vehicular emissions, and that the recently 

adopted Congestion Management Plan (CMP) specifies Leve] of Service (LOS) standards for 

highways and arteria1s as well as for transit services, and that these levels of service can be 

achieved on1y through a reduction in the number and percentage of vehicular trips for all types of 

travel, therefore, the proposed expansion of SFlA should be reexamined, and realistic mitigations 

must be devised to alleviate effects that will cause adverse environmental impacts, primarily in 

the vicinity of the airport, but also extending to other parts of the Bay Area. However, the DEIR 

states (p. 5) that 'the proposed project would c.ause fwther deterioration of levels of service on the 

surrounding freeway network, and decreases in levels of service on the arterial street network in 

surrounding communities.'" (Onnolee Trapp, Leagues of Women Voters of San Mateo County, 

letter of 8/27/91 and public hearing of 8/27/91) 

"We are concerned about air quality effects both from ground transportation and from the aircraft 

themselves. And we feel that there may be better efforts to reduce the air quality impacts on the 

locaJ areas, especially through the use of encouragement of public transportation, which has been 

raised before you already. 

"We a1so think that the airport should be encouraging new affordable housing near the airport as 

a mitigation measure to improve air quality by reducing automobile trips. The Master Plan 

shows that by 2006 there will be a need for 6,850 new housing units generated by airport 

expansion. Tilis is identified as an environmental impact, but there is no discussion of mitigation 

measures." (Janet Fogarty, Mayor of Millbrae) 

"Significant air quality effects from project-related surface traffic are cJassified as unavoidable. 

To an extent this may be true but greater attention should be given to formulating mitigation for 

both aircraft and surface-related air quality impacts. 

"Suggested mitigation measures: 

"l. Significant diversion of automobile traffic to public transit could be a mitigation measure 
to improve air quality. 
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"2. Encouragement of new affordable homing near the Airport could be a mitigation measure 
to improve air quality by reducing automobile nips. However, we are not suggesting 
building under existing flight paths which we believe to be um.a.Ce." (Janet Fogany, M_a yor 
of Millbrae) 

"Pages 4-6 - Differences in amount of vehicle trips and amounts of Pollution that would be added 

because of BART being put WeyJgf 101 by R.R. Tracks-m:becaw.e of BART being an Internal 
Aimon Tenninal S1ation - should have been studied. It's very important and should be 

documented. rm sure the Internal BART Station would be~ or \ots less vehicle trips and 

therefore lots less Pollution and should be seen as a mitigation to PoJiution Problems, versus the 

External BART Station West of Freeway which would be ~ of a great many vehicle trips and 

Jots more added Pollution!, - (Especially Carbon Monoxide) (which b CO, a "slow silent death" 

killer and exceedances that are already happening mw.t not be 1aken. lightly nor~ to. That 

also puts added Pollµtion, into Safety Category!" (Jessie Bracker) 

"The Regional Groups such as MTC and BAAQMD, which are under a ooun order to reduce air 

pollution, should make strong recommendations to the operators of attendant-operated parking 

facilities to provide bicycle parking. 'Ibis would bring air quaJity benefits with little additional 

COSL 

"Among the prime new candidates to use bicycle parking are tho5e persons who have short 

com.mutes along routes with few bills." (Charles Smith) 

"The EIR would benefit from a ~ion of the regional (ozone) and local (carbon monoxide) 

reductions that would be achieved by inaea.sed me of transit and rides baring modes by air 

passengers and airport employees. Also, the Airport should be aware of transportation control 

measures (fCMs) adopted by MTC in February 1990 as Contingency Measures for lhe 1982 Bay 

Area Air Quality Plan and proposed TCMs in lhe BAAQMD's 1991 aean Air Plan to meet slate 

air quality standanls which may affect the transporlation impaels discussed in lhe DEIR" (Chm 

Brittle, Metropolitan Transportation Commission) 

Respon.,e 

Please refer to pp. C&R.1S2 et seq. herein for responses to oomments on traffic mitigation 

measures, including oom.m.ents on the San Mateo County Congestion Management Plan, 

Tramportation System Management (l'SM), and bicycle measures. 
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Section V.C., pp. 426-427 of the EIR, lists mitigation measures to reduce the severity of 

the air quality impacts of the project As noted on p. 427 of the EIR, measures identified 

to mitigate traffic impacts would also mitigate air quality impacts. 

Transportation mitigation measures, by seeking to reduce congestion and enhance the free 

flow of traffic along access routes, would also serve to mitigate air quality impacts, by 

reducing auto emissions from excessive idling and delays at crowded intersections and 

roadways. Motor vehicles are the primary source of air pollutants in the Bay Area. Any 

reduction in vehicle-miles traveled would reduce vehicle emissions, thereby reducing the 

quantity of air pollutants emitted. An effective way to achieve trip reductions is through 

the increased use of public- and mass-transit options. The public, cumulatively, would 

make a substantial difference to air quality if it chose alternate modes of transport instead 

of driving alone. Some of the Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) which would help 

to reduce the number of people driving alone are: improving area-wide lransit service, 

improving access to transit services, constructing carpool and express buslanes along 

:freeways, requiring employer-based trip reductions, improving bicycle access and facilities, 

providing incentives for alternate modes of transport, and implementing market-based 

strategies. The EIR, on p. 427, identifies trip reduction measures that would improve air 

quality. 

As indicated in the responses to comments regarding lransportation mitigation, SAA has 

an Airpon-wide transportation coordinator, who is currently preparing a trip reduction 

ordinance, which would require each large Airport employer to appoint a transportation 

coordinator and establish policies that would increase transit use. SAA seeb to reduce 

total vehicle trips by using TSM elements which include: telecommuting, compressed 

work week.$, ridesharing, increasing transit attractiveness, priority for high-occupancy 

vehicles (HOV), incorporating TSM features into physical design (e.g., lockers for 

bicycles, shower and changing facilities, bicycle paths, pedestrian paths, and HOV lanes) 

and incorporating TSM features into SAA employers' policies (e.g., parking rates and 

spaces favorable to vanpools and carpools, subsidies to employees for transit fares, and 

t:ransponation coordination contact with employees). These elements would be consistent 

with the San Mateo Congestion Management Plan, and with TCMs proposed by MTC. 

The commenter's suggested mitigation measure to divert automobile traffic to public transit 

is consistent with the mitigation measures identified in the EIR. 

C&R.335 



Residential development close 10 an Airport is comtrained by noise from AiJpon 

operatiom and, so, encouraging affordable (or any price range) housing near the Allport 

may not be a feasible measure 10 mitigate air quality impacts on the environmenL If new 

affordable housing near the Airport were 10 be occupied by Airport employees, then: would 

be a net reduction in vehicle miles traveled by them. On the other band, if the employees 

cbo.se not 10 live close 10 the Airport, then this measure would not necessarily reduce their 

vehicular emissions. Il the occupants of the DCW" affordable houses do not work at SFIA, 

and have 10 drive longer commute cfistances, then it would increase their vehicular 

emissions. This would have a detrimerual effect on local air quality. A regional policy or 

encouraging residential construction close 10 transit corridors would reduce vehicular 

emissiom, even if employees living in such residences were some distance from their 

places of employmenL Is.sues of affordable housing that relate 10 this project are discussed 

on pp. C&R.362-363 herein. 

Toe traffic impacts from alternative BART station locations are addressed on pp. 

C&R.139-145 herein. On p. 306 of the EIR, it is stated that if BART were extended to 

SFIA in 2006 (with a station west of US 101), vehicle trips to and from the Airport would 

be reduced, but none of the study area intersections would experience a change in LOS. It 

is also stated that locating the station cl06Cr to the Airport would result in a higher BART 

patronage than assumed in the EIR. Higher BART patronage would likely result in lower 

project-generated e~ions. Locating the BART station within SFIA would affect the 

location of a CalTrain/BART connection, however, and possibly result in decreases in 

caJTrain patronage. 

Toe 1991 Qean Air Plan prepared by the BAAQMD estimates the percent reduction of 

co, and o:zone precmsors HC and NOr from various TCMs on an Air Basin-wide 

basis./8/ Employer-based trip reduaions are estimated to generate about a 3.7 percent 

reduaion each in HC and NOx, while improving transit services would reduce HC and 

NOx emi.1siom by about 1.3 percent each. Carpool incentives would generate a saving or 

about 0.3 percent each ofHC and NOx; and market-based measures., such as smog fees and 

gas mes, would provide a reduction of about 15 percent or NOx and about 23 percent or 

HC. 

1bese reductions are on an areawide basis; the specific reduaions that could be achieved 

at the Airpon would depend on the effectiveness of the TCMs/I'SMs actually 

implemented. 
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For a d~ion of airside emission impacls of increagd flight operations, please refer to 

pp. 356-365 of the EIR, and Table 59 on p. 361 lherein. See also p. C&R.322 herein. 

Impacts of Mitigation Measures 

Comment 

" .. 1n my opinion, many of the suggested mitigation meas~ listed would not be mitigation 

measures, but, imtead, would be additiom 1D the pollution problem and should be listed as such. 

The BART station should not be placed in or near tbe vacant aiipon lands west of 101 highway 

because of added traffic vehicle pollutants, new roads that would have to be built, and parking 

lots that would have to be built - all generating more pollutants, which would make a farce of 

the pmported reason for getting BART in tbe first place -- which was to have cleaner air. BART 

is the only one that would benefit" (Jessie Bracker) 

Response 

The potential effectiveneM of transportation mitigation measures, and thus, their relation to 

air quality, is discussed on pp. C&R.191-193 herein. 

NOlES - Air Quality 

/1/ Landrum & Brown, San Francisco International Airport, Environmental Impact 
Assessment Report, Airport Improvement Program, 1975. 

/2/ Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Association of Bay Area Governments, and 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Bay Area '91 Clean Air Plan, 1991. 

/3/ Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Guulelws for Assessing Impacts of Projects 
and Plans, 1985. 

/4/ Steve Hill, Bay Area Air Quality Management District; telephooe conversation, February 
13, 1992 

/5/ Rochelle Walker, Bay Area Air Quality Management Disn-ict, telephone conve1Sation, 
February 13, 1992 

/6/ California Air Resoura,s Board, California Surface Wind Climatology, 1984. 
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nt Association of Bay Area Governments, Aviation Effect on Air Quality, 1971. 

/8/ Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Association of Bay Area Governments, and 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Addendum to the Bay Area '91 Clean Air Plan, 
1991. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 

MITIGATION 

Comment 

"The concern of the Native American Heritage Commission is in those places where the 

prehistoric sites underlie areas which have been previously developed and thought to be free of 

cultural resources. When an older structure is replaced with a modem building, or an old 

underground water or sewer line is upgraded to meet present needs is when the problem of 

impacting such a location takes place. When a foundation is dug to comply with the building 

codes and requirements of today, or utility lines are buried to meet health and safety standards, 

previously undisturbed soil becomes impacted. 

"The Native American Heritage Commission recommends that the mitigation measures covering 

cultural resources use the language found in the California Environmental Quality Act, 

Appendix K. CEQA, Appendix K gives directions to follow in the event any previously 

undetected archaeological sites that are inadvertently discovered during any phase of 

construction. Use of the language in Appendix K, or reference to the standardized procedures 

therein, helps to eliminate costly delays and assures more adequate protection of such cultural 

resources. I would also recommend that you contact and work closely with the appropriate 

Native American groups in the area during the initial planning stages. They may be able to offer 

input regarding sites in the area. 

''The Native American Heritage Commission has prepared a pamphlet for use by lead agencies, 

planners, developers, and property owners. It provides an easy-to-read breakdown of the 

California Codes pertaining to Native American human remains and their disposition. I have 

included a copy of this brochure for your information." (Debbie Piles-Treadway, Native 

American Heritage Commission) 

ReSDQnse 

In response to the concerns expressed by the Native American Heritage Com.mission 

regarding the mitigation measure on p. 428 of the EIR, lhe following sentence is inserted 

after the last sentence in the first paragraph: 
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An archaeologist should insttuct excavation crews of the potential for discovery of 
culturaJ and historic artifacts on the site, and of the procedures to be followed if such 
artifacts are uncovered. 

The first sentence of the second paragraph on p. 428 is revised as follows (revisions are· 

underlined): 

Should evidence of cultural or historic artifacts or features of potential significance .. 
as determined by the project archaeo102ist, be found during project excavation, the 
Environmental Review Office (ERO) and the President of the Landmarks 
Preservation Advisory Board (LPAB) would be notified immediately, and any 
excavation which could damage such artifacts or features would be halted. 

State law requires that the N alive American Heritage Commission be notified if buriaJ 

remains or related artifacts are found. The following, added on to the mitigation measure 

in the EIR, would exceed present legal requirements but would help protect al] Native 

American artifacts that might be found. The following is added to p. 428 of the EIR 

before the la.st sentence in the second paragraph: 

Should evidence of prehistoric or historic Native American artifacts be found during 
excavation, the Native American Heritage Commission would be notified 
immediately, an action required by state law when Native American remains are 
found. Also, an appropriate representative of the local Native American group 
would be retained as needed if burial remains were found. 

In response to the commenter's request that the mitigation measures use the language found 

in Appendix K of the CEQA Guidelines, it should be noted that the appendices to the 

Guidelines, including Appendix K, are advisory rather than mandatory. The retention of 

an archaeologist and the participation of the ERO, LPAB, and Native American Heritage 

Commission (as appropriate) would help to assure adequate protection for cultural 

resources on the project site. 
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTES 

The Notes for this section begin on p. C&R.350. 

RADIOACTlVE MAIBRIALS 

Comment 

"One last illustration on the DEIR's thoroughness should suffice. There is copious 

documentation on hazardous wastes and toxic materials. There ue even maps showing spills. I 

found, however, absolutely no mention oftbe transport and storage of radioactive materials. 

Llke illicit drug>, then: must be 'tons' of lhese materials lnm5poned through SFO each day. Is 

this a deliberate omission?" (Alyn Lam) 

Response 

Radioactive materials are not actually used to an appreciable extent at Airport facilities, but 

many common carriers do tmmport radioactive materials through the Airport by ground 

and air. No statistics are available to indicate quantitatively the extent of radioactive 

material shipments. A large portion of the radioactive materials passing through SFIA are 

for medical uses such as radiopbannaceuticals. According to SFIA administration staff, 

transportation of radioactive materials is considered a high priority by the Airport, and 

almost none of these materials are stored at the Airport. 

Radioactive material is a specific type of bu.ardous material and, as such, was not 

deliberately omit&ed from the EIR. Radioactive elemenUi such as tritium (3H) or c:arbon-14 

(14g emit a type of high-energy radiation, called ionizing radiation. Although then: an: 

inherent baDrds associated wilh exposure to ionizing radiation such as cancers and genetic 

damage, simple and effective protective measures may be taken to prevent exposure. 

Regulations that apply to mo.st ha7.ardous materials were described in the EIR under 

Ha7.anlous Materials RegulalOry Framework (pp. 202-205, A.147-A.157). Radioactive 

materials are regulated through the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and, in California, the 

Radiologic Heallh Branch or the Department of Health Servic.es. 

There are two sets of regulations applicable to radioactive materials shipped by air: the 1) 

U.S. Depanment of Transponation (DOl) Regulations, and 2) International Ail Transport 
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Association Dangerous Goods Regulations. In 49 CFR, DOT specifies how radioactive 

materials are to be tra.rnpOrted according to the type and quantity of radioactivity. These 

regulations are in addition to those contained in 10 CFR and 39 CFR, promulgated by the 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the U.S. Postal Service, respectively. The Dangerous 

Goods Regulations forbid the air transport of specific radioactive cargo such as explosives 

and pyrophoric (spontaneously ignitable in air) radioactive materials. 

DOT sets minimum standards for package design and labeling, specifies thermal and 

radiation level limitations, requires provisions for contamination control, and provides 

temporary storage procedures. The radiation level may exceed 200 millirem per hour 

(mrem/hr) on the external surface of a package only under very specific circumstances. 

(The estimated total radiation exposure per capita is about 160 mrem/yr or 0.02 mrem/hr 

from all sources. Of this total, 49 percent is from naturally occurring background radiation 

and 46 percent is from medicaJ and dental uses/1/) During temporary storage, individual 

packages must be placed in small groups of limited radioactivity separated by a specific 

distance. Radioactive materials are not pennitted aboard passenger-carrying aircraft unless 

they are intended for research, medical diagnosis, or treatment, in which case restrictive 

quantity limits and packaging requirements apply. 

Specific regulatory requirements on packaging depend on the radioisotope shipped and its 

concentration. Most shipments of radioactivity (96.5 percent) are classified as type A, 

which require type A packaging. These containers are usually made of fiberboard, wood, 

or steel, and are designed to withstand moderately rough handling conditions. 

Type B shipments account for 90 percent of the radioactivity shipped, but less than 

3.5 percent of the radioactivity shipments. Type B shipments require Type B packaging, 

which is considerably stronger than Type A packaging. Type B packages must be capable 

of withstanding a 9-meter fall onto a hard surface, a 1-meter drop onto the upraised end of 

a 15-centimeter steel bar, a 30-minute exposure to 1,475°F (for fissionable materia1s), and 

submersion under one meter of water for eight hours/I/ 

No significant impacts are expected as a result of possible increases in radioactive 

shipments through the Airport. 
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WAS1ES PRODUCED BY SFIA 1ENANTS 

Comment 

"On page 214 the Draft EIR states 'Hazardous wastes produced by tenants are not closely 

monitored by the Airport. Toe tenant is responsible for the proper removal and disposal of 

manifested wastes.' The 1991 San Mateo County Hazardous Waste Management Plan identifies 

three of San Mateo County's fifteen largest hazardous waste generarors as SFIA tenants, with 

United Airlines Maintenance Operations alone generating over4,000 tons of hazardous waste per 

year. AdmittedJy, San Mateo County has little control over import, storage or disposal of 

hazardous materials and wastes at SFIA. 

"The DEIR does not quantify nor address the current level or kinds of wastes produced by SFIA 

airline and business tenants, nor does it identify expected increases for each tenant due to the 

projected Airpon expansion. Hazardous materials and waste siting should be generally located, 

the lransportation of hazardous materia1s and wastes should be planned, and the EIR should 

identify impacts and offer appropriate mitigations for increased generation and handling of 

hazardous materials and hazardous waste." (George Foscardo, City of San Bruno) 

Response 

The EIR does not attempt to quantify hazardous materials use or hazardous waste 

generation at al] SF1A·related facilities under current operating conditions or as a resu1t of 

the project The commenter has correctly pointed out discrepancies between the EIR and 

the 1991 San Mateo County Hazardous Waste Manageme.nt Plan (which was published 

after preparation of the DEIR). According to the 1992 San Matro County Haza.rdous 

Waste Manageme.nt Plan, the United Airlines Maintenance Center generated the second 

greatest quantity of haz.ardous waste in San Mateo County in 1986. The Plan states that 

United Airlines Maintenance Operations created 4,144.91 tons of waste in that year (4,027 

tons the following year). 1be Plan a1so indicates that the County's tweJfth largest 

hazardous waste generator in 1986 was the 'IWA Maintenance Center, which generated 

302.91 tons of waste. The PSA Maintenance Center was among the top twenty generators, 

producing at least 75 tonsJ2/ 

San Mateo County obtained the 1986 data from the California Depanm·ent of Toxic 

Substance Control's Manifest Unit, which compiles the data directly from state copies of 
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hazardous waste manifescs into the Hazardous Waste Information System (Tanner Lists). 

Twelve of SF1A's tenants appear on the 1990 Lists, along with SAA Ad.ministration. EIR 

Table 19A, added here, summarizes the most current data available from these Liscs and is 

inserted following p. 215 of the EIR. 

In light of this data. which is the most accurate information availab1e at this time, several 

text changes are incorporated into the EIR. Fl.!St, following the first paragraph under 

"Hazardous Waste Generation" on p. 214 of the EIR, of the EIR, the following paragraph 

is inserted: 

Copies of Hazardous Waste Manifests are collected by the California Department of 
Toxic Substance Control's Manifest Unit, which compiles annual waste volumes by 
waste category into what are known as the Tanner Llscs. Table 19A, "1990 
Hazardous Waste Generation By SFIA and Tenants," summarizes these data for 
SFIA facilities. The volume of waste generated at the Airport in 1990 may be 
indicative of a typical year, but individual wastestreams could vary widely from year 
to year. Asbestos-containing waste and contaminated soil from site clean-ups are 
especially unpredictable. Generally, when asbestos is removed from a source, it is 
unnecessary to remove it from the same location again. Some generators, such as 
Budget Rent-a-Car and Hilton Hotels, may not create waste on an ongoing basis, 
because they have received "one-time-only" EPA generator numbers. One-time-only 
wastestreams are identified in the footnotes of Table 19A. 

The first two sentences in the paragraph under "Aiqx:,n: Facilities" on p. 214 are replaced 

with the following text: 

Nearly all (97 percent) of the hazardous waste generated by SF1A in 1990 contained 
asbestos, presumably from asbestos removal projects. The rest of SFIA's hazardous 
waste was produced by the Airport maintenance shops and the water quality lab. 
Every year, approximately 3.5 tons of hazardous waste are shipped, consisting 
mainly of waste solvents and a small amount of waste from the water quality lab. 

The fourth sentence in the second paragraph on p. 21S- of the EIR is replaced by the 

following sentence: 

As shown in Table 19A, United Airlines generated approximately 3,600 to~ of 
hazardous waste in 1990. The bulk of the waste from Trans World Airlines, 
American Airlines, and Delta Airlines is related to oil, but otherwise their w~tes are 
similar to those of United Airlines line maintenance operations. 
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TABLE 19A: 1990 HAZARDOUS WASTE GENERATION BY SF!A AND TENANTS 

Total 
Volume Volume 

Generator /a/ Waste Category /b/ llilllSl llilllSl 

United Airlines Alkaline solution (pH>=l2.5) with heavy metals 16.12 3608.45 
Aqueous solution with <10% organic residues 1516.44 
Asbestos-containing waste le/ 256.96 
Other inorganic solid waste 116.03 
HaJogenated solvents 406.96 
Oxygenated solvents 207.21 
Hydrocarbon solvents 70.65 
Unspecified solvent mixture 284.97 
Waste oil and mixed oil 216.06 
Off-specification, aged, or surplus organics 5.45 
Organic solids with halogens 109.36 
Other organic solids 17.71 
Unspecified sludge waste 3.47 
Contaminated soil from site clean-ups le/ 8.20 
Liquids with halogenated organic compounds 

>=1000 mg/1 15.98 
Solids or sludges with halogenated organic 

compounds >= I 000 mg/I 35.88 
Not reported 321.00 

Trans World Halogenated solvents 0.20 316.62 
Airlines Oxygenated solvents 0.39 

Hydrocarbon solvents 0.20 
Waste oil and mixed oil 5.80 
Oil/water separation s1udge 1.66 
Unspecified oil-containing waste 212.97 
Organic liquids (nonsolvents) with halogens 0.41 
Unspecified organic liquid mixture 0.77 
Other organic solids 1.20 
Contaminated soil from site clean-ups /cl 93.02 

(Continued) 
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TABLE 19A: 1990HAZARDOUS WAS1E GENERATION BY SFIAAND TENANTS 
(Continued) 

Total 
Volume Volume 

Generator /a/ Waste Cate~ory /bi llO!!fil flQ!lfil 

American Airlines Alkaline solution (pH>=12.5) without heavy 149.70 
metals 0.20 

Unspecified alkaline solution 0.29 
Asbestos-containing waste /cl 0.84 
Unspecified solvent mixture 8.00 
Waste oil and mixed oil 81.70 
Organic monomer waste 1.34 
Other organic solids 1.35 
Other empty containers >=30 gal. 0.50 
Contaminated soil from site clean-ups /cl 1.20 
(Acidic) Liquids with pH <=2 0.20 
Not reported 54.08 

SFIA Asbestos-containing waste /cl 123.02 126.60 
Halogenated solvents 0.20 
Hydrocarbon solvents 1.85 
Unspecified solvent mixture 0.20 
Waste oil and mixed oil 0.83 
Other empty containers >=30 gal. 0.50 

Chevron USA Unspecified oil-containing waste 3.32 24.20 
Other empty containers >=30 gal. 2.00 
Contaminated soil from site dean-ups /cl 18.53 
Liquids with polychlorinated biphenyls 

(PCBs) >=50 mg/1 /d/ 0.35 

Shell Oil Other inorganic solid waste 15.92 21.93 
Tank bottom waste 0.50 
Unspecified organic liquid mixture 1.37 
Other organic solids 0.02 
Unspecified sludge waste 3.90 
Detergent and soap 0.22 

(Continued) 
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TABLE 19A: 1990HAZARDOUSWAS1E GENERATION BY SFIAAND TENANTS 
(Continued) 

Generator /a/ 

Hertz Rent-A-Car 

Delta Airlines 

Budget 
Rent-A-Car 

U.S. Coast Guard 
Air Station 

Hilton Hotels 

U.S. Postal Service 
Airport Mail 
Facility 

Aircraft Service 
InternationaJ 

NOTES: 

Waste Category /bl 

Waste oil and mixed oil 
Tank bottom waste 

Oxygenated so1vents 
Un.specified solvent mixture 
Waste oil and mixed oil 

Tank bottom waste /d/ 
Gas scrubber waste /d/ 

Oxygenated solvents 
Hydrocarbon solvents 
Off-specification, aged, or surplus organics 
Organic liquiOO \Vi.th metals 
Not reported 

Hydrocarbon solvents /d/ 

Unspecified so1vent mixture 

Oxygenated solvents 

Volume 
.(lQru)_ 

0.18 
11.25 

0.22 
0.68 
9.90 

5.42 
0.84 

0.18 
0.18 
0.02 
0.16 
0.34 

0.22 

0.22 

0.12 

Total 
Volume 

.(lQru)_ 

11.43 

10.80 

6.26 

0.88 

0.22 

0.22 

0.12 

/a/ Some users generate hazardous wastes at two or more Airport locations separated by public 
roadways; therefore, they are required to have more than one EPA generator number. 
Their wastes are separated by EPA generator number on the Tanner Lists, but they have 
been combined in this table. 

lb/ Waste categories are defined by the State of ca!ifornia (CCR, Title 22). 
Id Some waste streams, such as asbestos and contaminated soils, are usually generated as part 

of a specific project. and annuaJ volumes of these wastes may be inconsistent from year to 
year. 

/d/ TIIis material was disposed of under a one-time-only EPA generator number. 

SOURCE: California Department of Toxic Substance Control, Manifest Unit, Hazardous Waste 
Information System, 1990. 
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The last sentence of the second paragraph on p. 215 that begins "The car rent.a] agencies 

produce ... " begins a new third paragraph. After this sentence the following text is 

insened: 

Fue] suppliers generate volumes of waste similar to the car rental agencies. 
Hazardous waste generated by the U.S. Coast Guard Air Station, the U.S. Postal 
Service, and Aircraft Service International are minor (less than 0.03 percent of the 
total Waste generated). 

Two text changes have been incorporated in an effort to clarify statements in the EIR 

regarding hazardous materials use. The last sentence in the first paragraph on page 390 

under "Tenant Facilities" is amended as follows (revisions are underlined): 

Since the SAA Master Plan does not include expansion of the United Airlines 
Maintenance Center, operations there are not expected to increase proportionally 
with Airport expansion, and hazardous material use would grohab]y not increase as a 
direct resuJt of the project. 

The second complete sentence on p. 391 beginning "The amount of hazardous 

materials ... " is re·worded as indicated (revisions are underlined and deletions shown in 

brackets): 

The amount of hazardous materials [ ] stored and used at these facilities I ] ~ be 
small compared to [] the amount used at the United Airlines Maintenance Center [ ]. 

No significant impact is expected as a resu1t of the incremental increases in hazardous 

waste generation that may accompany the expansion of the Airport, bec.ause federal, state, 

and IocaJ Jaws and regu1ations wou1d mitigate the impacts of increased hazardous waste 

generation. Hazardous Waste Minimiz.ation Plans required by Senate Bill 14 and 

additionaJ on·site recycling as mentiooed in the EIR (p. 392) wou1d also tend to offset 

increases in hazardous waste generation. 

ASBESTOS 

Comment 

"Then there is the little matter of asbestos. There are at least 32 demolition projects in the 

proposed expansion totaling roughly 16% of SFO's existing building area. At ]east 10 of these 

projects are necessary in order to permit the construction of the new tennina1s (DEIR Vol. I CH. 
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XI Table B.1/DEIR Vol I CH. II Fig. 5). Both the EPA and BAAQMD are responsible for 

asbestos removal in the Bay Area. The Asbestos Emergency Response Act (AHERA) gives the 

EPA authority to regulate (DEIR Vol. II CH. XI A-157). Furthermore, under Subpart M 

§§61.145 and 61.146 of the Clean Air Act. the EPA must be notified in writing of intentions to 

demolish any facility." (Alyn Lam) 

Resoonse 

According to SFlA administration staff, the Aiqxut's policy is to remove any asbestos 

found when demolishing buildings in accordance with stale and federal Jaws, including 

complying with notification and reporting requirements of responsible agencies (San 

Francisco International Airport Ten.ant JmprC1Vement Guide and Airport Rules and 

Regulations). As stated on pp. 223-224 of the ElR, the Aiqxm: plans to conduct additional 

surveys of asbestos at its facilities in the near future and is in the process of implementing 

an asbestos policy and abatement program. 

In order to clarify information provided in the EIR, the following paragraph is added 

between the first and second full paragraphs on p. A.157 of Volume II: Appendices: 

Because the EPA has delegated the enforcement responsibility of all National 
Environmental Standard Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) requirements, 
including asbestos, to the BAAQMD, the BAAQMD is responsible for regulating the 
removal of friable asbestos of one percent or more. AJthough it was necessary at one 
time to notify the EPA of any intentions to demolish buildings, this is no longer 
required. Instead, BAAQMD must be notified ten days prior to a demolition, 
regardless of whether or not the buildings are known to contain asbestos. lllis 
requirement aJso applies to the removal of asbestos from areas of at least 100 square 
or Ii near feeUl/ 

The following sentences are added in place of the first sentence of the second full 

paragraph on p. A.157 of Volume II: Appendices: 

The Asbestos Hazards: Emergency Response Act (AJIERA) has aJso given EPA the 
authority to regulate abatement methods and establish standards for exposure levels 
during and following abatement activities, but AJIERA only applies to public and 
non-profit private schools (K-12). AIIERA spells out accreditation standards for the 
training of personnel involved in asbestos abatement at these schools, and in 
November 1992, the EPA is expected to implement regulations recently mandated by 
Congress that extend the training provisions of AHERA to those working on other 
public and commercial projects./2/ 
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A new paragraph is begun at "Some state regulatiom on asbestos are ... " in the second full 

paragraph on page A157 of Volume II: Appendic.es. 

Toe following i; iD=tcd at the end o(p. A.157 o(Volume Il: Appendices: 

NOTES - Ha2mdous Malerials Regulatory Setting 

/1/ Bernardo, Naomi, Air Quality Technician, Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District, telephone conversation, February 10, 1992 

/2/ Lanier, Don, Compliance Monitor, F.nvironmental Protection Agency, 
telephone conversation, February 10, 1992 

Toe above comment was written in the context of a discU&Sion of the jurisdiction of NEPA 

over the implementation of the project. Toe EPA has ministerial authority over ubestos 

removal. It does not have any discretionary authority; therefore, the involvement of the 

EPA in asbestos removal does not contnl>ute to a need for an EIS. Federal jurisdiction is 

discus.sed further under EIR Prcx=,, pp. C&R.410-413 herein. 

NOTFS - Huard.ow; Materials and Wastes 

/1/ Eisenbud, Merril, Environmental Radioactivity, 3rd ed., Orlando: .Academic Press, Inc., 
1987. 

f2J 1992 San Mateo County Hazardous Waste Man.ageffll!nt Plan, January 1992 
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EMPWYMENT AND HOUSING 

SF1A EMPLOYMENT 

The notes for this section begin on p. C&R.368. 

United Airlines 

Comment 

" .• .As a point of information, the MOC (Maintenance Operations Cenler] employs 12,000, not 

the 6,000 as referenced in the DEIR" (Thomas Brown, Uniled Airlines) 

Resoonse 

Comment noted. 1be number presented in the EIR represents maintenance and mechanic 

workers only. (The correct employment figure was used for the EIR analyses.) 

Accordingly, the fourth sentence of the first paragraph on page 228 should read as 

follows (revisions are underlined): 

United Air Lines' maintenance base at SF1A is the largest in the United States and 
employs over 6,000 maintenance and mechanic worken; at SF1A. Tota} full~time 
egyiva1ent employment at the maintenance base is approximately 11,500, 

Provision of Jobs Ior Area Resident,c; 

Comment., 

"From a business point of view, improved facilities and service levels will generate additional 

jobs for community resident., and inaeased revenues for local businesses and governmental 

bodies ..• ' (Jerome Copelan, San Francisco Association of International Airlines) 

"Finally, on the subject oI jobs, your commission allows only enough new office space tu be 

built each year IO hou.,e about 2000 new jobs. In a city that graduate, more than 12,000 high 

school and college students annually, do you realize that your policies force 80 percent of your 

city1s inost ambitious and talented young people to not dare think about starting their careers Jim. 
and contnbute to mil city. I know of no other plannen; in the world who force their next 
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generation out Do you believe that, too, is good planning for the benefit of your 

constituents? ... a policy you now wish to extend 10 the airport?" (Stanford Hom) 

Resoome 

1be first comment i. oonsistent with information presented on pp. 394-399 of lhe EIR.. 

Table 67 on p. 398 of the EIR shows that implementation of the prop~ SFIA Master 

Plan impmvemen1S wou]d rcsuJt iD an additional 8,970 SF1A jobs by 2006. It W 

estimated in Table 67 that the new jobs would be filled by residents of all nine Bay Arca 

counW. Fstimatc:5 for induced employment (which W related to the revenues mentioned 

by the commenter) are discussed on p. C&R3S8 herein. 

The Office Growth Limitation Ordinance (Ordinanc.e No. 414-85) was approved by the 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors on September 10, 1985. Propo.,ition M, the 

Accountable Planning Initiative, was approved by San Francisco votem on November 14, 

1986. Ordinance No. 414-85 limited the growth of office developments larger than 

50,000 square feet iD San Francisco 1D a total of 2.85 million square feet over a period of 

three years. Proposition M, which amended Section 320(g)(1) of the City Planning 

COde, lowers the threshold for office projeclS subject to the annual limit from 50,000 

square feet 10 25,000 square feet of additional office space. Proposition M also added 

Section 321.1 to the City Planning Code which changed the total growth limitation 

amount from 285 million square feet of office space over three years to 950,000 square 

feet in one year. 

It is uue that the San Francisco Planning Comm.Wion, in accordance with the Office 

Growth Limitation Ordinance and Proposition M, limi1S office space development, and 

potentially, the number of jobs that can be aeated. However, those meuures were not 

established by the City Planning Commission as stated by the commenter. 

Regarding the SF1A Master Plan, the Planning Commission is responaible only (or 

certifying the EIR; the Aitpons Commission bas the authority to approve the projecL 

The project approval process is discussed on pp. C&R38-45 herein. 
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EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING DEMAND 

Direct Employment and Housin~ Demand 

Comments 

" ... Even excluding the visitor induced jobs the addition of demand for 10,226 or 6,850 units 

should be treated as a significant adverse impact as well. The reason for treating this as adverse 

is that the Bay Area is already in an annual housing deficit, building fewer housing units than it 

needs to meet current demand. There is ample data available to the EIR drafters on this issue and 

that data needs to be viewed in the context of the impact of the airport expansion. According to 

the EIR, thiny-seven percent (37.1 %) of the current SF1A work force resides in San Mateo 

County. Direct and Indirect housing demand in the County is 3,675 new units; the direct, 

indirect and visitor induce.d units (arbitrarily using the same 37%) equa1s 14,210 new dwelling 

units aeeded in the County over the next fifteen years. 

"The DEIR, at Vol. 1, page 397, states that the new housing demand of 2,450 units is less than 

nine percent (9%) of ABAG's estimate of San Mateo County's potential for new housing units 

between 1990 and 2005. The DEIR does not discuss whether that potential will be met, what 

constraints will interfere with meeting that potential, whatever other projects are already relying 

on that housing potential, and what SFlA can do to assure that at least the nine percent needed 

for its future direct employees will be constructed. 

"San Mateo County has a housing supply deficit, particularly for low and moderate income 

persons. The project would create a need for an estimated 2,450 -- which is 35 percent of the 

projected 6,850 total units. They nee.d that many - 2,450 additionaJ dwelling units in San Mateo 

County, mostly for flight crews and passenger service personnel. Employment is expected to 

increase by 8,900, from 33,400 to 42,300, or 27 percent, leaving 2,050 persons unaccounted for 

in terms of housing." (Onnolee Trapp, San Mateo County Leagues of Women Voters, public 

hearing of 8/27191) 

"San Mateo County has a housing supply deficit, particularly for low and moderate income 

persons. The project would create a need for an estimated 2450 (35% of 6850 total units) 

additional dwelling units in San Mateo County, mostly for flight crews and passenger-service 

personnel. Employment is expected to increase by 8,900, from 33,400 to 42,300, or 27%, 
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leaving 2050 persons unaccounted for in terms of housing ... " (Onoo1ee Trapp, Leagues of 

Women Voters of San Mateo County) 

Response 

Tilis res{K)nse addresses a variety of is.sues involving the housing impacts that would 

occur in San Mateo County as a result of the direct employment created by the proposed 

project. (Indirect demands are addressed in the next response.) Frrst, information from 

the EIR about projected direct employment and housing needs through 1996 and 2006 is 

summarized. Tilis resix>nds specifically to the commenter's concerns regarding 

additional dwelling units that would be needed in San Mateo County as a result of SFlA 

Master Plan implementation. Second, as requested by one commenter, criteria for 

determining the significance of the identified housing impacts are discussed. 1hird, as 

one commenter also requested, the need for the EIR to analyze deve1opment comt:ralnts 

relative to project-generated housing demand is addressed. 

Direct Employment and Housing Demand Projections 

The EIR (Tables 65 and 67, pp. 396,398) states that 4,610 direct jobs would be created 

by 1996, aod 8,970 by 2006, as a result of the proposed SFlA Master Plan project. The 

additional employment created at SFIA would, in blm, result in an increased demand for 

housing in the area. On the basis of existing ratios of employed residents to households, 

and residence patterns for current SF1A employees, it is expected that a total of 3,460 

housing units would be required through 1996, and 6,850by 2006, to house the new, 

direct SAA employees. It is projected that San Mateo County's share of this demand 

would be 1,220 units by 1996, and, as stated by a commenter, 2,450 by 2006. 

Housing Impacts and Signlfieance Criteria 

The following text is added after Table 67 on p. 398 of the EIR: 

Housine Demand Impacts 

The significance of the potentiaJ impacts on housing resulting from a project­
generated increase in employment can be analyz.ed by comparing the project's share 
of the local labor force to the proportion of total local housing units used by the 
project's employees. If proportionally, the proposed project's use of local housing 
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units would be substantially greater than its share of the locaJ labor force, the impact 
could be considered significant. 

In order to evaJuate the potential impacts that would occur from implementation of 
the proposed SFIA Master Plan, the percentage of all San Mateo County jobs located 
at SFIA was compared to the percentage of San Mateo housing units used by SFIA 
employees (see Table 67 A). As shown in Table 67 A, in 1990, 11.0 percent of all 
San Mateo County jobs were located at SFIA, and SFIA employees used about 
5.2 percent of all the housing stock in the area. Based on SFIA employment (under 
the project) and San Mateo totaJ number of jobs, 11. 7 percent of all San Mateo jobs 
would be located at SFIA in 1996. However, SFIA employees would use about 
5.5 percent of the San Mateo housing stock. In 2006, about 12.1 percent of all San 
Mateo County jobs would be located at the airport, and SFIA employees would use 
about 5.7 percent of San Mateo County's housing stock. 

These figures show that in 1990, and in the future with the project, the percentage of 
San Mateo County housing units used by SFIA employees would be approximately 
half of the percentage of San Mateo County jobs located at SFIA, and the proposed 
project would not affect this ratio substantially. Given these results, it can be 
concluded that no significant impacts on housing would occur as a result of the 
project 

ldentijicatian of Dellelopmenl Constraints 

CEQA (Guidelines, Section 15131) does not require that market feasibility factors, such 

as the identification of constraints that may prevent a community from realizing its full 

development potential, be analyzed in an EIR. Although San Mateo County may need to 

identify these constraints, such identification would be best accomplished through a 

market feasibility study. The analysis in the EIR regarding future housing demands in 

San Mateo County provides local decision-makers with infonnation that may used in the 

preparation of a housing market feasibility study, if such a study were to be done. 

Indirect Employment and Housin2 Demand 

Comments 

"The DEIR fails to take into account the impact of the indirect and visitor induced employment 

created by the airport expansion envisioned in the Master Plan on the surrounding communities 
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TABLE 67A: EMPLOYMENT AND POPULATION PROJECTIONS FOR SFIA AND SAN MA TEO 
COUNTY /a,b/ 

Ab110!ute Absolute 
Projected Projected Difference Difference 

1990 1996 2006 1990 - 1990 -
1996 2006 

Total SFIA Jobs 33,400 38,00) 42,400 4,600 9,000 

Total San Mateo Couoty Jobs Id 303,600 ~26,300 349,900 22,700 46,300 

Total SFIA Employees Living in San Mateo County 12,600 14,300 15,700 1,700 3,200 

Total Number of Housing Units in San Mateo County /d/ 241,900 256,500 274,000 18,200 32,100 

Percent of SAA Employees Living in San Mateo County 37.6% 37.1% 37.1% -0.50% -0.50% 
Percent of AU San Mateo County Jobs Located at SF1A 11.0% 11.7% 12.1% 0.64% 1.12% 

Percent of San Maleo Housing Units Used by SF1A Employees 5.2% 5.5% 5.7% 0.33% 0.52% 

Percent or New San Maleo County Jobs Located at SF1A NIA 20.3% 19.4% NIA NIA 

Percent of New San Maleo Housing Units Used by New SFlA NIA 9.3% 10.0% NIA NIA 
Employees 

NOTES: 

/a/ Methodology for deriving figures in this table is described in a background paper available for 
review in Department of City Planning files, 450 McAllister Street. 

/bl TotaJs may not add due to rounding. 
Id From data provided by the San Mateo County Planning Department. 
/di Based on results of housing inventory contained in Consolidated Comprehensive Housing 

Affordability Strategy, Department of Environmental Management, San Mateo County. 
November 19, 1991. 

SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, Inc. 

and the region. It also fails to make conclusions as to the significance of its direct impacts on 

housing. Toe DEIR's logic seems to be as follows: 

"A. the existing employees at SFIA are distributed throughout the nine Bay Area counties; 

"B. the future housing needs of new employees will be a tiny fraction of the housing needs of 
the San Mateo County and Bay Area (8,970 new employees; 6,850 new housing units); 

"TIIEREFORE, the SFlA expansion will not have a significant impact on the environment. 
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"This silent logic is bolstered by limiting the DEIR's review of impacts to direct employees 

expected to be generated by_ the expansion. But the DEIR (at VoJ. 1, page 229) raises two 

additional factors that make the actual impact on housing (as well as on traffic, transportation and 

air pollution) far greater. The DEIR states that: 

"a. one half of an indirect employee should be assumed for every direct job created, and 

"b. an additional 4.3 direct and induced jobs will be created for every new direct job at SFIA due 
to expenditures by additional visitors facilitated by the expansion. 

"The DEIR Environmental Impact chapter does not consider either of these two impacts 

identified in the Environmental Setting portion. 

"If .5 indirect job is generated by each new expansion job, the tota1 new employee impact must 

be increased by 4,485 for a tota1 of 13,455 new workers. Using the DEIR's ratio .76 housing 

units per employee the ttue new housing demand generated by the expansion of SFIA is 10,226 

housing units. 

"If 4.8 additional jobs are generated by the expansion (.5 + 4.3) the tota1 new employee impact 

must be increased by 43,056 for a tota1 of 52,026 new workers. Using the DEIR's ratio .76 

housing units per employee the true new housing demand generated by the expansion of SF1A is 

39.540 housing units. 

"The addition of demand for 39,540 new housing units in the next 15 years is clearly a 

significant environmenta1 impact ... 

"The nine percent estimate [of San Mateo County's potentiaJ for new housing units] jumps to 14 

to 15 percent when direct and indirect employment impacts are considered and up to 50 percent 

when visitor induced employment is allocated to San Maieo County." (Harvey Levine for Sierra 

Point Associates) 

"Secondary impacts of housing demand for new employees should be addressed." (Ed Everett, 

City Manager, City of Belmont) 

"The report aJso states that for every direct San Francisco Airport job, there is five-tenths of 

induced job and, ultimately, due to passenger spending, 4.3 direct and induced jobs for every 

direct airport job. These employment projections will most heavily impact housing and traffic in 
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San Mateo County." (Onnolee Trapp, San Mateo County Leagues of Women Voters, letter of 

8/27/91 and public bearing of 8/27/91) 

Resoome 

'Ibis respome addre&,e& a variety of is.<ues reganling projected iDdin:ct BIid induced 

employment and impacts on housing that would occur as a iesult of the SF1A Master 

Plan improvements. First, projections of indirect and induced. employment resulting 

from the SF1A Master Plan are discussed. Second, factors affecting the potential supply 

and demand of housing are explained. Thinl, the approach used to analyze housing 

impacts is explained and n:lated to other policy is.sues. 

Several of the comments include estimates of indirect and induced employment resulting 

from implementation of the SF1A Master Plan. Toe EIR states (on p. 229) that the 

operation of the Airpon creates indirect and induced employment 1be comm.enters 

correctly note that Section IV.I of the BIR, Employment and Homing, does not include 

estimates of the indirect and induced. employment aeated as a result of the SF1A Master 

Plan. Although the basic calculations could be derived from information in the Draft 

EIR, the following text is inserted after Table 67 oo p. 398 of the EIR (BIid following the 

text inserted regarding housing demand impacts, shown on pp. C&R.354-355): 

SECONDARY EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING DEMAND 

New Indirect and Induced Employment 

On the basis of the new SFlA employees generated by the project, and the job 
creation factors noted on p. 229 (0.5 indirec1 and 3.8 induced jobs per direct 
SF1Ajob ), it is projected that the project would result in the aeation of about 
2,310 new induced Jobs by 1996, and about 4,490 by 2006. Additionally, the 
project would likely n:sult in the creation of about 17,520 indirect jobs by 1996, 
and about 34,100 by 2006, due to additional expenditures by visitors to the Bay 
Area. Toe total number of indirect and induaxl jobs created as a result or the 
project would be about 19,820 by 1996, and 38,570 by 2006. The total number 
of all jobs created by the project would be about 24,440 by 1996 and 47,540 by 

2006 •. 

It is assumed that the indirect and induced jobs aeated as a result of 
implementation of the SF1A Master Plan would be located throughout the Bay 
Area and also outside the n:gion. The specific locations of these jobs within the 
Bay Area cannot be determ.ine.d because projectiom or the number of jobs are 
based on n:gional multipliers. 
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Housing Demand Created by Indirect and Induced Employment 

Employees holding the indirect and induced jobs resulting from the project 
would create additional demands on the Bay Area housing stock. On the basis of 
the employed residents-to-households ratio shown in Tables 65 and 67 (for the 
Bay Area) and the number of indirect and induced jobs that would be created as 
a result of the project, there would be a demand for an additional 14,880 housing 
units through 1996, and an additiooal 29,460 units through 2006. (The total 
housing demand generated by the project would be 19,490 units through 1996, 
and 38,430 units through 2006.) 

Although, as shown above, it is JX)SSible to estimate the number of housing units 
required to house individuals holding the induced and indirect jobs resulting 
from the project. it is not JX>SSible to accurately determine their residence 
patterns. As staled above, the indirect and induced jobs could be localed 
anywhere in the Bay Area or even in locations adjacent to the Bay Area 1his is 
because some direct, new SFIA employees would live in Concord for example, 
and would create demand for goods and services in and around the Concord area, 
as well as other parts of the region, resulting in creation of jobs indirectly related 
to the new SFlA jobs. This scenario would be repeated all over the Bay Area 
and beyond. Since the locations of these indirect and induced jobs are unknown, 
it is not JX)Ssible to determine the residence patterns of the individuals holding 
the jobs. As such, it is not JX>Ssible to determine the extent of impacts on 
housing that would be experienced by any one local jurisdiction, including San 
Mateo County. 

Indirect and Induced Housing Demand Impacts 

The significance of the JX)tential impacts on housing resulting from a project­
generated increase in indirect and induced employment can be analyzed by 
comparing the proportion of Bay Area housing units used by the individuals 
holding the indirect and induced jobs to the employees' share of the Bay Area 
labor force. If proJX>rtionally, the proJX>sed project's use of the regional housing 
stock is substantially greater than its share of the regiona1 labor force, the impact 
could be considered significant. 

Based on a comparison of the projections of induced and indirect employment 
and related housing demand mentioned above with ABAG projections of total 
Bay Area employment and number of households, the housing impacts resulting 
from project-generated indirect and induced employment would be insignificant. 
In 1990, induced and indirect jobs created by the operation of SA.A accounted 
for approximately 4.5 percent of the Bay Area total number of jobs; these 
employees used approximately 4. 7 percent of total Bay Area housing stock. In 
1996, induced and indirect jobs created as a result of the project would account 
for approximately 0.6 percent of the Bay Area labor force; the employees would 
use approximately 0.8 percent of the total Bay Area projected housing stock. In 
2006, approximateJy 1.0 percent of all the jobs in the Bay Area would be 
induced by, or indirectly related to, the proposed project. Employees holding 
these jobs would use approximately 1.3 percent of the Bay Area housing stock. 
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Although the shares of the Bay Area labor force and housing stock represented 
by SFlA-created induced and indirect employment would increase under the 
project, the relationship between the employment and housing shares would not 
change substantially, and the project wou1d not result in proportionally greater 
demands on housing (relative to employment). 

Thus, impacts on housing created by indirect and induced employment wou1d 
not be significant. 

Jobs I Housing Balance 

Comments 

"When we have looked at other large projects, Mission Bay, there was an awful lot of discussion 

about the jobs, housing balance. When you look at a project this size, to what extent should that 

be an issue tha1 we should be looking a1 it?" (Commissioner Sewell) 

"The EIR suggests the expansion project will contribute to a jobs/housing imbalance in San 

Mateo County. The Airport should indicate how it will mitigate this impact." (Jack Drago, 

Mayor, City of South San Francisco) 

"The impacts of massive job creation in an area that already has a huge jobs/housing imbalance 

cannot be overlooke.d. As a possible mitigation, the Airport should consider building housing on 

SFIA property. We are not suggesting building under flight paths which we believe to be unsafe, 

but rather in locations away from both danger and noise. While it is unheard of for civilian 

airpons, virtually all military airbases have housing situated and constructe.d w be safe, 

comfortable and conveniently located on site." (Stephen Waldo, Mayor of Brisbane) 

Response 

By creating more jobs in San Mateo County, implementation of the propose.d SFIA 

Master Plan would likely create a more balanced situation between jobs and housing in 

the County. In evaluating the jobs/housing balance of a community, the number of 

employees and housing units in the community, as well as the number of employees per 

housing unit, must be known. A balanced situation occurs when a community has the 

same number of jobs as housing opportunities. 
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Given the existing number of jobs and housing units, and number of employees per 

housing unit, San Mateo County currently has a jobs/housing imbalance. There is a 

shortage of jobs (based on the number of existing housing opportunities) needed to 

achieve a jobs/housing balance (see Table C&R.3). On the basis of ABAG projections 

of jobs and housing units in the County in the years 1996 and 2006, it is expected that 

San Mateo County's jobs/housing imbalance will continue. Because implementation of 

the SFIA Master Plan would increase the number of jobs in the County, it would 

potentially create a more balanced situation between jobs and housing. It is likely that 

some current San Mateo county residents would switch from commuting out of the 

County for work to working at SFIA as a result of the additional jobs available at SF1A 

in the future. 

Because by creating more jobs, the project would help to correct the jobs-housing 

imbalance that currently exists in San Mateo County. No mitigation is required. 

TABLE C&R.3 REQUIRED AND PROJECTED NUMBER OF JOBS TO ACHIEVE 
HOUSING BALANCE IN SAN MATEO COUN1Y 

1990 
1996 
2006 

NOTES: 

Number of 
Housine Units/a/ 

241,910 
256,880 
274,020 

Reguired_Number 

of Jobs /b/ 

322,320 
342,260 
365,100 

Projected Number 
of Jobs/cl 

303,600 
324,200 
358,530 

/al Based on results of housing inventory contained in Consolidated Comprehensive Housing 
Affordability Strategy, Department of Environmental Management, San Mateo County, 
November 19, 1991. 

/b/ Number of jobs needed to house individuals living in the housing units available in San 
Mateo County. Based on an employee-household ratio of 1.33 from ABAG's Projections 90. 

/cl From ABAG's.Proiections 90, 

SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, Inc., Association of Bay Area Governments. 
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Housing Affordability 

Comments 

" ... [T)here is an analysis OD Page 397 of housing demand created by the airline workers. But 

that demand is Dot broken down in any way according to the salaries of those airline workers and 

then the housing which they would be able to afford. I think there should be that level of detail 

so that we know truly what the impact is of these additional workers on the housing market, both 

in and around the airport and in San Francisco. I note that there is a sizable number of those 

workers who live in San Francisco." (Commissioner Morales) 

"The DEIR states implementation of the SFIA Master Plan would add about 4,600 new jobs by 

1996 or about 8,900 new jobs by 2006 (pg. 10). This would create a demand for 3,460 dwelling 

units by 1996 or 6,850 units by 2006. The DEIR projects 2,450 of these units would be in San 

Mateo County, 1,940 in San Francisco and 810 in Alameda County. Decision makers need to 

know the projected income of these employees and how housing that is affordable to them will 

be provided. Most airport employees cannot afford to live in San Mateo County." (Gary Binger, 

Association of Bay Area Governments) 

"1he Airport should develop an employee assistance program to enable Airport employees to 

find more affordable housing near their jobs." (Robert Treseler, City of Millbrae) 

"By 2006 there would be 9,000 new jobs and the need for 6,850 new housing units generated by 

Airpon expansion. This is identified as an environmental impact; however there are no 

mitigations discussed or proJX)sed. 

"Suggested mitigation measures: 

''1. Encouragement of new affordable housing near the Airport. in areas which would not 
jeopardize Airport operations. 

"2. The Airport should commit to developing an employee assistance program to enable 
Airport employees to find more affordable housing near their jobs." (Janet Fogarty, 
Mayor, City of Millbrae) 

C&R.362 



Response 

Housing AffordabiliJy 

Individuals holding jobs created as a resu1t of the SFIA Master Plan project would create 

additional demand for housing in the Bay Area. 1his increased housing demand would 

be within the projected additional housing supply in the Bay Area. as shown in Table 

67 A. As such, construction of SFIA-employee-related housing would not result in 

additional physical impacts to the environment, as it is expected that this housing would 

be constructed with or without the demand created direct1y by project employees. 

The additional demand for housing resulting from the project could potentially have 

negative socio-economic impacts directly related to housing affordability. Unde.r 

guidelines established by the U. S. Housing and Urban Development Depanment, 

housing is affordable when families use 30 percent or less of their income on housing­

related expenses. New SFIA employees would create additional demands on housing 

supply, possibly resu1ting in an increase in the area's housing prices. However, as shown 

by historical evidence, increases in household incomes would lag behind increases in 

housing prices. /1/ If historical trends in the relationship between housing prices and 

household incomes in the Bay Area hold true in the future, a large number of Bay Area 

residents, including an undetermined number of SFIA employees, would incw housing 

expenses that, under the housing affordability standards mentioned above, would not be 

"affordable." 

Under CEQA (Guidelines, Section 15131), social and economic impacts may be 

addressed in an EIR, but are relevant only to the extent that they are related to the 

physical impacts of a project. As a result, no affordability analysis has been prepared as 

part of this response and no mitigation measures for housing affordability would be 

required. Depending on the extent of housing affordability problems that may be 

experienced in the fun.ire by SFIA employees, these individuals may choose to live in 

outlying parts of the region or communities outside of the Bay Area. If Ibis were to 

occur, the extended commuting distance ttaveled by these individuals would result in 

additional physical impacts. Without further anaJysis of future wage and housing price 

levels in the region as a whole, it would be difticu1t to determine the number of 

individuals that would choose to live in the outskirts of the Bay area and to quantify the 

extent of these potential physical impacts. 
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MITIGATION 

Demand for Housing and Support Services 

Comments 

"The Draft Em briefly addresses employment and residence patterns in the Environmental 

Setting Chapter, and employment and housing in the Environ.mental Impacts Chapter. The text 

indicates employment is expected to increase by alx>ut 4,600 jobs between 1990 and 1996. This 

would represent about 11 % of the 341,690 employees in San Mateo County. An 11 % increase is 

also expected between 1996 and 2006. The Draft Em also indicates the largest number of new 

employees are expected to reside in San Mateo County (37.1 %) and those employees will create 

a demand for 2,450 new housing units in San Mateo County. 

"The Draft Em does not propose any mitigation measures to address the employment and 

housing demands in San Mateo County or any other county. The demand for housing is already 

high in San Mateo County and the housing costs are very high. In addition, there is an extremely 

small amount of available land in the County on which to build new housing. These issues 

should be fully addressed in the Draft EIR and feasible, implementable mitigation measures 

should be identified to address the anticipated impacts." (Raymond Miller, O'CAG) 

"The Board's [County of San Mateo Board of Supervisors] major concern is the projected 

increases in employment and housing in San Mateo County, as a result of the implementation of 

the proposed Master Plan. The DraftEIR indicates there will be 3,320 new employees in San 

Mateo County and a demand for 2,450 new housing units in the County by 2006, as a result of 

the implementation of the Master Plan. 1he demand for housing is already high in San Mateo 

County and the housing costs are very high. In addition, there is an extremely small amount of 

available land in the County on which to build new housing. 

"lhe Draft EIR does not propose any mitigation measures to address the anticipated employment 

and housing impacts in San Mateo County. The Board of Supervisors requests the projected 

employment and housing demands in San Mateo County, as a result of the implementation of the 

proposed Master Plan, be thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR and feasible mitigation measures, 

implemented by lhe City and County of San Francisco, be identified to address the anticipated 

impacts." (Paul Koenig, County of San Mateo, and County Board of Supervisors) 
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"We did not notice discussion of the indirect effects of the project We understand that direct 

employment resulting from the project wouJd have a multiplier effect We would appreciate 

discussion of that effect and mitigation, if required for indirect employment effects." (Janet 

Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae) 

"Instead of mitigating this significant impact, SFIA is currently opposing new housing on the 

Peninsula. In 1986 SFIA challenged an EIR for a housing project in South San Francisco, 

effectively killing that project. On August 6, 1991, the Airport Commission approved an SFlA 

sponsored agreement to prohibit housing east of Interstate 101. 

"The Airports Commission attempted to justify this action on the basis of protecting a necessary 

departure route. However, the SFIA 's own noise studies show that a portion of the area covered 

by the agreement (Sierra Point) is not noise impacted, nor is it underneath a departure route. (See 

V.1, pp. 161, 340 and 345) Sierra Point is one of the last large parcels available for housing that 

is both near the airport and outside the area of noise impact 

"Given the serious shortage of housing resuJting from the Master Planned expansion, it is 

incumbent on SFIA, as a mitigation measure for its impacts on San Mateo County in the area of 

housing, to modify its stance against housing on the east side of Highway 101 and its agreement 

with South San Francisco. 

"If SAA believes it must protect its approach and departure routes, it can continue to monitor 

housing proposaJs in the environs of the airport for noise insulation and impact Developers are 

more than willing to work with the SFIA to provide a portion of the housing that will be 

generated by growth at the airport. SFIA, as a mitigation for its housing impact, should meet 

them halfway." (Harvey Levine for Sierra Point Associates). 

"An appropriate mitigation must be provided to address the increased demand for housing as a 

result of the proposed expansion of SFIA and the new employees associated with the growth. 

With San Bruno abutting SFIA, it can be reasonably and logically assumed that a large demand 

for the additional housing will impact San Bruno, not San Francisco. Toe airp:,rt shou1d 

contribute to a Sao Bruno housing reserve fund which would help provide a variety of housing 

services and opportunities to San Bruno residents." (George Foscardo, City of San Bruno) 

"Toe Draft EIR documents that there will be an increase in employment at the airpon as a resuJt 

of the growth in passenger and freight activities. Many of these people will seek housing and 
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support services such as child care within the adjacent communities. Meeting these needs will 

affect these neighboring communities in a variety of ways. In addition to local roadway access to 

SF1A, these impacts include demand for lesser cost homing, provision of child care and health 

care services and demand for other personal and commercial services. The Draft EIR does not 

address how lhe airport proposes to mitiga1e the impacis crea1ed by the5e effeciS. How will SFIA 

assist local a,mm.unities 10 provide these servic.es and make them available and viable? can 
some or all of these suppon services for employees be included on airpon lands?" (Dennis 

Argyres, City of Burlingame) 

Resoome 

AB shown in Tables 65 and 67 in tb.e DEIR, the San Mateo OJunty homing demand from 

new SF1A employees would be less than one percent of total 1990 County homing stock, 

oot a significant impact Also, as shown by Table 67A, it is estimated that new SFIA 

employees would use approximately 9.3 percent of San Mateo County's homing stock 

lhatwould be crea1ed between 1990 and 1996. By 2006, it is projecia<I lhat SFIA 

employees would use approximately 10 percent of the housing stock that would be 

created between 1990 and 2006. The polential dire~ indirect and induced employment 

opportunities and the associated homing demand that would result from implementation 

of the SFIA Master Plan are further described on pp. C&R.355-360 herein. AB 

discussed on those pages, the implementation of the SFIA Master Plan would not result 

in a signific.a.nt impact on homing relative to the direct and indirect employment created. 

Therefore, oo mitigation measures for the project 's impacts on housing are required. 

Child care and health care services are social and economic impacts and thus are not 

covered in EIRs. which analy2.e physical environmental effects. The Airport could, of 

course, volunteer to support homing or child care, but these would oot be considered 

mitigation of significaDl elfecls as defined by CF.QA. 

1be comment regarding the Sierra Point Property IE been submitted by coumel to 

Sierra Point Associates, a property owner interested in the development potential of 

propeny on Siena Point, localed in the Cities of Soulh San f111ncisco and Brisbane, 

north of the Airpon. 

The commenter is incorrect in s1ating that the Airport is opposed to the construction of 

new homing on the Peninsula. According to SRA .Administration s1aff, it is the policy 

of the Airport to further the goals set forth in the stall: law relating to land uses in the 
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vicinity of the Airport. in Cal. Pub. Util. Code§ 21670. These goals include (1) the 

promotion of orderly development of areas surrounding airports to prevent the creation of 

new noise and safety problems and (2) the adoption of land use measures that minimize 

the public's exposure to excessive noise and safety hazards within areas around public 

airports to the extent that these areas are not already devoted to incompatible uses. (Cal. 

Pub. Util. Code§ 21670 (a) (I) and (2)). 

In furtherance of these goals, the Airport has worked closely with the Airport Land Use 

Commission to create an Airport Land Use Plan that reduces the ix,ssibility of 

incompatible development in areas near the Airport (EIR, page 168, 169). In addition, 

the Airport has worked with communities near the Airport to provide funding for local 

noise insuJation programs. For example, the City of South San Francisco has been 

operating an Aircraft Noise Insu1ation Project pursuant to The Aviation Safety and Noise 

Abatement Act of 1979, 49 U.S.C. 2101 et seg, This Act authorizes airp:Jrt operators 

and units oflocal government to apply for assistance from the Federal Aviation 

Administration (FAA) for the implementation of noise insuJation projects in areas that 

qualify for such projects under the Act Under this Act, local governments can receive 

funding for up to 80 percent of the insuJation project, providing that the remaining 20 

percent is paid by the Joe.a] community. The Airport has been providing this 20 percent 

share to local communities as part of the requirements of its variance from the California 

state noise standards. 

The commenter incorrectly characterizes the agreement retween the Airport and South 

San Francisco. The City and County of San Francisco, operating through the San 

Francisco Airports Commission, entered into this agreement in August, 1991. The 

purpose of the agreement was to further the longstanding ix,licies of state law and the 

Aiqx)rt to discourage the construction of incompatible uses on land that may be affected 

by airport noise. 

Under this agreemen~ 1he Airport has agreed to (I) set aside a total of $10,000,000 to be 

used by South San Francisco over a ten year pericxl in connection with the City's existing 

Noise Insu1ation Project and (2) provide other assistance to South San Francisco in 

connection with its noise insu1ation project. The agreement does not prohibit housing 

east of US 101. Rather, as a condition to the Airport's obligations under the Agreement, 

the City of South San Francisco will have to exercise its discretion in taking the 

necessary land use actions to prevent the construction of noise-sensitive land uses, 
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including housing, on property in Sou1h San Franci.sm located east of US 101. If the 

City chooses to take these actions and the agreement takes effe.ct, the Allport has the 

opportunity to review and comment on the propmed project. If the City chooses to a1low 

the use, the Airport is no longer obligated to provide funding provided in the agreement 

/2/ 

The reference to the 1986 challenge to an EIR for a housing project in South San 

Francisco appears to refer to the mixed use project called Shearwater proposed for Sierra 

Point in 1986. The Airport Land Use Commission opposed the project because it would 

result in the oonstruction of housing that would be impacted by aircraft overflights. The 

Airport also challenged in oourt the environmental impact report prepared for the project 

The project eventually did not proceed. 

The oommenter note.s that a portion of the area oovered by the Agreement is not noise 

impacted or under a departure route. The oomment is noted in that a portion of the area 

is not within the 65 CNELoontour. 

The oommenter is incorrect in s1:ating that 1he SFlA Master Plan is expeCled to result in a 

serious shonage of housing. M explained in the EIR, implementation of the SFIA 

Master Plan is not expected 10 result in a significant bou.sing impact (EIR, pp. 394-399 

and pp. C&R.354-360). Even if the SFlA MMter Plan \Vere expected to result in a 

serious housing shortage, the mitigation meuure propmed in 1he comment would not 

necessarily result in the increased availability of housing near the Aiiport to serve new 

Aiiport employees. 'lbe decision on whether hom.ing will be located east of US 101 is 

up to the cities with jurisdiction over those properties, not the Airport. 1berefore, 1his 

mitigation measure will not be added to the EIR. 

NOTES - Employment and Hou.sing 

/1/ State of C&lifomia, Senate Office of Research, Grasping at the Dream, California Hom.ipg: 
Who Can Afford the Price? June 1990. 

12/ Agreement for Aircraft Noise Mitigation, Between City and Ci>unty of San Franci.K.o 
Acting By and Through 1he Aiiport Commission and City and of South San Francisco. 
August 29, 1991. 
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PUBLIC UTILIDES 

The Notes for this section begin on p. C&R.373. 

WATER USE 

Comments 

"Under utilities and water regarding boU5ing, the repon documents approximately 3,460 more 

dwellings will be needed in surrounding cities where water usage is already rationed and the 

people already living there can't use as much water as they need. 1be water problem should be 

solved before any more added growth occws anywhere in the area." (J~ie Bracker, public 

hearing of 8/27/91 and letter of 8/27/91) 

"I do 1hink that we've got to focus on the issue of water -- water, water, water. We want more 

boU5ing, we want the airport to get bigger. We want more of everything. Yet we have no water 

to give to anyone. We are penalized if we do not use enough water, and we are penalized if we 

use too much water. So, I think the water is our No. 1 issue. People don't seem to address it I 

1hink it's really No. 1." (Rose Urbach) 

"P. 10 - Utilities and Water - Report docwnents approximately 3,460 more dwellings needed in 

surrounding cities where Water Use is rationed. Report Documents on p. 10, Housing/Water, 

3,460 more dwellings will be needed if Plan is carried out How is it such growth can be 

projected to be needed everywhere when the people already living here can't have enough water 

for their mage needs? There sbouJd be a Moratorium on all growth in area 1mtil that problem ~ 

r5olved! Too much growth is at the root of most of the ueas existing problems in the already 

built up areas of Cities named on p. 12, that will be most affected because of their proximity to 

the Airpon and listed as needing to provide bo~ing for Project Employees! The Water problem 

should be solved before growlh is added." (Jessie Bracker) 

"'Ibe master plan would generate need for an additional 0.42 million gallons per day of water, in 

the near term, and 0.69 million gallons per day in the long term. 1be document does not slate 

whether this includes the additional water needed by the new residents of the 6,800 ho~ing units 

added to Millbrae, San Bruno and South San Francisco. 
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"If anyone wishes to Jook realistically at the situation, this is lhe place to do it Water is rationed. 

It will continue to be rationed for the foreseeable future. Who of us is going to give up his ration 

of water so that the airport can be expanded?" (Patricia Clark) 

Response 

Given the existing mandatory and voluntary water rationing programs throughout the Bay 

Area, the comments express concern regarding the ability of Jocal municipalities to supply 

water for the additional housing units projected to be needed in the Bay Area as a who1e as 

a result of the SAA Master Plan (3,460 near-term, 6,850 long-term, as shown on pp. 396 

and 398 of the E!R). 

In general, long-term water supply planning is not based on current drought collditions. 

For the various watersheds that supply water to the San Francisco Bay Area, long-term 

supply planning is based on an average water yield that would result from the occurrence 

of drought, non-drought, and abnormally high rainfall years over time. 

Water supply planning to address existing and projected water shortages within the state is 

being conducted by regulatory agencies and water suppliers. Specifically, water allocation, 

distribution, and/or conservation programs are currently being discussed by the San 

Francisco Water Department (which supplies water to SFlA and San Mateo County), the 

California Department of Water Resources, and lhe Federal government (through the 

Central Valley Project)Jl/ Changes in the distribution and allocation of water and the 

implementation of conservation programs may or may not alleviate urban water shortages 

within the planning horizon of the SAA Master Plan. 

The estimates in the EIR for additional near- and long-term water demand that would be 

generated by the project (pp. 400-401) include only the direct water demand generated by 

SFlA facilities, and do not include the additional demand from lhe forecast housing units 

needed for new SFlA employees. The San Francisco Water Department would supply 

most of the additional water demand generated by SFlA facilities and the additional 

housing units in San Francisco and San Mateo County. The total capacity of water 

currently availabJe to the San Francisco Water Department is approximately 341 million 

gallons per clay (mgd), of which SF1A uses 1.7 mgd. 
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In addition to supplying water to the City of San Francisco, the San Francisco Water 

Department supplies water to approximately 30 other cities and communities, including 

cities jn San Mateo, Santa Clara, and AJameda Counties./2/ These cities and communities, 

termed herein "suburban water users," together receive up to a maximum of 184 mgd of 

water based on an existing agreement with the San Francisco Water Department./2,3/ 

Water rationing programs imposed in the City of San Francisco are extended in-kind to the 

suburban water users/4/ 

Implementation of the SF1A Master Plan would increase water consumption at SF1A to 

approximately 2.4 mgd (using the demand estimate on p. 401 of the EIR). The estimated 

demand for additional water supplies by the 4,390 housing units that would be needed 

long-term in San Mateo County and San Francisco is between 0.4 and 0.8 mgd./4/ 

SF1A current and long-term projected levels of water demand represent 4/10 of one percent 

and approximately 7/10 of one percent, respectively, of current water supply. The EIR 

(pp. 400-401) indicates that the San Francisco Water Department has included SF1A in its 

projections, and has assumed that SFIA wouJd implement water conservation measures to 

reduce water usage. The demand for additional water supplies to accommodate 

4,390 housing units long-term in San Mateo and San Francisco Counties represents 3/10 of 

one percent of the daily San Francisco Water Department supply during a non-drought 

year. 

Long-term water supply planning to accommodare projected growth in population and 

residences (as envisioned in the general plans of Bay Area cities and counties) is controlled 

by the various public works departments, city planning agencies, the California 

Department of Water Resources, and other regional and loca1 growth/infrastructure 

planning agencies. The JX)tentiaJ growth in water demand by residential water users 

resulting from the hiring of additional employees under the SFIA Master Plan would be 

encompassed by the long-term water supply planning (and subject to the growth controls) 

of the city and county planning/permitting agencies in which such growth may occur. 

In generaJ, water supply planning to accommodare residential growth that may result from 

the implementation of the SFlA Master Plan has not been considered explicitly by cities 

within the SFlA environs/2/ The factors that determine whether sufficient water supply 

exists to accommodate potential residentiaJ growth aswciated with the SFIA Master Plan 

vary among the suburban water-user cities./2/ Discussions with suburban water users' 
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representatives indicate that water supply does not appear to be the factor limiting new 

residential growth in the SFIA environs.m For example, the availability of developable 

land was cited by representatives of the Cities of Burlingame, Millbrae, and San Bruno as a 

primary constraint to new res.idential growth. If water supply bec.omes a constraint to the 

approval ofres.idential construction, new residential construction may be restricted by 1ocal 

planning controls such as the issuance of building permits. 

The ability of local municipalities in California to meet growth in water demand beyond 

existing water supplies (assuming drought conditions do not persist) appears to rely on a 

combination of the following water supply strategies: more efficient collection and 

distribution of existing surfac.e water supplies, including the possibility of some 

redistribution of agricuJturaJ supplies, installation of water-conservalion devices, use of 

groundwater sources, conservation oriented water consumption habits (including retention 

of existing habits), and water reclamalionJ2,5/ For example, thirty percent of the pre­

drought water demand for cities in San Mateo County served by the California Water 

Service Company has been saved through the existing conservalion measures. Some of 

these conservation measures will result in long-term reductions in water demandJ6/ 

Additional water supplies would be needed for the residences constructed as a result of 

growth induced by the SFIA Master Plan. The localions of such residences would be 

diffuse and are unknown at this time. 

POWER SUPPLY 

Comment 

"P. 7 -Electricity and Gas - have already been greatly increased within last two years at P.G. and 

E. Millbrae Substation and in Airport West of Bayshore lands north of Madrone Street. Was that 

taken into account in this text?" (Jessie Bracker, letters of 8/18/91 and 8fl7 /91) 

Response 

The 15 Mega Wan (MW) and additional 10 MW IX)Wer capacities referred to on p. 7 of the 

EIR are SHA-requested increases in the amount of electrical power supplied from PG&E. 

As discussed on p. 180 of the EIR, the PG&E transformer serving SFlA has a maximum 

capacity of 46.3 MW. Toe forecast totaJ maximum electrical load from all proposed 

C&R.372 



facilities is 52.6 MW (EIR p. 368). Therefore, an additionaJ transfonner bank would be 

needed to accommodate the additionaJ demand. (As stated on p. 369 of the EIR, PG&E 

has indicated that substation expansion would be needed.) It is not known exactly what 

modifications the comment refers to. However, both the Millbrae substation and a 

substation known as the airport substation (owned by PG&E on SFIA property) were 

modified recently to increase e]ectrical transmission capacity. Although the work 

perfonned was intended to increase the amount of power the transmission lines could 

carry, the work was not in response to the potentiaJ future expansion of the Airport.n/ As 

shown by the improvements discussed on pp. 368-369 of the EIR, modifications to 

e]ectrical systems are an ongoing part of SFlA operations. 

NOTES - Public Utilities 

/1/ The California Department of Water Resources is currently considering changes to the 
Delta water quality goals and other water distribution and allocation programs statewide. 
The Central Valley Project, which supplies approximately 20 percent of water in 
California, is being oonsidered for re-authorization by the U.S. Congress, and is also under 
oonsideration for transfer to the State of California./8/ During the Central VaJley Project 
re-authorization process, the existing water allocation, pricing, distribution programs and 
guidelines may or may not be changed. The San Francisco Water Departtnent is 
considering a review of its watershed management and water reclamation practicesJ9/ 
These potentiaJ changes in the underlying watershed management practices in California 
could affect the amount of water available during drought conditions or to serve future 
growth in the Bay Area. 

/'21 Melissa Adams, City of Millbrae Water Conservation and Resources Manager, teJephone 
conversation, April 27, 1992; Robert Bradford, San Francisco Water Department, 
telephone conversation, April 15, 1992; Ralph Kirkup, City of Burlingame Public Works 
Director, telephone converstation, April 27, 1992; lee Ritzman, City of San Bruno 
Director of Public Works, telephone conversation, April 21, 1992; Sheri Saisi, City of 
Burlingame Planning Department, telephone conversation, April 27, 1992; Barney Tome, 
California Water Service Company, telephone conversation, April 27, 1992. 

/3/ San Mateo County General Plan,1986, Section 10, Water Supply. 

/4/ San Mateo County General Plan, 1986, Section 10, Waler Supply, Table 10.11, Projected 
Domestic Water Demand. Estimate indicated is based on a water consumption rate of 100-
190 gallons per clay per housing uni~ multiplied by 6,850 housing units. 

/5/ Ralph Kirkup, City of Burlingame Public Works Director, telephone conversation, 
April 27, 1992. 

/6/ Barney Tome, California Water Service Company, te]ephone conversation, April 27, 1992. 

C&R.373 

j 



nl John Holt, Pacific Gas and Electric Supervising Transmission Engineer, telephone 
conversation, April 20, 1992. 

/8/ California Water Education Foundation, California Water Map, 1987. 

/9/ Robert Bradford, San Francisco Water Department, telephone conversation, 
April 15, 1992. 
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AIR TRAFFIC SAFEIT 

The Notes for this section begin on p. C&R.Jn. 

Comments 

" ... [N]eighborhood safety issues are suggested by the potential large increase in overflights, 

incoming and outgoing, over our San Francisco neighborhoods ... 

"In addition to the foregoing, 1he DEIR makes no mention of how an increase of up to 40% in air 

traffic from SFIA will be managed in the skies around the Bay Area. & does the Master Plan, 

the DEIR simply dismisses this matter as within the purview of the FAA Irrespective of the 

FAA's jurisdiction, or respomibilities, the increased air 1raffic still creates environmental 

concerns." (Timothy Treacy, Allport Noise Committee) 

"Furthermore, due to the existing and expected increased traffic in the skies over our 

neighborhood, we are concerned about the safety or our skies, a comideration not addressed at all 

in the Master Plan or DEIR." (Bruce Krell, Forest Hill Aoisociation) 

"We are additionally concerned about aircraft and neighborhood safety Wues. 11 (Carol Kocivar, 

West of Twin Peaks Central Council) 

" ... If you overload our skies, which are already overloaded, with more airplanes competing for 

valuable airspace, we are all going to pay a price. And if that issue can't even be addreSKd in a 

Draft EIR, where is it going to be addn::ssed?" (Don Benone) 

Response 

Pages 242-244 and 407-408 of the EIR include a discussion of aviation safety at SF1A, 

including ·the role of the FAA in the management of the airspace, FAA design aiteria and 

standards, the air traffic control system, and airaaft accidents. It is noted on p. 408 that 

implementation of the SF1A Muu:r Plan could lead to an increase in the accident rate, but 

that the number of future accidenlS could be less than estimated (based on the national 

average accident rate) because of SF1A's historical safety record. 
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As noted on pp. C&R198-201 herein, SFIA is within the service area of the Bay Terminal 

Radar Approach Control (I'RACON) facility. Toe Bay TRACON provides air traffic 

services to, and thus is responsible for the safe management of the airspace within, the 

entire Bay region. According to the Airspace Eement of the California Aviation System 

Plan, the Bay TRACON would have adequate capacity to support the annual and 1)'pical­

hour SFIA and regional operations force.a.st for 2005. 1be CASP concluded, however, that 

the Bay TRACON would be capacity-constrained during peak hour conditions. (As shown 

on p. 64 of the EIR., the CASP forecasts of operations are sumtanlially higher than the 

FAA or SFJA Master Plan foreca,ts.) /1/ 

The safe operation of the airspac.e immediately surrounding SFIA ~ the responsibility of 

the Airport 'Iiaffic Control Tower. The estimates of airfield c.apacity at SF1A ( d~ussed in 

the EIR and on pp. C&R.46-55 herein) incorporate air traffic safety requirements and 

procedures that would be used by the SFlA ATCT. The potential capacity shortfall at 

SF1A during adverse weather conditiom reflects the fact that air traffic control rules limit 

the number or airaaft that can land and take off at SFIA/2/ 

The FAA Aviation System capacity Plan " ... is intende.d as a comprehensive 'ground.up' 

view of aviation system requirements and development "/3/ As well as identifying 

recommended capacity improvements at individual airports, the Plan identifies new 

terminal airspace procedures that will increase capacity at some airports in the system; 

outlines programs to provide new tcchoology to increase airspace capacity and improve 

airspace efficiency; and outlines programs designed 10 increase en route airspace capacity. 

1be aviation system capacity requiremenlS identified in the Plan incorporate FAA 

standards for air traffic safety. Implementation of the capacity improvements in the Plan 

could result in benefilS to aircraft operations at SF1A and in Bay Area airspace./3/ 

Given the role of the FAA in the safe operation of the airspace, the capacity of the Bay 

TR.ACON to handle iDc:reases in regional aircraft operations, the application of safety• 

based rules to the operation of the SF1A airfield, and FAA plans 10 improve aviation 

system c.apacity, the implementation of the SFIA Master Plan would not result in reduced 

safety in neighbor~ subjected 10 SFIA overflights. 
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NO'IES - Air Traffic Safety 

/1/ Landrum & Brown, Air Space Element, California Aviation System Plan, prepared for the 
California Department of Transponation, Division of Aeronautics, August 31, 1991. 

/'21 U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, San Francisco Bay 
Area Airports Task Force Capacity Study of SFO, SIC, and OAK International Airports 
(prepared jointly by the FAA, Bay Area international airports staffs, Air Transport 
Association, and the airlines serving the San Francisco Bay Area), 1987. 

(3/ U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, 1990-91 Aviation 
System Capacity Plan, September 1990. 
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GROWTII-INDUCJNG IMPACTS 

Comment 

"The DEIR fails to address the increased demand for child care activities as a growth inducing 

impact. This issue must be addressed and adequate mitigation measures offered." (George 

Foscardo, City of San Bruno) 

Response 

The demand for child care in San Francisco ha.s emerged within the la.st few years as a 

planning issue. Further research and ana1ysis will be required in order to identify new 

approaches for producing affordable programs to meet the growing demand for child care 

services. Because provision of child care services involves consideration of a broad scope 

of variables (e.g., social, economic and cultural aspects within a community) it is regarded 

as a planning issue, not an environmental impact issue subject to the provisions of the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Tilis interpretation was upheld in a recent 

State Court of Appeal decision, San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth et al. v. City and 

County <if San Francisco [209 Cal. App. 1502, 1516 (1989)]. 

The importance of this issue ha.s been recognized, however. As part of adoption of the 

Downtown Plan in 1985, the City Planning Code was amended to incorporate Section 314, 

"Child Care Requirements for Office and Hotel Development Projects." Section 314 

requires developers and employers to provide space for child care facilities in development 

of new office and hotel projects containing 50,000 square feet or more, or pay an in-lieu 

fee to the City's Affordable Child Care Fund. 

While Section 314 itself is an innovative program for responding to child care needs, other 

planning efforts are under way. The Mayor's Office, in conjunction with the Department of 

City Planning, the Child care Law Center (a non-profit organization) and a multitude of 

City and community groups, have joiaed forces with the objective of developing a 

comprehensive plan containing a full program of implementing strategies to increase child 

care services in the City. It is anticipated, ultimately, that goals and policies with respect 

to childcare would be incorporated into the City's Master Plan. 
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WATER QUALITY 

AIRCRAFT FUEL DUMPING 

Comment 

"Flights into San Francisco airport run the risk of having to dump fuel in our ecologically fragile 

Bay due to technicaJ problems. And airplanes of the future using this airport would be larger and 

hold more fuel than present planes. Flights into San Jose would seldom find the Bay the only 

option when fuel dumping was necessary." (Patricia Clark) 

Response 

According to SFIA Administration staff, the dumping of aircraft fuel might occur as a 

resuJt of an aircraft engine or mechanical failure (e.g., faulty landing gear) that occurs on 

take-off, during flight, or approach to an airport. In order for the aircraft to land safely, 

fuel must be jettisoned to reduce the aircraft's weight below the maximum pemtitted 

landing weight (e.g., in the case of an engine failure) or to further reduce the risk of fire 

(e.g., in the case of a wheels-up landing). 

The FederaJ Aviation Adm..in.istration's (FAA's) procedure for fuel dumping is covered in 

the FAA Air Traffic Control Handbook (Document No. 7110.65F), Section 6, which 

provides guidelines for aircraft routing, a1titude assignment, separation criteria and 

infonnation dissemination. The FAA Airport Traffic Contro1 Tower at SAA and the Bay 

TerminaJ Radar Approach Control Center (TRACON) direct aircraft, unJess impracticaJ for 

safety reasons, to fly out over the Pacific Ocean in order to jettison fuel. The other large 

civil and military airfields within the Bay Area environs (San Jose IntemationaJ Airport, 

Metropolitan Oakland lnternationaJ Airport, Moffett Nava] Air Station, and Alameda 

Naval Air Station) that have aircraft arrivaJs and/or departures over the Bay likely follow 

similar procedures. 

C&R.379 



CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

CUMULATIVE CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 

Comment 

"When we also look at several of the projects that are on our own drawing board or that could be 

on our drawing board, to what extent does this project anaJysis impact that? For example, when 

we Jook at Mission Bay over thar 15-year period of time, when we look at this airport expansion, 

when we look at the possibility of a south Bayshore plan and other things, to what extent are -­

whether it be quality of life, whether they be goods and services, whether they be the 

employment pool, whether they be housing, et cetera, et cetera, et cetera, -- to what extent can 

San Francisco cope with projects that are as enormous as those kinds of projects over a similar 

time frame? 

"I began to wonder just how big a nightmare could this project be. Again, if you look at them in 

isolation, you can begin to say: Gee, we can deal with that. But I wonder to what extent they 

become a bit differently evaluated in the context of these other big projects. 

" .. .Phoenix has gone through just a fantastic experiment with their own airport When I look at 

some of the ideas in here, the idea for the rental c.ar garage, that is right out of what Phoenix did, 

several other things are right out of Phoenix. I know that was one of those round-the-clock 

projects that was reasonably well managed and was done in just a very, very short period of time. 

Again, I don't necessarily think that the quefil.ion of time maybe is an issue in this impact. 

"I guess my question is, to what extent do we have any connection or any input to the body that 

would decide things like time frame? I think we have all been looking al ... the airport as one of 

those never-ending sagas, and perhaps hoped that constniction would be over. When you look at 

this 11-year thing, it really begins to boggle the mind. I guess the question is, what is the proper 

forum to deal with the question of time frame for a project like this? 

"Maybe relating to the early comment, as we look al Baghdad by the Bay, to what extent does a 

major project like this over 11 years become another one of those straws to bre3:k, the camel's 

back? To what extent does a project over an 11-year period as massive as this going to have an 

impact on flight of people from San Francisco? To what extent does this really become the thing 

where people say, 'I am not going to' -- and people of reasonably important means relative to the 
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tax base - to what extent does this become the thing that really gets people to look at living in 

other places." (C.Ommissioner Sewell) 

Response 

'Ibis EIR analy2.e& oot only the impacts of this project on the environment, but also the 

impacts of the project in conjunction with other cumulative development. Most 

development impacts of the SFlA Master Plan would be located within San Mateo County 

and its cities. For example, combuction noise would have local impact:s within the Qty of 

Millbrae, only. 1be transportation effects from development in San Francisco are reflected 

in the uamc level of service analysis of freeway segments in the years 1996 and 2006, and 

are considered as pan of the future base growth. Future base growth considers future 

development from San FmnciMx> and other cities and counties. 

Quality-of.life is.sues are fairly subjective. Decision makers may con.sider quality-of-life 

issues in their consideration of whether to approve this project or one of the alternatives 

(including either of the No-Project Alternatives). As other projects come forward for 

approval, quality-of-life issues and other cone.ems may be weighed in the decision-ma.king 

process for each project Quality-of-life Wues are oot related specifically to the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) but are one of the criteria that may be used by 

decision makers dwing a project's approval process. (Quality-of-life issues are discmsed 

in the response on pp. C&R.383-384 herein.) 

It is not possible to estimate whether incremental impacts of this or any other project, or 

whether the combination of effecas from all projects, may change the quality of life such 

that some people may desire to reside in or work in San Francisco no longer. Numerous 

other faccors determine whether people are satisfied with their place of residence or 

employmen~ including aime, the number and location of homeless people, perceived 

quality of J1IDenilies (including parks, schools, roads) a.Dd infrastructure (including transit 

systems and streets), availability of desired services, proximity to employment and 

housing, and other similar concerns. Even if some people may decide to reside or work: in 

San FranQico no longer due to development and its resulting impacts, others may choose 

to live or work in San Francisco due to individual preferences for perceived amenities. 

The Cty a.Dd County of San Francisco is the lead agency. For this project, the decision­

making body that determines the adequacy of the EIR is the Qty Planning Commi&sion; 
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the decision-making oody that acts on whether to approve the project or one of its 

alternatives (including either of the No-Project Alternatives) is the Airports Commission. 

Thus the City Planning Commission has no decision-making ro]e over the time frame for 

project implementation. However, the City Planning Commission may forward to the 

Airports Commission any concerns that it may have over construction duration or other 

project impacts. 
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QUALITY OF LIFE 

Comment 

"And to show you a little bit more, one out of every eight people in the United States lives in 

California. And San Mateo County has the highest density population following Alameda, San 

Francisco, and Los Angeles. I am just trying to show what the density picture is in San Mateo 

County. And when you talk about the United States as a whole, you can see, again, we are 

overdeveloped with homes and also with our airport. We must level off if we want to consider 

any kind of quality of life." (Rose Urbach) 

"I appreciate the balancing act the planning commission must perform. However, existing 

overflight conditions in southern and western neighborhoods are currently mocking the City 

Planning Code's stated intent of preserving the character and quality of San Francisco's 

neighborhoods. Further, all of the Planning Commission's efforts to develop architecturaJ 

controls maintaining scale and open space are folly if aircraft overflights make those homes and 

spaces intolerable." (David Deakin) 

", .. [O]ur skies are saturated as it is. Our skies are no longer friendly. Our bay is being chewed 

up by not only greedy rea1tors but aJso the airport. Little by little, if this keeps up, we will not 

have a bay, we will be across, joining Oak1and. Hopefully, this won't happen." (Bruno 

Bernasconi) 

Response 

Quality-of-life issues are fairly subjective. The Airpons Commission may consider 

quality-of-life issues in its consideration of whether to approve the project or one of the 

aJternatives (including either of the No-Project Alternatives). 

It is not possible to estimate whether population density or aircraft overflight impacts of 

this project may change the quality of life such that some people may find it intolerable to 

continue residing in or working in the urban areas of San Mateo and San Francisco 

Counties. Numerous other factors besides overflight noise and population density 

determine whether people are satisfied with their place of residence or employmeriL Such 

factors include crime, the number and location of homeless people, perceived quality of 

amenities (including parks, schools, roads) and infrastructure (including transit systems 
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and streets), availability of desired services, proximity to employment and housing, and 

other similar concerns. Even if some people may decide to reside or work in San Francsico 

no longer due to its density or due to aircraft overflights, others may choose to live or work 

in San Francisco due to individual preferences for perceived amenities. 

Titls project would not include any development within San Francisco Bay and thus would 

not contribute to the filling of the Bay so as to connect San Mateo County with Oak:Jand. 
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MITIGATION, GENERAL 

SCOPE 

Comments 

" ... [A]s Commissioner Sewell alluded to, the airport and the large companies that use the airport 

are, in a sense, like our downtown developers. And with our downtown developers who are 

building large projects with lots of workers, the city imposes a number of mitigation measures, 

whether that be in housing or transportation. I think there needs to be an analysis of what type of 

mitigation measures should be imposed, either directly on the airport or on the employers who 

would use airport space. I would like to see some anaJysis of perhaps even using some of the 

assumptions behind the downtown commercial office space projects and the mitigation measures 

that are imposed, just transfer some of those over to the airport and see what the cost would be to 

the airport or to the airline companies that use the airport." (Commissioner MoraJes) 

", .. [W]e applaud the full disciosure that is in the Effi. There are a lot of problems that the EIR 

discioses. We are very concerned, though, that, as comprehensive as it is, it is not 

comprehensive in mitigation measures proposed to meet those very substantial significant effects. 

"The airport must, as a proprietor, accept the willingness and show the intention to mitigate those 

significant impacts if they plan to continue their future expansion. Th.is is probably the largest 

project San Mateo County will see in the near future, and it will have substantial impact on the 

ability of the region to accommodate any other growth." (Janet Fogarty, Mayor of Millbrae) 

Rewnse 

Mitigation measures identified in an ElR must relate to potential environmental impacts 

that wou1d result from implementation of the project. Mitigation measures for the 

downtown atea of San Francisco, some of which have since been codified (or written into 

law), are based on the potential effects of development downtown. For example, the five­

dollar-per-square-foot Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF) (Ordinance 224-81) was 

implemented due to transit impacts caused by cumulative office development within 

greater downtown San Francisco. These impacts were disclosed in EIRs for office 

development downtown and the TIDF mitigation was tied directly to the lessening of such 

impacts. Thus such a measure cannot simply be transferred to the Airport without first 
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showing within the SFIA Master Plan EIR or some other study that similar effects on 

MUNI would occur at SFlA as a result of the SFIA Master Plan. Mitigation measures in 

the SFIA Master Plan EIR must be based on the potentially significant effects of this 

project. Such mitigation measures are included on pp. 411-434 of the EIR. AdditionaJ 

measures are incJuded in res{X)nses to comments on specific topics above. 

As stated above, this EIR. discJoses a number of IX)tentially significant effects and 

measures to mitigate them. Given the general nature of the comment that is concerned 

about the EIR not being comprehensive in mitigation measures, it is not IX)SSible to 

resIX)nd in a specific manner about additional measures without knowing more specifically 

what the concerns may be. Comments on specific EIR topics are covered under specific 

topics, above. 

An EIR must not only disclose significant effects, it must include feasible mitigation 

measures to lessen the impacts of any significant effects. However, there is no requirement 

under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) that a lead agency implement 

mitigation measures if they are not feasible (CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 ). The lead 

agency may approve a project without mitigating all significant impacts if the agency 

detennines that "the benefits of a proIX)sed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse 

environmental effects" (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093). In other words, the lead agency 

may find that implementation of the project is more im{X)rtant due to its social or economic 

considerations than any environmental degradation that may result from its 

implementation. 

FEASIBILITY AND COSTS 

Comment 

" ... IS]ome of the mitigation measures just talk about increasing Cal train service, Sam Trans, and 

I guess basically increasing the activities and services of other public entities. But there is no 

price tag associated with what it would cost to, in fact, increase those other public services. I 

think we need to have an assessment of those public costs to see if they are, in fact, feasible 

mitigation measures." (Commissioner Morales) 

C&R.386 



Response 

The cost'i of mitigation measures may be included as necessary in the Findings on the 

EIR. To increase public services such as CalTrain and SamTrans, there would be a fiscal 

oost to implementing agencies. The City and County of San Francisco does not have 

authority to implement mitigation measures under the jurisdiction of other agencies. 

These other agencies would have to consider whether they would implement the 

identified measures based on their own budgets and other potential constraints. (See 

following response.) 

IMPLEMENTATION AND ACCOUNTABILITY 

Comments 

"Many of the mJtigatioru. listed in the draft EIR, particularly the traffic mitigations, are ascribed 

to others as implementing agencies without indication of ooncurrence by those agencies. 

Mitigation measures identified in the DEIR which do not have written ooncurrence by the 

implementing agencies (other than SFI.A), in effect, do not adequately mitigate impacts. 

"Mitigation-. which require amendments to existing agreements or coniracts with SFIA, which 

require amendments to the Charter for San Francisoo, which require voter approval to be 

implemented, or which require other similar act.ion-. must be clearly identified in the EIR. The 

likelihood of such changes must be noted or, in effect, any such mitigations do not adequately 

mitigate substantially adverse impacts ... 

"The EIR must identify these potentially significant impacts and offer adequate mitigations, 

including identifying funds for mitigatiorui, resporuiible agencies for mitigations, written 

agreements for mitigatioru;, and any agreements or amendments to charter arrangements needed 

to provide adequate mitigation measures." (George Foscardo, City of San Bruno). 

"Mith:atine Measures: This is the first of the two most important aspects of an EIR, yet of the 

nine categories of mitigating measures, ranging from transportation to public services, SFO has 

not made any real commitments for which it can be held acoountable (DEIR Vol I CH. V). Toe 

only so-called mitigating measures under the direct control of SFO that involve acrual 

ooruitruction are the parking additioru;, access road widenings, marking of high-occupancy 

vehicle lanes, channelizing traffic lanes, and the marking of bicycle lanes all of which wou]d 
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have been done under the expansion anyway. I must admit though, the thought of an additional 

20 million passengers complete with luggage strapped to their backs pedaling furiously along 

Highway 101 in order to catch a flight does provide a certain humorous counterpoint to this 

rather serious business. 

"Beyond the above, SFO offers on1y passive half-measures such as encouraging disincentives, 

collecting and disseminating information, and possibly cost-sharing with other agencies. It 

would appear that SFO and, of course, the public is at the mercy of the plans and budgets of 

BART, SA.MTRANS, CAL TRANS, FAA and the adjacent communities to provide the 

intersection modifications, highway access ramp monitoring, highway widenings, bus/train 

transit link development, air quality monitoring, and aircraft noise abatement procedures. I 

simply must ask why most of these proposed mitigation measures are not already in place and 

functioning. It really is a shame that so little thinking and imagination has been used. All real 

commitment seems absent" (Alyn Lam) 

"The EIR does not stipulate who will be responsib1e for imp1ementing the list of traffic 

mitigations. A mitigation monitoring program indicating the actiom to be taken and the 

responsible parties should be included." (Ed Everett, City Manager, City of Belmont) 

"The DEIR proposes various mitigation measures to minimize adverse impacts of the project. 

Many of the proposed mitigations would alleviate only situations that are internal to the airport. 

Some of these, in fact, would negate other efforts, and would promote, not reduce, increases in 

vehicular traffic. Some proposed mitigations depend entirely on other agencies for both capital 

and operating expenses, but there is no documentation of agreements having been made with said 

agencies in order to val.lid.ate the proposed mitigations ... 

"We call on the SFlA to cooperate with governmental agencies in the neighboring jurisdictions to 

develop meaningful mitigations to alleviate the detrimental environmental impacts of the 

proposed project. to delay development of the project until adequate mitigations can be assured, 

and, as a last resort, to reduce the scope of the project to reduce the adverse impacts. The 

description (Chapter VI, pages 435436) of significant environmental effects that cannot be 

avoided if the proposed·project is implemented convincingly documents reasons that SFIA must 

reconsider and a1ter the expansion plans set forth in this proposed Master Plan." (Onnolee Trapp, 

Leagues of Women Voters of San Mateo County) 
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Response 

If the project were to be approved, and if measures identified in the EIR to mitigate 

JX)tentially significant effects were not implemented, the project wou1d result in a 

significant effect on the environment due to any such unmitigated impacts. Thus the 

project could not be approved without findings of overriding consideration for the 

JX)tentially significant effects that would not be mitigated. When the lead agency for 

project approval is different from the decision-making body for implementation of a 

mitigation measure, the lead agency wou]d have no authority over implementation of such 

a mitigation measure. The forum for determining whether the SFIA Master Plan or any 

other development project should pay a specific fee amount to an agency as an appropriate 

means of mitigating operating deficits for other agencies rests with the other agencies. In 

the absence of a fee requirement or other mitigation measures under the jurisdiction of 

other agencies, the EIR identifies on p. 435 that, for those JX)tentially significant impacts 

that could not be mitigated to a less-than-significant level by measures included as part of 

the project, the SF1.A Master Plan would have a significant effect on the environment. 

CEQA does not require that detail regarding disclosure of all actions or voter approval 

required to implement a measure be included in an EIR. Nor does CEQA require that the 

likelihood of such actions be included, because such an assessment would be speculative in 

nature. CEQA does not require that identification of funds available for mitigation 

measures be included in an EIR. (See CEQA Guidelines Sections 15126(c), 15096(g).) 

After each mitigation measure this EIR notes which agencies would be reSJX>nsible for 

implementing it. Mitigation measures identified in the EIR are identified by the EIR 

authors and not by SFIA. During the comment period on the Draft EIR, the public had the 

opportunity to suggest adding mitigation measures to the EIR that had not been previously 

identified by EIR authors. See specific comments and responses on mitigation measures, 

above, for measures added to the EIR as a result of public input Any mitigation measure 

that would be the responsibility of SF1.A'to implement could be required as a condition of 

project approval. All feasible mitigation measures under SFIA jurisdiction would have to 

be implemented. (See CEQA Gui, delines Section 15091.) 

If the project were to be approved, SFIA would consider impacts of any mitigation 

measure before considering their adoption. 
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The function of an EIR is to disclose potentially significant effects of development and to 

identify measures to mitigate those effects. Proposed mitigation measures have not yet 

been implemented because this EIR is the forum for identifying significant effects and 

measures to lessen those effects. This is the first time that some effects have been 

objectively analyzed and disclosed. Once a measure is required by law to be implemented 

it would no longer be considered a mitigation measure. For example, the Transit Impact 

Development Fee (TIDF) for downtown San Francisco is no longer considered to be a 

mitigation measure for downtown office development because it is required to be 

implemented for certain projects. 

A mitigation monitoring program must be adopted at the time of project approval (as 

required by AB3180). It is not necessary to include details of this program in the EIR. If 

the project is approved, then a monitoring program will be required for those mitigation 

measures that are to be implemented. Because the Airports Commission has not yet 

deliberated on project approval, or decided which measures to include (if the project or one 

of the alternatives were to be approved), it is premature to include a monitoring program at 

this time. 
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SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 

Comments 

"There is a famous old remark- 'We're damned if we do and damned ifwe don't' -which I think 

fits this siruation exactly in relation to my opinions. The Document covers a vast amount of 

information. And yes it is a fantastic Airport but - The Noise and Pollution problem is 

seemingly devastating to many unJess these problems can be much more efficiently mitigated 

than is suggested within these documents.'' (Jessie Bracker, letter of 8/27/91 and public hearing 

of 8/27191) 

"The Leagues of Women Voters are concerned about the environ.mental impacts of the proposed 

extension of the airport and particularly concerned about the projected 71 percent increase in 

annua1 passengers by 2006 with the resulting increases in vehicular traffic on Highway 101 and 

ramps and anerials, feeders, and intersections in adjacent cities, with concom.mitant increases in 

noise and air JX>llutants, both during construction and on a cumulative basis." (Onno1ee Trapp, 

San Mateo County Leagues of Women Voters, public hearing of 8/27/91) 

"On Page 438, I found that to be the most enlightening statement in the whole document to me. I 

wou1d like to read it so everyone knows that it is in there if they didn't get to read it. It says: 

'Significant irreversible environmental changes which would be involved in the proJX)sed action, 

should it be implemented -- additional vehicle trips, plus construction activities from new 

development, wouJd contribute to future cumulative air quality impacts and particulate matter, 

carbon monoxide, and precursor emissions to ozone.' I thought you did very well on that 

paragraph. I want to compliment you for digging that out" (Jessie Bracker, letter of 8/27/91 and 

public hearing of 8/27/91) 

"SRA contributes significantly to the adverse air quality of the region. With the proposed 

expansion and associated increases in traffic, approval ofloca] developments could be negatively 

impacted due to cumuJative air quality impacts created by SFlA." (George Foscardo, City of San 

Bruno) 

"Significant air quality effects from project-related surface traffic are classified as unavoidable. 

1his issue should be revisited." (Robert Treseler, City of Millbrae) 
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Response 

The comment,;; are consistent with the information presented in the EIR. Implementation 

of the SF1A Master Plan would have significant effects on the environment. This project 

could thus not be approved unless the San Francisco Airports Commission were able to 

make findings of overriding consideration in the project-approval process. 
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EIRPROCESS 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

EIR Availability and Readability 

Comments 

"I know that many public officials have a1so conscientiously studied the SFJ.A DEIR, which is a 

Jengthy challenge to read and carefully analyze in the context of all the variables addressed. It 

was a1so somewhat of a challenge for me, as a member of the public not on the distribution list, 

to obtain a copy to read. When I telephoned the Airport Commission office, I was informed that 

it was on1y available in the Commission office, and not in public libraries; in fact, it is in public 

libraries in seven cities. This kind of disincentive to public participation in the EIR process is 

undesirable." (Onnolee Trapp, Leagues of Women Voters of San Mateo County) 

"I live in San Bruno and am directly impacted by the noise in San Bruno. And I have a couple of 

concerns not directly related to the Environmental Impact Report, but more related to the 

availability of the Environmental Impact Repon. I did a littJe checking around to try to find out 

who had Environmental Impact Reports. Now, out of the cities of San Bruno, South Sao 

Francisco, and Millbrae, which is approximately 100,000 people, there were four copies of the 

Environmental Impact Repon that were generally available to the public. Out of that, one copy 

is a circulating copy, meaning you can check it out. I was not able to check out a copy that I 

could take home and look at. I think that's something that needs to be addressed. We need more 

copies available at our local libraries and more circulating copies that people can take home and 

look at. I went to Operation Landside at the airport. They do not have any -- didn't know 

anything about it I finally ended up at the airpon engineering office, and they told me that I had 

to go to the library. The re(X)rt is very Jong and does need to be taken home, where somebody 

can sit down and digest it for a while. 

"I found some parts of the report. that, when I finally did find one that I could look at, were 

unreadable. Volume II specifically Repon 64-91, Figures 1 through 3, were almost unreadable 

as to the decibel levels. 

" ... I think people at the airport are directly impacted, because I work at the airport. f d like to 

see Environmental Impact Reports and construction reports available to people at the airpon at 

some centralized location -- and people know that they're there." (Edwin Works) 
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Response 

The public-was notified of the publication and availability of the SFIA DEIR by notices 

published on July 11, 1991 in both the San Mateo Times and San Francisco Independent. 

In addition, signs were posted regarding DEIR availability in public areas of the Airport. 

In accordance with the CaliforniaEnvironmenta1 Quality Act (CEQA), Guidelines Section 

15087, the published public notice and posted signs also provided information regarding 

the location where copies of the DEIR were available for public review, the time period 

that public comments would be accepted, and where and when the two public hearings 

would be held. 

As to the first comment, we apologize for any misinformation given by the Airports 

Commission office that indicated that no copies of the DEIR were located at local public 

libraries and that copies of the DEIR were located onJy at the Commission office. As 

correctly noted by the commenter, copies of the DEIR were located at loca1 libraries; 

however, 14 libraries had copies of the DEIR for public review and not 7, as the 

commenter indicated. In addition, copies of the DEIR were available without charge for 

distribution to the public at the San Francisco Department of City Planning. 

A list of the locations where copies of the DEIR was deposited for public review is 

included in the back of the DEIR under the heading of "X. DEIR Disbibution List." The 

14 libraries to which a copy of the DEIR was disbibuted included: 

1) San Francisco Main Library - Civic Center, San Francisco (2 copies); 

2) Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Library, 215 Fremont Street, San 
Francisco; 

3) Stanford University Library, Stanford; 

4) Government Publications DepL, San Francisco State University, 1630 Holloway 
Ave., San Francisco; 

5) Hastings College of the Law - Library, 200 McAllister Street, San Francisco; 

6) Institute of Government Studies, University of California, 109 Moses Hall, Berkeley; 

7) San Mateo County Library, 25 Tower Road, San Mateo; 

8) City of Brisbane Library, 250 Visitacion Avenue, Brisbane; 
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9) City of Burlingame Library, 480 Primrose Road, Burlingame; 

10) Foster City Library, 600 Foster City Boulevard, Foster City; 

11) City of Millbrae Library, 1 Library Avenue, Millbrae; 

12) City of Pacifica Library, 104 Hilton Way, Pacifica; 

13) City of San Bruno Library, 701 Angus Avenue West, San Bruno; and 

14) City of South San Francisco Library, West Orange Library, 840 West Orange 
A venue, South San Francisco. 

In total, there were 14 or more copies distributed for public review at the 14 different 

library locations. There were initially about 250 individual copies of the DEIR sent 

without charge to known interested parties, agencies, local governments, elected officials, 

companies, and the media. In addition, about another 145 individuaJs, agencies and 

companies received a Notice of Availability of the DEIR and could request a copy if 

interested. After the initiaJ distribution, another 85 copies of the DEIR were requested and 

distributed without charge, including copies of the DEIR which were picked up by people 

at the Department of City Planning. In totaJ, approximately 340 copies of the DEIR were 

distributed for public review. The initial distribution list is included in the last pages of the 

DEIR under "X. DEIR Distribution List." 

CEQA requirements regariling public review of a draft EIR are discussed in Guidelines 

Section 15087. Section 15087 provides in pertinent part the following: 

Section 15087. Public Review of Draft EIR 

"(a) The lead agency shall provide public notice of the availability of a draft EIR ... 
Notice shall be given to all organiz.ations and individuals who have previously requested 
such notice and shall also be given by at least one of the following procedures: 

"(1) Publication at least one time by the public agency in a newspaper of genera] 
circulation in the area affected by the proposed project 

"(2) Posting of notice by the public agency on and off the site in the area where the project 
is to be located. 

"(3) Direct mailing to owners of property contiguous to the parcel or parcels on which the 
project is located as those owners are shown on the latest equalized assessment roll .... 
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"(d) Public agencies shall use the State Clearinghouse to distribute draft EIRs to stal.e 
agencies for review and should use areawide clearinghouses to distribute the documents to 
regional and local agencies. 

"(e) To make copies ofEIRs to the public, lead agencies should furnish copies of the draft 
EIRs to public library systems serving the area involved. Copies should also be available 
in the offices of the lead agency." 

AB the lead agency complied with the above CEQA requirements regarding adequate 

notice, requesting public comments, noting the location where the document could be 

reviewed, distributing numerous copies of the document for public review, and indicating 

where and when scheduled public hearings would be held, the DE[R was adequately 

available for public review. 

AB to the readability or legibility of the DEtR document, to the best knowledge of the 

distributing agency, copies of the DEIR were legible when distributed to the local libraries 

for public review. If a page within a copy of the DEIR was inadvertently blurred when 

photocopied, as indicated by one commenter, we apologize; however, there were other 

copies of the DEIR available for review. In addition, the last pages of the DEIR indicated 

where other copies of the DEIR were available for review and in the alternative, the reader 

could have called or written the lead agency and requested a copy of the DEIR be sent to 

him or her. 

Qp_portunities for Public Comment 

Comments 

"~: Although a45-60 day review period may seem adequate. (DEIR Vol. I Ch.II §E) it is 

not considering the delay in the distribution of the DE[R to the public and the questionable 

public notice. It is my understanding that the only notice published was in the San Mateo Times. 

It was onJy by word-of-mouth that I became aware that a DEIR has been issued. Considering the 

scope and the $1. 7 billion "price tag" on the proposed expansion, the two public meetings that 

were scheduled to be held on the evening of August 27th in Burlingame and the afternoon of 

August 29th in Sao Francisco seemed woefully inadequate. Afternoon meetings, particularly, are 

difficult for most people to attend. I get the distinct feeling that public input is being deliberately 

discouraged." (Alyn Lam) 
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"First, J want to thank you and to ask you, Ms. Sahm, to take our thanks to the Planning 

Commission for showing concern and having a meeting on the Peninsula. When I met with 

Mayor Agnos a few weeks ago, he said that the City of San Francisco wanted to be neighborly to 

its Peninsula neighbors. And we are encouraged. Titis shows that intent to be neighborly." 

(Ianet Fogarty, Mayor of Millbrae) 

" ... Jam very concerned with ... staffs suggestion, that the response period be closed now, that 

additional information, which you have requested about the mitigations and alternatives, which 

arguably, ... are probably the most important aspects of a Draft EQl, that that be put off until 

later. My understanding is, if that is put off to later, the public may not comment on those. The 

public hearing is closed. I do not think that is fair to the public, to our committee, and to the 

community at large, or to the decision-makers." (Curt Holzinger, Airport Noise Committee) 

" .. .I don't find that any neighborhoods have been properly notified. Titis is probably because 

this plan doesn't place an airport in any of the San Francisco neighborhoods. But, nonetheless, 

one of the worst impact<; that this airport expansion will do will bring all of the noise and 

pollution into the neighborhoods. 

"Nobody has come forth. There have been no mobs coming down, as there was on the 

Hazardous Waste Plan. Nobody seems to know what is going on, yet public comment period is 

about to be closed. 'Illis is a much more serious problem. 'Illis isn't a building going up on the 

corner of such and such. Titis is the Airport Master Plan to go into the next century. And to 

simply close public comment, based on the fact that all the facts are supposed.Jy in would really 

be appalling. And J don't think it should fly at all today." (Don Bertone) 

" ... lt's amazing to me, after the publicity that we had on the last hearing, the lack of interest, 

aside from city officials, that the department and I personally have received on the project, 

despite a newspaper editorial and a story that was somewhat controversial ... 'Illis may be 

evidence of two things. Either the public doesn't care or the public doesn't know enough about it 

to really care, and that presents an interesting challenge to the Airports Commission in terms of 

dealing with this particular project-- and that is, it will be controversial." (Commissioner 

Engmann) 

" ... 'The two most important parts of the plan, as they affect the citizens of San Francisco, the 

effects of the plan expansion, and the proposed m.itigation, have been put off for further action by 
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the staff, and public comment will be foreclosed. These two aspects of the Draft EIR are of most 

significant import to those of us who live and work in the city." (Carol Danville, Glen Park 

Association) 

Response 

A tota1 of 102 days were provided for public review of, and comment on the SFIA DEIR. 

CEQA generally requires a public review period of between 30 and 90 days, except in 

unusual circumstances (Guidelines, Section 15087(c)). Public notice of the publication and 

availability of the SFIA DEIR was published in the San Francisco independent and the 

San Mateo Times on JuJy 11, 1991, and posted in public areas of the Airport. Although 

there were originally two scheduJed public hearing dates, ultimately three public hearings 

were held. For the convenience of PeninsuJa residents, the first public hearing was held the 

evening of August 27, 1991 at the Clarion Hotel in Millbrae. The second scheduled public 

hearing was held in San Francisco on August 29, 1991. lhis public hearing was extended 

to the evening of October 17, 1991 by the City Planning Commission. The public 

comment period was aJso extended from September 10, 1991 to October 21, 1991, or four 

days after the last public hearing date. Thus, the DEIR comment period was 102 days, July 

11, 1991 to October 21, 1991, --during which written comments were accepted. It should 

be noted that CEQA does not require public hearings as part of the environmental review 

process, aJthough the use of public hearings is encouraged (Guidelines, Section 15087(g)). 

(See also the response to the previous comment on the EIR availability and readability.) 

Participation of Oakland and San Jose AiI:ports 

Conunent 

" .. .It's very difficult for me to try and evaJuate the quality of the data or the correctness of the 

data. There are times, as we do with other EIR's, we ask competitors about the EIR and the 

information, and not necessarily evaJuating San Francisco Airport's business plan, but more so 

about the data I don't know if we -- it doesn't appear that we have a great deaJ of comments 

from Oakland or San Jose Airports, but maybe we shouJd, as a regiona] analysis, ask for their 

input and comments." (Commissioner Hu) 
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Response 

Airports in the region had the opportunity to provide comments on the DEIR, as did thC 

public in general. During the approximately three and one-half month public comment 

period, no comm en~ were rcc.eived from any of the other Bay Are.a aitports. caitra.m 

Division o[ Aeronautics submitted comments regarding the DEIR. However, these 

comments were specific to SFlA and did not mention the Bay Area's other regional 

airports. Toe Metropolitan Transportation Commision (MTC) provided. indirect 

comments regarding the interests of the other Bay Area aiipons. It should also be noted 

that MTC is cunently updating the Regional Airpon System Plan, in which all of the 

airports within the region are ad~. In fact, substantial preliminary data and analysis 

from MTC on the Regional Plan are included within this document under Project 

De.scr:iption, Regional Planning and Coordination and Alternatives, pp. C&R.8-45, 56-100 

herein, because the material became available after preparation of the DEIR. 

PIANNING COMMISSION CONTINUATION OF COMMENT PERIOD 

Requests for Additional Data and Discussion 

Comment 

"I would like to suggest that we continue the hearing until we are able to, first, get the comments 

from the other regional agencies. 

"Second, that we have some of the regional data that we talked about I personally think that is 

very important in terms of where people are coming from and the potenlial environmental 

impacts of the regional ttamponation systems. 

"'Ibirdly, until you feel comfortable or perhaps membeni of the public or the commission itself 

can come up with some more meaningful potenlial miligation measures that might be disa&ed., 

as I think all the commissionen have suggested, and maybe the Airports Com.mission would like 

to have a joint hearing with us ifwe want to get into the substance of it, or at least perhaps more 

than just one person from the Airports Comm.~ion scafI might want to come so we can di.scuM 

this a little more in depth. I don't know whether that is September or October, when we can get a 

package like that together for us to discuss. 11 (Commissioner Engmann) 
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"At the last bearing [August 29, 1991], I think commissioners made a myriad of requests from 

the staff for additional infonnation to include in the EIR. As I undersLaD.d it, there are 

approximately five reJX)rts that have been provided ... particularly relating to regional traffic 

infonnation of aiqx)rt origin that I had feJt strongly about should have been included, and which, 

1 understand, will be included in the Draft EIR. 

"I further understand that much of the material, or at least some of the material that we requested 

relating to alternatives, additional mitigations, and other general comments, such as resJX>nse to 

the ballpark down in that area. are more appropriately included in the ResJX)nses and Comments, 

and won't be ioduded in the EIR, but included in the Responses and Comments, which does get 

incoqx>rated into the Final EIR ... " (Commissioner Engmann) 

Response 

Barbara Sahm, the Environ.mental Review Officer, stated at the August 29 public hearing: 

"Commissioners, if you are talking about providing some of the additional information, it 

would be appropriate, and I think important, to make this infonnation available to the 

public before the Commission holds the hearing and give the public at least a couple of 

weeks to digest the information. 

"I would like to suggest if we can continue this to the 17th, that I endeavor to get the 

additiona1 information that the Commission is interested in having available by October 1 

so that the public has two and a half, nearly three weeks to review the material. Some of it 

is indeed in the file, but I'm sure not all of it is." 

At the August 29, 1991 City Planning Commission public hearing, the Com.missioners 

decided to continue the SAA DEIR public hearing to October 17, 1991 and extend the 

written comment period from September 10, 1991 to October 21, 1991, to permit time for 

review and comment on the additional materials requested by the Planning Commission. 

On October 4, 1991 Barbara Sahin transmitted the promised package of additional 

materials to the Planning Commissioners, to public libraries that had copies of the Draft 

EIR, and all persons who had commeoted oo the DEIR prior to October 4, 1991. The 

infonnation responded to the various requests made by the Commissioners during the 

August 29, 1991 public hearing. The October 17, 1991 public hearing was held 13 days 

after the additional information was distributed The public written comment period closed 

on October 21, 1991, 17 days after the information was distributed. The information 
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transmitted to the Planning Commissioners and others on October 4, 1991 is included in 

this document as C&R Appendix A. It should be noted that the provision of the additional 

information and additional time to review this information is not required by CEQA, but 

was provided as a courtesy to the Planning Commission and the interested public. 

The following is a brief description of the additional information provided in the 

October 4, 1991 transmittal package. 

The material referred to as "Attachment A" in the October 4, 1991 infonnational package 

references the 1990 Air Passenger Survey prepared by MTC, released for public use in 

August 1991. Although not reproduced here, the survey is on file with the Department of 

City Planning and available for public review there or at MTC offices. The Afr Passenger 

Survey covers passengers arriving at the three major Bay Area airports. As was noted in 

the discussion, it was not used in the DEIR because it was not available until after the draft 

was published. The DEIR, however, does explain the surveys used, as well as assumptions 

and methodology used that formed the project passenger and employee trip distribution 

noted on pp. 287-292. The re!X)rt also summarizes the Airport's information on the 

pro!X)rt.ion of flights heading generally for international, domestic and Southern California 

destinations. The MTC survey also provides some limited information on links between 

the passenger survey information (where people are coming from to get to the Afrpon) 

with the flight destination information (where people who use the Airport are going). 

"Attachment B" noted in the transmitted materials includes portions of work in progress on 

the Regional Airport System Plan. It is being prepared under contract by TR.A Airport 

Consulting for MTC. The Plan Update, originally expected for reJease in 1991, is now 

expected to be completed sometime in late 1992. So far, information available to the 

public includes information on preliminary forecasts of growth at the various regional 

airports, an inventory of present facilities and their capacities, and a draft discussion of 

alternative regional planning scenarios. The preliminary aviation demand forecasts were 

not used in the SFIA DEIR because they-were not final.ired at the time the DEIR was 

published. 

"Attachment C" referenced in the transmitted materials contains additional infonnation on 

the status of San Jose International Airport expamion plans. 
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"Attachment D" of the package is a brief explanation of airport operations and the 

regulatory framework for airport operations. While this information was not specifically 

requested by the Planning Cominissioners, it is useful in the context of the SFIA Master 

Plan EIR. The provided information is commonJy known to those who run airports, but 

for those who simply use airports, it presents a useful summary of airport information. It 

includes information on the extent to which the local operator can control airport activities, 

a brief discussion of airport economics, and a summary of Federal regulatory history. 

"Attachment E" provided in the package includes copies of comment letters received by the 

lead agency from regionaJ agencies such as MI'C, ABAG and Caltrans Division of 

Aeronautics as of October 4, 1991 regarding the DEIR up to the time of transmittal. 

ElR ADEQUACY 

Scqpe of Information Included 

Comments 

"But my biggest concern is making sure that all of the information that is reasonably available on 

the project that relates to its environmental impact be included in the document somewhere. I am 

not so much concerned as to whether it's in the body of the EIR or whether it's in the Responses 

and Comments, but that it be included so that future decision-makers can make an appropriate 

decision with all of the information that is in there ... 

" ... The EIR process is a process of trying to provide as much information to decision-makers 

that are going to make the finaJ decisions on this project, which won't be the Planning 

Commission. It will be the Mayor, the Airports Commission, and the Board of Supervisors and 

any other regionaJ agencies that might have impact or have a decision in this process. And that's 

what I had meant to say ... " (Commissioner Engmann) 

"Please include and address the comments in this letter as well as the issues, facts and the 

alternative land use and transportation proposal raised in the document referenced herein in both 

the 'Comments and ResJX)nses' section of the Draft EIR and the Final EIR. Furthermore, I ask 

that you reproduce this letter and the enclosed 'alternative' in their entirety (no summaries) in the 

Draft EIR and the Fina] EIR. Substantiation is provided by the documents listed in the attached 

'Major Substantiating Documents and Report.' 
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"It is my position that local and regional agencies have failed to address the issues, fatal flaws 

and alternative proposals contained in the attached list of reports [ on the following page] and that 

they must be addressed in this EIR ... 

"It is my position that under CEQA Guidelines cited below, the Transit Link System proposal 

must be formally studied as part of the SFO Master Plan DEIR or through a Supplemental 

DEIR. .. [Mr. Queen cites CEQA Guidelines §15088, 'Evaluation of and Response to 

Comments', and emphasizes the requirement that the Lead Agency make a good-faith effort to 

respond to all comments using a reasoned approach.] 

"During the course of the past two years I have submitted detailed 'Public Comments' to the Lead 

Agency charged with preparing the respective EIRs detailed in the attached reports listing. In 

every case the Lead Agency has chosen to not address the issues, alternatives and detailed 

comments presented, and thus, I have wasted a great deal of time, and in many cases hundreds of 

houn;, preparing these comments to no avail. 

"For this reason I am not submitting detailed comments regarding the SFO Master Plan DEIR. I 

would, however, repeat my public testimony given at the August 29, 1991 Public Hearing: The 

SFO Master Plan DEIR does not contain any data pertaining to costs or an analysis of 

socioeconomic impacts associated with the project per the requirements cited below: 

"Under Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines, et al (quote): 

"Financial Analysis - Socio-Economic Impact 

"GovemrnentaJ bodies have established the interpretation of state and federal EIR and EIS 
statutes and guidelines where socio-economic and financial impacts are not addressed as 
legitimate project issues. 

"However, CEQA provides that socio-economic considerations shall be included in an EIR 
if a 'chain and effect to actual physical changes can be demonstrated' (Section 15131). 

"It is my position that socio-economic impacts must be considered because the proposed 
project elements created this 'chain and effect to actual physical changes' in that 
implementation of any alternative in the BIR will result in the 'timing and type of 
redevelopment' in terms of: 
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"• ... private and/or public deve]opment plans to include high-rise offices, retail, multi­
family residentia1 and medica1 facilities. 

"• ... specific area p1ans being redesignated from (]ow density) industria1 parcels to (high 
density) residentia1 and/or com.mercia1 (office space) use in areas compatible with the 
elements of the project. 

"• ... genera] area plans being redesignated from (]ow density) industria1 parcels to (high 
density) residentia1 and/or com.mercia1 (office space) use in areas compatible with the 
e]ements of the project 

"• ..• substantia1 increase (70 percent) in air passengers. 

"• ... substantia1 increase(?) in transponation and other infrastructure facilities. 

"Authority cited: 'Socioeconomic Report for the Bay Area 1991 Clean Air Plan EIR, p.1, 

footnote #1. 

"Discussion: Implementation of the project would result in increased JX)pulation density, 

increased vehicular traffic, air and water (environmental) impacts, and increased demands for 

additional infrastructure (water, sewer, JX)wer, etc.) and thus, the cost of the total project, 

definition of its elements, funding sources, consttuction considerations, the socio-economic 

impacts relative to redefined land use, the displacement of residents and companies, the 

displacement/replacement of job categories/skill levels/wages, increased density, and 

transJX)rtation elements including ALL transportation alternatives and many other factors are 

presented in a very cursory and generally unclear manner or not addressed at all." (Dehnen 

Queen, Small Business Development Corporation) 

"Full Disclosure: The second of the two most imponant aspects of an EIR is fulJ clisclosure. 

Public input from an uninformed public is meaningless! There are 'hints' throughout this entire 

DEIR that it is not complete. For example, under AJtemative B: Onsite (DEIR Vol. I CH. I Pg. 

16) the report states that 'A second Onsite AJtemative incorporating proposed SFIA runway 

expansions is not included in this EIR. A preliminary feasibility study for the expansion of SAA 

runways completed in June, 1990, includes proposed new runway 1ocations that could confLict 

with existing uses and proposed Master Plan projects in the East Field Area' If this refers to the 

report developed by Greiner Engineering of Tampa, FL. (DEIR Vol I CH. IV §B) it certainly 

will! It is rumored that not only are new runways proposed for consttuction in San Francisco 

Bay but the existing runways will also be lengthened and extended into the Bay." (A1yn Lam) 
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"The fact of the matter is, all of us, various representatives from different parts of the city, put in 

a lot of time for free on the Airport Noise Committee. We search the facts. We spend a lot of 

time. We come up with comments. We mail them into the EIR, whoever is supposed to be 

dealing with it. Yet, none of them are addressed or even acknowledged. 'What's the point of 

having an advisory committee to do the work for the City and County if the very people who are 

supposed to be dealing with this, that are supposed to be the experts, don't even get their 

comments acknowledged in an EIR? Tilis ne.eds to be addressed over again." (Don Bertone) 

Response 

A wide array of information is incJuded in the EIR. Detailed information provided 

includes project description; airfield capacity and delay information; discussion of regional 

planning and coordination; land use and plans; transportation setting, impacts and 

mitigation; aircraft noise setting, impacts and mitigation; air quality; cuJtural resources; 

discussions on hazardous material and waste; employment and housing; p·ublic utilities; air 

traffic safety; geology and seismicity; energy issues; public services; water quality; 

growth-inducing impacts; construction impacts; general mitigation; significant effects; and 

the quality of life. Feasible aJternatives were also reviewed and evaluated. 

A commenter noted that documents identified on a list he submitted should have been 

evaluated in the EIR. However, most of the documents referred to are not relevant to the 

SFIA EIR. TypicaJ documents listed include "Fiscal, Financial & Social Evolution of the 

Mission Bay,"" A Unifying Theory of Political Corruption," and "San Francisco Public 

Housing Policy." Notwithstanding, a few of the documents indicated may have been 

indirectly incorporated into the EIR via final versions of re!X)rts referenced in the list. In 

addition, reJevant documents referenced in the commenter's list are likeJy to have been 

considered in the EIR, via review and comments provided by appropriate agencies in their 

review of the DEIR. 

Af/, the commenter rightly noted, the lead agency must evaluate and respond to comments 

received during the comment period regarding the DEIR and that reSJXlnse should be made 

in good faith using a reasoned approach. TIie commenter, however, stated this in 

conjunction with a statement indicating that the "Tramit Link System pIUJXJsal must be 

formally srudied as pan of the SFO Master Plan DEIR or through a supplemental DEIR." 

It should also be noted that CEQA requires that only feasible alternatives need be 

addressed in the EIR document Thus, the SFIA EIR is not required to evaluate all 
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conceivable peninsula traru.it systems. It need only consider systems which are 

"reasonably foreseeable." Examples of such "reasooab1y foreseeable" systems include the 

BART exteruioo to SAA, and improvements in CalTrain and various bus transit systems, 

which were considered. As the "Transit Link System" is not a "reasonably foreseeable" 

project pursuant to CEQA regulations, this proposal need oat be examined in the SAA 

EIR, because the analysis would be speculative and premature. 

Contrary to a commenter's indication, the quote provided by the commenter is not a 

recitation of CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, but may be his summary of same. For the 

record, CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 is titled "Economic and Social Effects" and states 

the foUowing in pertinent part: 

Section 15131. Economic and Social Effects 

"Economic and social information may be included in an EIR or may be presented in 
whatever form the agency desires." 

"(a) Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a project through 
anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to physical change 
caused in tum by the economic or social changes. The intermediare economic or social 
changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to trace the chain of 
cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be physical change. 

"(b) Economic or social effects of a project may be used to determine the significance of 
physical changes caused by the project ... 

"(c) Economic, social and particularly housiog factors shall be coruidered by public 
agencies together with technological and environmental factors in deciding whether 
changes in a project are feasible to reduce or avoid the significant effects on the 
environment identified in the EIR. If information on these factors is not contained in the 
EIR, the information must be added to the record in some other manner to allow the 
agency to coruider the factors in reaching a decision on the project" 

Nonetheless, and contrary to one commenter's indication, some socio-economic impacts 

are addressed in the SFIA EIR in the chapters entitled "Employment and Residence 

Patterns," "Employment and Housing,'' and "Growth Inducing Effects" in accordance with 

CEQA requirements (CEQA Guidelines Sectioo 15131). Again, as to alternatives 

considered, only feasible alternatives need to be addressed in the EIR per CEQA 

requirements. 
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The additional package of informational material transmitted on October 4, 1991 to the 

City Planning Commissioners and alb.er persons who had commented on the DER~ of 

October 4, 1991 was intended IO contain only information requested by OJmm.Wioners at 

the Au~t 29, 1991 public.hearing. Th.is information was not provided to respond to all 

public comments received as of that date. Th.is "Commenis and Respon.ses" document is 

the appropriate vehicle for responses to all the comments Jt:t"eived during the full comment 

period, bolh written and oral. Comments made by the Airport Noise Committee are 

responded to in tlm document within sections dealing specifically with aiipon noise 

(please refer to pp. C&R.194-313 herein.) 

FlR Is Inadequate 

Comments 

"lbc Master Plan, I regret, is a shame and the DEIR, as presented, is a sham. Toe DBR fails 

both as a full disci.osure document and as a plan for mitigating adverse environmental impacis. 

Toe fault can't be assessed agaimt local planning ministries alone. They an: a product of local 

political policies promulgating confusion, circumvention, and cover-up. 'lbOK of us in business 

have been extremely short-sighted when it comes to the future oflong-established Bay Area 

institutions. Bay Area environmental advocates are equally to blame. They have been off 

fighting for whales, porpoises, spotted owls, redwoods ele. and not covering their collective 

backside.' (Alyn Lam) 

'I will be brief and to the point A1 the last meeting [the August 29 public bearing on the DEIR], 

there was a general seme, from both the comm.issionetS and the public, that the Draft EIR was 

not adequate. It is still not adequate. I have reviewed the additional information which was 

provided for public review, and it did oot address the questions that were raiM:d by this 

committee, by our committee. It did oot address the questions that were raised over two years 

ago when the notice of preparation was sent out" (Curt Holzinger, Airpon Noise Committee) 

Rf'§POnse 

Toe San Franci.sco City Planning Commission is responsible for certifying the SFlA EIR. 

M such, the Planning: Commission bas the responsibility of determining the adequacy, 

objectivity, and completenes.s of the EIR prior to iis certification. 
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1be additional package of informational material transmitted on October 4, 1991 to the 

City Planning C.Om.missioneis and other persons wbo had commented on the DElR as of 

October 4, 1991 was intended to contain only information requested by the Commi.sioners 

at the August 29, 1991 public hearing. Tb.is information was not provided to respond to all 

public commenl:5 received as of that date. 'Ibis "O>mmenl:5 and Responses" document is 

the appropriate vehicle for responses to all the commeDIS received during the full comment 

period, both written and oral. C.Omments made by the Airport No~ Committee are 

responded to in this document within sections dealing specifically with airport noise 

(please refer to pp. C&R.194-313 herein.) 

EIR 1s Adequate 

Comments 

"I urge you io recommend approvaJ of the 'Draft of the Environmental Im.pact Report (EIR) for 

the San Francisco International Airport Master Plan'. Rutherford & Chekene supports this 

Fn.vironm.ental Impact Report as being comprehensive, objective and even-handed. 

"Since 1970, Rutherford & Cllekene bas fumi.,hed structural, civil, and geotechnica.l engineering 

services for many expansion and addition projects for San Francisco International Airport, and 

for many of the Tenant airlines. These included the South Terminal Modernization & Expansion 

that was completed in 1987. Based on our knowledge of SFO, we believe this Draft EIR for the 

San Francisco International Airport Master Plan deserves the unanimow; approval by the City of 

San Francisco." (Peter E. Bank, Rutherford and Chekene, c.E.) 

"After a preliminary review of the draft EIR for the SFIA Master Plan, we have found the results 

to be consistent with our analysis of specific conditions at the site. The current and projected 

figures relating to employment levels, tnnsponation, parking, bamrdow; materials, and housing 

reflect similar views to ours. In analyzing the impacts of the SFIA Master Plan as portrayed in 

the EIR, we would like to state that we are in agreement with the flnd.ings." (Shelley Kessler, 

Coordinator, Airpon lJlbor Coalition) 

"On beba.lf of the National Organi2ation of Minority Architects, we are informing you that we 

support the EIR and that we concur with the mitigating solutions suggested by the comultants. 

Any additional poinlS that we have are minor and would require, in our opinion, no additional 

study. 
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"We recommend that the Department of City Planning accept and approve the draft EIR and 

issue a final report expeditiously." (National Organization of Minority Architects) 

Response 

These comments are noted. 

FEDERAL JURISDICTION 

Comment 

"The discussion on noise mitigation (DEIR Vol. I CH. V Pg. 425) also mentions a runway study 

which 'If the study results in SFIA decision to pursue runway reconfigurations, work with FAA 

and other authorities to obtain necessary approvals to permit such reconfigurations. lhis work 

would include environmental review under CEQA and, possibly, NEPA.' This last declaration is 

the key to this entire sham! 

"Terminals cannot function without runways and vice versa. There seems to be an attempt here 

to 'split' the proposed SFO expansion into two separate series of projects and to avoid federal 

EnviroomentaJ Protection Agency (EPA) involvement and the development of an Environmental 

Impact Statement (EIS) as required by the National EnvironmentaJ [Policy] Act (NEPA). 

Observe that within this DEIR there is absolutely no mention of supporting runway, taxiway, or 

apron development and no federal FAA funding ties. 

"The EPA, however, must necessarily be involved! Daily aircraft operations are expected to 

increase by 298 or 36% between now and 2006 (DEIR Vol I CH. m Table 17 / Vol I CH. IV 

Tab1e 51). Likewise, vehicle traffic to SFO is expected to increase by 69,067 trips per day or 

about 62% by 2006 (DEIR Vol I CH. N §B Tables 27-29). The EPA shares responsibility with 

the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) for increases in vehicle and aircraft 

emissiom. 

"Then there is the little matter of asbestos. There are at least 32 demolition projects in the 

proposed expansion totaling roughly 16% of SFO's existing building area. At least 10 of these 

projects are necessary in order to permit the construction of the new tenn.inals (DEIR Vol I CH. 

XI Table B.1/DEIR Vol I CH. Il Fig. 5). Both the EPA and BAAQMD are resp::msible for 

asbestos removal in the Bay Area. The Asbestos Emergency ReSJX)nse Act (AHERA) gives the 

C&R.410 



EPA authority to regulate (DEIR Vol. Il Cb. XI A-157). Furthermore, under Subpart M 

§§61.145 and 61.146 of the Ce.an Air Act, the EPA must be notified in writing of intentions to 

demolish any facility. 

"The FAA and EPA are not the only other federal agencies involved in the proposed expansion. 

The Corps of Engineel!i also bas a say in the expansion of the existing sewage treatment plant 

that will be necessary to support the new terminal build.ing5 and which passes treated sewage into 

Bay watel!i. 

"Add to 1he above the fact that SFO bas al=<!y violated 1he Bay Area Regional Plan, a very 

strong argument can be made that there is not only a significant federal interaction at SFO and 

but that there is also a need for federal intervention to preserve regional environmental planning 

and that lhi.s necessitates a separate EIS as required by NEPA. Ifl were a bond underwriter, I 

certainly would take an interest in the completeness of the environmental approval process for 

this expansion! 

"Now why would SFO and the FAA work so bard to avoid compliance with NEPA? Suppose 

the hypersonic ramjet technology which was lested so effectively in the new Aurora spy plane 

during the Gulf War 'tV8S now ready for incorporation inlO an advanced SST design. Wouldn't it 

be nice to have a safe, centrally located, all-weather airport from which to initiate Pacific Rim 

service in, say, five or ten years? If I were a Washington based politico with a strong Bay Area 

constituency composed of environmental advocates, I certainly would like to find out what is 

going on!" (Alyn Lam) 

Response 

'lbe project does not fall within the jurisdiction of the National Environmental Policy Act 

(NEPA). 'lbere is no direct involvement of any Federal agencies such u the Federal 

Aviation Administtation (FAA), Environmental Prou:clion Agency (EPA) or Army Corps 

of Engineers. 

The SFlA Master Plan does not include plans for any new runways or runway expansion 

and implementation of the Plan will not use any federal funding. See pp. 61-72 of the EIR 

and pp. C&R.50-53 herein (" Airfield Capacity, Airaaft Delay, and Environmental 

Effects") for a full discussion of the capacity of existing runways and the indication that 

new or expanded runways would not be needed to accommodate anticipated future growth. 
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Contrary to the commenter's statement, 1he Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

(BAAQMD) is responsible for regulating and reviewing any increases in vehicle and 

aircraft emissions at SF1A. In California, the EPA bas delegated its enforcement 

responsibility to 1he CBlifomia State Air Resources Board, which in tum hM delegated 

enforcement responsibility in the Bay Area to BAAQMD. EPA1s role remains setting 

national air quality s1andards. Thus, the EPA is not responsible for regulating any 

increases in vehicle and aircraft emissions associated with the aiJpon expamion plans. 

Also contrary to the commenter's s1atement, BAAQMD i5 the responsible agency 

regulating the removal of asbestos at SHA because the U.S. EPA 1w delegated its 

enforcement responsibility for all National Environmental Standard Hamdous Air 

Pollutants (NF.SHAP) requirements to BAAQMD, as a result of revisions to NESHAP: 

.Asbestos made on November 20, 1990, noted in a letter from the U.S. EPA-·Region IX to 

all contracton; dated March 18, 1991. As a result of this delegation of authority to 

BAAOMD, although it was previously nec.essary to notify the EPA of any intentions to 

demolish buildings, this requirement is no.ionger in effect Instead, B.AAQMD mm;t be 

notified ten days prior to a demolition, regardless of whether or not the buildings are 

known to con1ain asbestos. This requirement also applies to the removal of asbestos from 

areas of at least 100 square or linear feet .Asbestm i.ssues, including non-applicability of 

lhe Asbestos Hazard Emergency R"'ponse Act (AHERA) to lhe proposed project, "" 

di.scuMed in greater de1ail on p. C&R.349 herein. 

The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) is the appropriate agency to review 

any expansion of any existing sewage treatment plant needed to support airport expaimion 

plans. The Army Corps of Engineen; would become involved in the airport expamion 

only if any sewage treatment plant expansion plans included plans to physically intrude the 

plant building into wetland areas or increase discharges into the wetlands creating an 

increase in sediment Put simply, the Corps of Engineers becomes involved when 

wetlands are subject to fill and dredge operations. 

Also contrary to the commenter's s1atement, SHA hM not "violated" any bay area regional 

plans. The commenter's use of the word "violation" implies that a legal statute or 

regulation hM not been adhered to. Regional plans are policy documents designed to guide 

local government and cannot be legally enforced. lberefore, by definition, a regional plan 

cannot be "violaled." It is as.sumed that the "Bay Area Regional Plan" the commenter is 

referring to is MTCs Regional Airport Plan. The SFIA Masler Plan may appear 
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inconsistent with some pans of MTCs Regional Airport Plan. One area is the projected 

future aiJport market share. Under the SF1A Master Plan, the Airport would retain close to 

its current airport market share; MTC forecasts that SFIA's market share will steadily 

decline. However, as the MTCs projections are policy rerommendations and cannot be 

imposed on any of the region's ailpons, incomistencies between the SF1.A Master Plan and 

MTCs Regional Airport Plan would not affect the validity of SF1.A Master Plan or the 

adequacy of the SFIA Mlllirer Plan EIR. 

The SF1A MllSter Plan project bas been promulgated by the Airport to accommodare future 

growth that would occur with or without runway expansion. If runway expansion were 

proposed, additional environmental review would be required. (Please also see respomes 

to oom.m.ents on airfield capacity and delay, pp. C&R.46-55 herein.) 

E1R COSTS AND TIME 

Comment 

"Ti.me: This proceM has already taken a year and a half ID study. Meanwhile other airporu are 

attracting SFO bminess away from San Francisco. Any further delay will only cause more 

economic damage, which we can ill afford. 

"Cost: Money spent on the EIR process does not oontribute to permanent improvements to the 

City or to revenue to help run programs, or to pay for City services. Enough money has been 

spent on process. We should now put our plans into action, not more debate and rhetoric." (Stan 

Moy, Finger & Moy Aicbitects) 

Resoome 

1be EIR. process is required by law and includes an important forum for public input into 

the evaluation of the environmental ef~ of a project's implementation. To put the coslS 

of the BR process in pempective, recem estimates indicate that the San Francisco 

International Airport Master Plan BR process will cost approximately 0.06 percent, or 

much less than one tenth of one percent, of the estimated. cost 10 implement the SF1.A 

Master Plan recommendatiom. (This estimate docs not include the public COSIS of the EIR 

proce&S; if the public coslS were included, the total cost would still be a negligible fraction 

of the cost of implementing the SFIA MllSter Plan.) 
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SUPPORT FOR SEIA MASTER PLAN 

Comments 

"Alaska Airlines suppom development of the New International_ Tenninal at San Francisco. The 

completion of this project will provide facilities essential to meet the increasing international and 

domestic traffic demand in the Bay Area. 

"The terminal expansion will assure that the Airport continues to act as an important contributor 

to the local economy by providing additional direct employment and indirect revenue. We also 

view the Airport and City's commitment to this project as a validation of our efforts to develop a 

low noise, fuel efficient fleet to serve your community." (Korbey Hunt, Alaska Airlines) 

"On behalf of the San Francisco Foreign FJag Carriers (SFFFC), representing 15 major 

international airlines serving San Francisco, we support wholeheartedly the Airport's plan for 

improving facilities for the travelling public. 

"The airlines will play a vital role in bringing to fruition these improvements. Our carriers have 

played a leading role - and will continue to do so - in providing aircraft that are quieter, more 

efficient and more compatible with the environment. We will continue to employ the highest 

technology available and utilize whatever procedures necessary to achieve optimum effectiveness 

in reducing noise and air pollution in the years to come. 

"For the best service to the flying public, maximum safety and the most acceptable 

environmental solution, SFFFC urges the timely implementation of the SAA Master Plan." 

(Barbara Gie1, San Francisco Foreign Aag Carriers) 

"On behalf of SAIA, I wish to express our support for the Airport's Master Plan and urge 

certification of the Environmental Impact Report at the earliest possible time. We encourage the 

development of improved facilities and look forward to the increased level of service we will be 

able to offer our cargo and passenger customers." (Jerome Copelan, San Francisco Association of 

International Airlines) 

" ... United strongly supports the need for additional development at SFIA, es·pecially with 

respect to international arrival and departure facilities, and we believe that the conceptual plan 
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outlined in the SAA Master Plan for such development serves as an appropriate basis for detailed 

planning of these needed improvements ... 

"Finally, United believes that the development proposed in the SFIA Master Plan is necessary to 

sustain the economic vitality of air transportation in the Bay Area, and to preserve SFI.A's role as 

the primary U.S. gateway to the Pacific Rim.'' ('Thomas Brown, United Airlines) 

"Accordingly, if you desire to keep San Francisco Airport the number one (1) airport in the San 

Francisco Bay Area (it was disclosed today that the best place to visit in the world is San 

Francisco) the plan for the approvaJ of the expansion shou1d be given expeditiously. There is a 

distribution of weaJth when people come to visit your city." (James Palma) 

" ... During the past 10 years of our company history, we have witnessed a severe decline of 

business and economic opportunity here in the City. Toe survivaJ of SFO and its ability to 

compete, is vital to the economic well being of the entire region." (Stan Moy, Finger & Moy 

Architects) 

Response 

These comments are related to the project approvaJ process. The EIR is an infonnational 

document and is a tool for the Airports Commission to use when deliberating on project 

approval. For the SFIA Master P1an, the EIR must be certified by the San Francisco City 

Planning Commission, a different decision-making body from that for the project approval 

process. Toe Airports Commission, in its deliberations, may approve the project or one of 

the aJtematives, including the No-Project Alternative. Any supJX)rt for the project or one 

of the alternatives shou1d be expressed to the Airports Commission. 
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ERRATA 

Comment 

" ... On Page 110, there is a discussion about MTCs analysis that doesn't have a page number. I 

couldn't fmd it later." (CommissionerE'ngmann) 

Respon5e 

In the respome to comments under Regional Planning and Coordination, Regional 

Foreca.sts and C.apacities (p. C&R.67 herein), a revision is made to the first paragraph 

following Table 14 on p. 110 of the EIR. The revision includes the page number requested 

by the commenter. 
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D. STAFF-INITIATED CHANGES 

EIRCOVER 

The Augu.5t 27, 1991 public hearing location noted on the cover and title page of the Draft EIR is 

revised to read as follows (revision is underlined): 

Draft ElR Public Hearing Dates: 
Augu.5t 27, 1991, 7:30 p.m., Carion Hotel, Mil1brae ... 

I. SUMMARY 

The second sentence, p. 4, is revised 10 read as follows (new text is underlined): 

Both projecis require San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
(BCDQ approval. 

On p. 4, the sentence preceding the beading '7RANSPORTATION11 is moved into the first full 

paragraph on the page, following the second sentence. 1be revised paragraph reads as follows 

(insened text is under]ined and deleted text is shown by bracke1S): 

There are a number of plans by various local, regional, and state agencies that address the 
provision of facilities to ac.commodate regional air transportation demand. Most of those 
p1aru. were developed on the basis of forecasts of regional transportation demand, 
assessments of the capabilities of facilities in the Bay Area (airports and the facilities for 
other modes of transportation) to accommodate the forecast demand, and vario~ 
recommended means of meeting demand (such as facility expansion). Toose plans do 
not incJude the same recommended means for meeting forecast demand. Toe California 
Aviation System Plan (CASP), forecas~ expansion at SFIA to about 52,770,000 
passengers in 2006 (three percent over the SFIA Master Plan). The Federal Aviation 
.Administration (FAA) fotee&'i~ indicate that SFIA expansion would be less than 
predicted in the SFIA Master Plan. 

[ 1 

On p. 15, the phrase "(includes three variants)" at the end of the paragraph just after the beading 

"D. ALTERNATIVES" is deleted. 
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

General clarification: Existing facilities at SF1.A that were previously occupied by Pan Am, 

which is no longer in business, are being ~ by United Airlines. No projects have been 

removed from the SF1.A Master Plan as a result of Pan Am's departure from the industry. 

According to Abports Commission staff, the reronfigured and expanded facilities originally 

designated for Pan Am under the SF1A Master Plan would be med by other airlines. 

Toe last sentence on p. 20 of the EIR is revised lO read as follo"WS (new text is underlined and 

deleted text is shown by brackem:): 

Within the nine-county San Francisco Bay region are four air carrier or commercial 
service airpons (SFIA, Metropolitan Oakland International, [ J San Jose International and 
Sonoma County Aimort), four U.S. military airfields (one of which is closed), [ J 
21 public use General Aviation airfields, 20 private use General Aviation airfields and 
numerous heliports, most of them for medical or mi)itary use[ ].n/ 

On p. 41, the heading "Proposed facility Projects in Buildings" and the subheading "1.0 

Tenninal Facilities: SF1A Master Plan Projects" are moved lO the top of p. 50. Toe text 

preceding and following the beadings is c.ombined into one paragraph, as follows: 

Near-term and long-term SF1A Master Plan projects would together result in demolition 
of about 1.4 million square feet of existing building area and construction of about 
4.2 million square feet of new building area, for a net inc~ of about 29 million 
square feet of building area. This total net change for combined SFIA Master Plan near­
term and long-term projects represent a 35 percent increase from the existing 1989 SFIA 
building area total of about 8.2 million square feet About 0.8 million square feet of 
existing building area would be remodeled and about 7,340 net new parking stalls would 
be added under c.ombined near-term and long-term SF1.A Master Plan projects. 

On p. 72, in the second paragraph under the heading "Assumptions for Evaluation of 

Environmental Effects," the last three sentences are moved lO follow the first sentence, and the 

third and fourth sentences are revised and made a separate paragraph. Toe revised text reads as 

follmvs (new text is underlined and deleted text is shown by brackets): 

As discl&ed in Section n.c. Project Characteristics, p. 22, the landside improvements 
proposed under the project are designed lO aa:om.m.odate the forecas15 of activity 
developed in the SFIA Master Plan. If future activity occurs as foreC$t in the SFIA 
Master Plan, airport Jandside facilities with the project would not constrain the actiyjty 
such that the c.omtraints came additional environmental effects. If future activity occurs 
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as forecast under the CASP, however, SFlA Jandside facilities with the project may 
constrain the activity such that the constraints cause additional environmental effects. 
Thgse effects cannot be estimated specifically. 

According to SFIA, the existing airfield could accommodate SFlA Master Plan-related 
growth. This EIR eva1uates whether the existing airfield [] could accommodate lb£ 
forecast growth, [ ] and whether there could be airfield constraints that could came 
additional environmental effects. [ ] 

Note nl on p. 76 of the EIR is revised to read as follows: 

n; Metropolitan Traosponation Com.mission, Draft Regional Airport System PJan 
Update Inventory, May 22, 1991. Military airfields include: Hamilton Air Force 
Base/Army Airfield (surplus); Travis Air Force Base; Alameda Naval Air Station; 
and Moffett Field Naval Air Station (potential surplus). Public~ General Aviation 
airfields include: Hayward Air Terminal, Livermore Municipal Airport and Oakland 
North Airfield in Alameda County; Buchanan Field and l!xmD. Airport in Contra 
Costa County; Gnoss Field in Marin County; Napa County 11 Airport and Parrett 
field in Napa County; Half Moon Bay and San Carlos Airpons in San Mateo 
County; Palo Alto, Reid•Hi11view and South County AiJports in Santa Clam County; 
Nut Tree and Rio Vista AiJports in Solano County; and Coverdale, Healdsburg, 
Petaluma, Santa Rosa Air Center, Sonoma Sky Park and Sonoma Valley Airport [ ] 
in Sonoma County. Private use General Aviation airfields include: Fremont 
(closed), Meadow Lark and Sky Soaring Airports in Alameda County; Antioch and 
~ Airports in Contra Costa County; Marin (] AiJport and Commodore Seaplane 
~ in Marin County; Calistoga (dosed}, Jnglenook Ranch, Moskowite, Mysterious 
Valley [] and Pope Valley Ailports in Napa County; [] Blake, Garabaldi. Maine 
Prairie, Travis Air force Base Aero Cjub, Vaca.Dixon (closed}, and Vacaville 
Airports in Solano County; and Graywood and [ ] Sea Ranch [ ] Airports in Sonoma 
County. 

III. ENVIRONMENT AL SETI1NG 

A. Land Use and PJans 

Figure 11, p. 83, is revised to include "United States Geological Survey;" after "SOURCE:". 

Figure 12, p. 106, is revised to include "San Mateo County AiJport Land Use Commission;" after 

"SOURCE:". 
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On p. 111, the last sentence in the sect.ion penaining to the Metropolitan Oakland International 

Airport Master Plan update, just before the heading, "San Jose International Airport (San Jose 

Airport)," is deleted. The following paragraph is added: 

fluctuations in the aviation industry, as well as potential environmental controversy and 
other institutional changes, caused the Port of Oakland to re-scope the Master Plan 
update program and scale back the plan time frame, a process which bas culminated in 
the development of the IO.year 2002 Airport Development Progiam. Among the 
projects under consideration in the 2002 Airport Development Plan are the modification 
of ex~ting terminal facilities, widening of existing airport access roads and construction 
or new airport a~ roads, construction of a ground transportation center/parking 
structure and remote parking lots, enhancements and additions to ex~ting airline support 
and air cargo facilities, improvements lO taxiway and runway facilitie.s, and restoration of 
wetlands as mitigation for a previous 33-acre fill on Oakland Airport lands. The 
improvements lO the airfield facilities are intended to enhance the current level or safe 
and efficient operations of aircraft and would not expand the overall capacity of the 
Oakland Airport airfield. 

The last paragraph on p. 111 and the fust full paragraph on p. 112 (both pertaining to the San 

Jose International Airport Master Plan update) are replaced by the following text: 

San Jose International Airport, owned and operated by the City or San Jose, is also 
updating its Master Plan, a process that began in 1988 and will likely continue for 
another two years (through 1994). According to demand forecasts, total annual aircraft 
operatiom at San Jose Airport are expected to incrC3e by 90 percent between 1988 and 
2010./58/ Land availability~ considered a more important constraint at San Jose 
Airport than airspaee eapacity./59/ 

San Jose Airport staff and consultants are currently in the process of def ming and 
scoping four Master Plan alternatives that have been identified for consideration by the 
San Jose Qty Council. An EIR will be prepared on the four alternatives, and selection of 
a prefened alternative will occur after completion of the EIR (expected in mid-1993). 
The first of the four alternatives would accommodate all of the air carrier demand 
projected for San Jose Airport in the Master Plan technical aualysis. The second 
alternative, prepared by Citizens Against Airport Pollution, is an environmental­
pcrformance-based alternative that would, at mast, ·allow limited expansion at San Jose 
Airport. The third, or moderate growth alternative, would fall between the first and 
second alternatives in terms of the amount or expansion it would allow at San Jose 
Airporl The fourth alternative ~ the No-Project alternative, defined as continuation of 
the existing (1980) Master Plan. Any of the four alternatives may ultimately be seleeled 
as the preferred alternative for San Jose Airport./S9a/ 

The first paragraph, p. 113, i.s revised as follows (new text i.s underlined and deleted text i., 

shown by brackets): 
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Phase II of the CASP [ ] c.omprjsed in-depth stud.is. of issues related to air cargo, airport 
ground access and airspace utilization. These three Phase Il [ ] CASP [ ] studies, agd an 
Executive Summary, were publWhed in August, 1991./61, §la, b, c, d/ 

The second sentence in the second paragraph, p.114, is revised, and a new sentenc.e is added, as 

follows (new text is underlined and deleted text is shown by brackets): 

Two Northern California facilities (Mather Air Force B85e and Hamilton Air Force Base) 
and two Southern California facilities (Nonon Air Force Base and George Air Force 
Base) []~included in the [] first phase of thW reviewJ60/ A report on possible 
conyersion of these four bases lO civilian aviation was published by Hodges & Shutt, a 
consultant to the C.altraru; Division of Aeronautics, in May 1991.{60a/ 

In the first sentence of the last paragraph on p. 114, the phrase, "to be c.ompleted in 1991," is 

deleted. 

The following notes are added on p. 123: 

/S9a/ Greene, Cary, Airport Planner, San Jose International Airport, telephone 
c.onversation, May 6, 1992. 

/60a/ Hodges & Shutt, Executive Summary: Study for Possible Conversion of Military 
Airbases to Civilian Aviation, California Department of Tramponation, May 14, 
1991. 

/61a/ Wilbur Smith Associates, Inc., in association with Landrum & Bm'ND, Manalytics, 
and Communiquest, Inc, Executive Summary: California Aviation System Plan 
Airspace Element, Air Cargo Study, Ground Access Study, prepared for the 
California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, August 31, 
1991. 

/6th/ Landrum & Brown, in association with Communiquest, Inc, Final Report: 
California Aviation System Plan Airspace-Element, prepared for the California 
Department of Traru;portation, Division of Aeronautics, August 31, 1991. 

/61c/ Manalytics, in association with Comm.uniquest, Ioc, Final Report: California 
Aviation System Plan Air Cargo Study, prepared [or the California Department of 
Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, August 31, 1991. 

/61d/ Wilbur Smith Associates, Inc., Final Report: California Aviation System Plan 
Ground Access Study, prepared for the CaJifomia Departtnent of Transportation, 
Division of Aeronautics, August 31, 1991. 
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B. Transportation 

On Figure 13, p. 128, the identifier for Rl-N is revised to point to the imide roadway (the 

westbound portion of the terminal access loop road) rather than to R-18. 

On Figure 16, p. 141, lhe reference on the bonom right comer of the map is revised to read: 

The existing and future number of parking spaces are shown in tables 16, 46 and 47. 

C. Noise 

In the last sentence on p. 155, !Pfahle 18" is changed to !Pfable 17." 

In the first sentence on p. 157, the phrase "about 140" is revised to read "143" and the phrase 

"about 118" is revised to read "118." 

On p. 158, the last sentenc.e of lhe second paragraph is revised as follows (new text is 

underlined): 

See Appendix C, Table C.2, p. A46 (or estjmates of actual nighttime runway use. 

On p. 160, seoond-to-last paragraph, the figure 1112,670 people" is changed IO "12,660 people." 

On Figure 20, p. 161, the numeral 1175" in the lower right is revised to lie on the innermost 

oontour line. 

On p. 163, the second bulleted item is revised as follows (new text is underlined and deletiom 

are shown by brackets): 

• At stations 8-11, located in Millbrae and Burlingame, the calculated CNEL values 
are 0.9 dBA higher on average than the measured values. The ca)culated values 
'NOuld be substantially Jower than the measured values ( ] without a modification 
IO the Integrated Noise Model to improve ilS representation of the "back blast" 
from takeoffs on Runways 1L and lR by removing the exces.s ground attenuation 
in the model, which is inappropriate IO thi.s terrain. (Without the modification the 
calculated CNEL value,; would be 10-15 dB lower lban the mea5ure<I values.) 
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On p. 164, the third paragraph is rev~ as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are 

shown by brackets): 

Most of the calculated CNEL value5 for E.ast Bay locations (exc.ept Site P in Moraga) are 
below 50 dBA (Table 8. [ ] which lists the values. is [ ] on p. 343). These locations are 
relatively far from SFIA (I 5-20 miles). 

In the second-to-last sentence on p. 164, "84 dBA" is changed to "87 dBA." 

In the fust sentence on p. 165, the phrase "(sites H, I, K, and L)" is changed to "(sites F, H, I, K, 

andL)." 

In the first full sentence on p. 168, "February 1988" is changed to "January 1988." In the second 

bulleted item following that sentence, "Slage 3" is changed to "Stage 2. 11 The first bulleted item 

following that sentence is revised as follows (new 1ext is underlined and deletions are shown by 

brackets): 

• A gradual scheduled phaseout of Slage 2 aircraft, including requirements [ 1 that 
at least 25 percent (of each operator1s aircraft operations) after January 1, 1989 
must be perfgnned using Stage 3 aircraft; at least SO percent after January 1, 
1994; at least 75 percent after January 1, 1999, and 100 percent as of January 1, 
2000. 

H. Hazardous Materials 

On p. 210, in the third-to-last sentence of the second paragraph, the reference to "Appendix X" is 

changed to ".Appendix F." 

On p. 211 at the end of the first paragraph (continued from p. 210), "Section m.E. F.nergy, p.--" 

is changed to "Section 111.E. Energy, pp. 178-79." 

On p. 217 at the end of the second paragraph, "Section III.J. Utilities, p.-" is changed to 

"Section IDJ. Utilities., pp. 233-35." 
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JV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Introduction 

The beginning of the third full sentence on p. 246 is revised to read, 11For Millbrae, with one 

relatively small known development project .. 11 

On Table 22, p. 248, a double asterisk(••) is added immediately after the title "CUMULATIVE 

DEVELOPMENT" in reference to the existing note identified by a double asterisk. Under 

note /1/ on p. 249, in the last sentence, the word "growths" is changed to "growth factor..." 

A. Land Use and Plans 

On p. 250, the last two sentences of the first paragraph are revised to read as follows (new text is 

underlined and deletions are shown by brackets): 

[] No projects or land use changes are proposed by the SFIA Master Plan on sites 
within Airport envirom cities. Airoort-related highway and transit projects under 
Caltram and BART jurisdiction could occur within Airport enviroru. cities, however. 

Figure 10, p. 251, is renamed "Figure 25A" The references in the Table of Contents and on p. 

250, second sentence, are also changed to "Figure 25A 11 

On p. 258, in the first sentence of the last paragraph, "1991" is changed to "1992." 

B. Transportation 

On p. 287, the following sentences are added following the last sentence of the second paragraph 

(pertaining to SFIA Master Plan trip generation): 

(Note: in Figure 29, trip percentages for I-280 North, I-280 South and San Bruno Avenue 
do not total the percentage for I-380 due to rounding. In Figure 30, 6.5 percent of trips 
are shown for I-380 west of I-280, although I-380 does not extend west of 280. These 
trips are assumed to dissipate on the western portions of Sneath lane and San Bruno 
Avenue.) 

The last sentence, p. 292, is revised to read as follows: 
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The results of the existing traffic analysis, which are described in tbe setting section, 
have been summarized in Table 34 for inten;ectiom shown on Figure 31, p. 294. 

D. Air Qua)ity 

On Table 55, p. 3SS, note /c/ is reviKd as follows (new text~ underlined): 

/c/ Includes forecast growth, as shown in Table 22. p. 248 and explained on p. 246. 

On Table 56, p. 357, a note indicator "fol" ii added after the beadings of the second and fourth 

columns ("1996 Forecast Gmwth"and "2006 Forecast Growth"). A note~ added to the end of 

the table as follows: 

/b/ Forecast growth is shown in Table 22, p. 248 and explained on p. 246. 

I. Employment and Residence Panems 

In the second sentence of the second paragraph, p. 394, "11 %" is changed to "11.6 pen:ent" and 

"341,690 employe.es" is changed to "326,300 employees." 
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The total in Table 64 on p. 395 is changed to 38,000. 

Table 65 on p. 396 is revised to include an additional no1e and to read as follows: 

TABLE 65: NEW SFIA EMPLOYEES, PLJ\.CE OF RESIDENCE, 1990-1996 

Percent of 
Number of Demand for New C.Ounty's 1990 

County New Employees percent /1( Housing Units/bl Housing Stock 

San Mateo 1,710 37.1% 1,220 0.48% 

San Frandsro 1,170 25.4% 960 0.29% 

Alameda sso 11.9% 420 0.08% 

Santa Clara 420 9.1% 280 0.05% 

Contra Costa 170 3.7% 130 0.04% 

Marin 160 3.5% 120 0.12% 

Solano 110 2.4% 80 0.07% 

Sonoma 100 2.2% 80 0.05% 

Napa 10 0.2% 10 0.02% 
Othc, 210 ~ -1§!! N/A 

TOTAL 4,610 100.0% 3,460 N/A 

NOTE: Percent total docs not add due to rounding. 

/a/ Percentages a~ based on 1987 Martin Associates Survey of SFlA employees and projected 
growth n.tes for each of the employment sectors found at SFlA. 

lb/ Based on the ratio of employed rcaidcnts to bouscbolck from ABAG's Projecrions '90, and a 
four-p,crcent vacancy ntc. 

SOURCE: Environmcntal Science Associates, Inc. 

In the filst sentence under "2006" on p. 396, "42,30011 is changed to "42,400," "11.1 percent" is 

changed to "121 percent" and 11382,38011 is changed to 349,900." 
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The total in Table 66, p. 397, is changed to 42,400. A note /a/ is added after the total and at the 

bottom of the table, as follows: 

/a/ Employment sector subtotals do not add due IO rounding . 

Table 67 on p. 398 is revised to include an additional note and IO read as follows: 

TABLE 67, NEW SFIA EMPLOYEES P!ACE OF RFSIDENCE, 1990-2006 

Perccot of 
Number of Demand for New County's 1990 

County New F.mp1oyees Percent /a/ Housing Uni~/b/ Housing $tock 

San Mateo 3,320 37.1% 2,450 0.96% 

San Francisco- 2,330 25.9% 1,940 0.59% 

Alameda 1,060 11.8% 810 0.16% 

Santa Clan 780 8.7% 530 0.10% 

Contra C.Osta 330 3.7% 250 0.08% 

Marin 300 3.3% 230 0.22% 

Solano 210 2.3% 150 0.13% 

Sonoma 200 2.2% 160 0.10% 

Napa 30 0.1% 20 0.05% 

Other ~ ~ .....lll! J31A 

TOTAL 8,970 100.0% 6,850 N/A 

NOTE: Percent total docs not add due to rounding. 

Jal Percentages are based on 1987 Martin Associates Survey of SFIA employees •nd projected 
erowth rates for each of the employment sectors found at SFlA-

/'g/ Based on the ntio of employed rcsiden~ to households from ABAG's Projectimu '90, and a 
four-percent vacancy rate. 

SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, Inc. 
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M. growth Inducement 

In the second sentence of the second paragraph, p. 409, "11 percent" is changed to "11.6 percent" 

and "341,690 employees" is changed to "326,300 employees." In the following sentence, 

"11.1 percent" is changed to "121 percent" and "382,380 jobs" is changed to "349,900 jobs." 

IX. AL TERNA TIVFS TO TIIE PROPOSED PROJECT' 

On Table 68, pp. 441-43, the word "Total"is replac.ed by "Near Term" in the rightmost column 

heading, so that the beading reads "Comparison of No-Project Alternative (Variant 1) With Near 

Tenn Master Plan." 

On p. 447, the second paragraph is moved IO follow the rust sentence in the last paragraph on 

p. 440 and is revised (new text is underlined and deletiom are shown by brackets). 1be last 

paragraph on p. 440, including the inserted, revised sentence, reads as follows: 

Growth in aviation activity (passenger c.ounts, cargo tonnage and aircraft operatiom) 
would oc.cur under the No·Project Alternative, Variant 1, but to a lesser extent than under 
the SF1A Master Plan "unc.o~trained 11 development scenario. [ ] The No.Project 
Alternative, Variant l would I ] result in an increag in annual passengers of about 26 
percent during the near·tenn compared IO an increase of about 41 percent with the 
project, and would [ J result in about a 33 percent increase in annual passengel§ during 
the Jong-tenn compared to about a 71 percent increase in annual passengers with the 
projecL SFIA Master Plan 11comtrained" forecasts as.sume that some growth in annual 
passenger c.ounts would be accommodated by indm.try-driven increases in the proportion 
of large aircraft in SF1A1s aircraft fleet mix, and by more efficient utilization of aircraft 
seating (higher "load factorsj. 

On Table 73, pp. 458-460, in the second and third column beadings, "Variant 1" is changed to 

"Variant 2" The word '7otal" is replac.ed by "Near Term" in the rightmost column beading, and 

"Variant 1" is changed IO "Variant 2," so that the heading ream, "Comparison of No-Project 

Alternative (Variant 2) With Near Term Master Plan." 

On p. 463, the sentence under the heading "Reaso~ for Rejection" is rev~ as follows (new 

text is underlined and deletions are shown by brackets): 

The sponsor 1w chosen the SFIA M~ter Plan for analysis ~ the preferred project 
imtead of th.is alternative because [ ] the alternative would not accommodate the demand 
from forecast growth. 
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On p. 470, the column spacing is adjusted IO match the appropriate headings. 

On p. 475, the sentence under the heading "Reasons for Rejection" Ls revised as follows (new 

text is underlined and deletions are shown by brackets): 

The spon.sor has rejected this alternative because it would not meet the sponsor's 
objective to accommodate at SFIA the demand from forecast growth [ ]. 

XI. APPENDICES 

In Appendix C, Noise, "Description of Noise and ilS Effects on People," by Kenneth McK. 

FJdred, a portion of the Draft EIRs were distributed with a duplicate page headed "3. 

INIERFERENCE WITH HUMAN ACT1VITIES AND ANNOYANCE" and a duplicate 

Figure 7, and were missing Table 5 and Figure 8. The duplicate pages are deleted. Table 5, two 

paragraphs of text, and Figure 8, as included herein, are imened following Figure 7. 

In the list of tables under "APPENDIX G: TRANSPORTATION," p. A.161, Table G-4 ~ 

corrected to read "Cumulative Trip GeneratiQn." 

On Tables G-5 and G-6, pp. A166-67, the "A.M. Peak Hour" and ''P.M. Peak Hour" beadings 

are adjusted to indicate the correct colwnm, as shown on previous Table G-4, p. A165 (each 

peak hour heading covezs five columns: "Rate In," "Rate Out," '7rips In," ''Trips Out" and "Total 

Trips"). 
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TABLES 

Steady A-weightedSound Levels that AllowCommunication with 95 Percent Sentence 
Intelligibility Over Various Distances Outdoors for Different Voice Levels 

VOICE LEVEL 

Normal Voice 

Raised Voice 

0.5 

72 

78 

COMMUNICATION DISTANCE (Meters) 

1 

66 

72 

2 

60 

66 

3 

56 

62 

4 

54 

60 

5 

52 

58 

For indoors, the effects of masking normally-voiced speech are summarized in 
Figure 8, which assumes the existence of a reverberant field in the room. This reverberant 
field is the result of reflections from the walls and other boundaries of the room. These 
reflections enhance speech sounds so that the decrease of speech level with distance found 
outdoors occun; only for spaces close to the talker indoors. For typical living rooms, the 
level of the speech is more or less constant throughout the room at distances greater than 
1.1 meters from the talker. The distance from the talker at which the level of speech 
decreases to a constant level in the reverberant part of the room is a function of the 
acoustic absorption in the room. The greater the absorption, the greater the distance over 
which the speech will decrease and the lower the level in the reverberant field for a given 
vocal effort. The absorption in a home will vary with the type and amount of furnishings, 
carpets, drapes and other absorbent materials, being generally least in bathrooms and 
kitchens and greatest in living rooms and bedrooms. 

As shown in Figure 8, the maximum sound level that will permit relaxed conversation 
with 100 percent sentence intelligibility throughout the room is 45 dB. People have a 
considerable capability to vary their voice levels to overcome noise and achieve desired 
communication. This ability works well over a range of levels of steady noises, hut is less 
useful if the interfering noises are interntittcnL Figure 9 shows necessary voice levels 
limited by noise conditions. The communication distance is given on the ordinate, the sound 
level and the parameters are voice level. At levels above 50 dB, people raise their voice 
level as shown by the "expected" line if communications are not vital or by the 
•communicating" line if communications are vital. Below and to the left of the"normal voice 
line, communications are at an Articulation Index of 0.5, 98 percent sentence intelligibility. 
At a shout, communications are possible except above and to the right of the "imp0SS1ble" 
area line. 
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E. LIST OF TOPICS AND COMMENTERS 

A. 

Tonic and Commenter 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

PROJECT SPONSOR OBJECllVES AND APPROACH 

AJynLam 
Bruno Bernasconi 
Commissioner Engmann 
Onnolee Trapp, Leagues of Women Voters of San Mateo Co. 
Patricia Clark 
Commissioner Sewell 
Stanford Horn 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN MASIBR PLANNING PROCESS 

Carol Gamble 
Carol Danville, Glen Park Association 
Commissioner Hu 

PROJECT CHARACIBRISTICS 

a. Facilities and Site Plan 
Commissioner Sewell 
AJynLam 
Thomas Brown, United Airlines 

b. Phwing 
AJynLam 
Commissioner Sewell 

PROJECT COSTS 

Dehnert Queen, Small Business Development Corporation 
Commissioner Bierman 
Charles Kroupa 
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B. 

Topic and Commenter 

5. 

6. 

ACTIVITY PA TIERNS AND FORECASTS 

a. Passenger Ori~ns and Preferences 
Commissioner Morales 
Patricia Clark 

b. Forecast Methodo1ogies and Validity 
Commissioner Sewell 
Charles Kroupa 

c. Cargo Forecasts 
Commissioner Engmann 

APPROVALS REQUIRED 

a. SFIA Powers and Responsibilities 
Charles Kroupa 
Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition 
Commissioner Sewell 

b. Concerned Agencies 
Preston Kelley, Caltrans 
Diane Jones, State Lands Commission 
Steven McAdam, San Francisco BCDC 

c. Other Agency Jurisdiction 
Sandy Hesnard, Dept. of Transportation, Div. of Aeronautics 

AIRFIELD CAPACITY AND DELAY 

I. 

2. 

RELATIONSHIP TO PROPOSED SAA IMPROVEMENTS 

Commissioner Bierman 
Char]es Kroupa 
Timothy Treacy, Airport Noise Committee 

AIRFIELD CAPACITY, AIRCRAFT DELAY, AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

Timothy Treacy, Airport Noise Committee 
Curt HoJzjoger 
Commissioner Engmann 

C&R.433 

C&R.28 

C&R.28 

C&R.30 

C&R.33 

C&R.38 

C&R.38 

C&R.40 

C&R.43 

C&R.46 

C&R.46 

C&R.50 



\ 

C. 

Topic and Commenter 

3. SFIA AND MTC ESTIMA1ES OF AIRFIELD CAPACITY 

Carol Gamble 
Curt Holz.inger, Airport Noise Committee 

REGIONAL PLANNING AND COORDINATION 

I. 

2. 

3. 

GENERAL 

Commissioner Engmann 
AlynLam 

REGIONAL AIRPORT SYS1EM PLAN (RASP) UPDA1E 

Chris Brittle, Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
Commissioner Biennan 
Charles Kroupa 
Onnolee Trapp, Leagues of Women Voters of San Mateo Co. 
Patricia Clark 

REGIONAL FORECASTS AND CAPACITIES 

Chris Brittle, Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
Gary Binger, ABAG 
Timothy Treacy, Airpon Noise Committee 

C&R.53 

C&R.56 

C&R.56 

C&R.60 

C&R.66 

4. AIR PASSENGER DATA AND REGIONAL TRAFFIC IMPACTS C&R.73 

Commissioner Engmann 

5. DECENTRALIZATION/REDIS1RIBUTION OF AVIATION ACTIVITY; 
CAPACITIES AND PLANS OF OTIIER REGIONAL AIRPORTS C&R.75 

Janet Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae 
Leonard Lundgren, Lakeside Property Owners Assoc. 
George Foscardo, City of San Bruno 
Commissioner Sewell 
James Palma 

C&R.434 



Topic and Commenter b&i: 

D. ALIBRNATIVES C&R.86 

I. REDUCED LEVEL OF EXPANSION C&R.86 

Gary Binger, ABAG 
George Foscardo, City of San Bruno 

2. OFFSITE ALTERNATIVES: REGIONAL REDISTRIBUTION C&R.88 

Chris Brittle, Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

3. ALTERNATIVE POLICIES/ MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS C&R.93 

a ~ C&R.93 
Fred Howard, Pacifica Noise Abatement Committee 

b. Svstem Qmimization C&R.95 
Charles Kroupa 

4. ALTERNATIVE TECHNOLOGIES C&R.96 

Timothy Treacy, Airport Noise Committee 

5. ADEQUACY/FEASIBILITY OF ALTERNATIVES C&R.97 

Caro1 Gamble 
Timothy Treacy, Airport Noise Committee 
A1ynLam 
Roger Chinn, Airport/Community Roundtab1e 
Curt Holzinger 
Commissioner Engmann 
Commissioner Bierman 

E. WEST OF BAYSHORE LANDS C&R.101 

Jessie Bracker 
Commissioner Engmann 
Thomas Brown, United Airlines 

C&R.435 



F. 

G. 

Topic and Commenter 

LAND USE AND PLANS 

I. 

2. 

3. 

LAND USE REGULATIONS APPLICABLE TO SFIA 

Richard Gee, SamTrans 
Jessie Bracker 

EXISTING LAND USE 

Jessie Bracker 

GENERAL PLAN NOISE ELEMENTS 

Fred Howard, Pacifica Noise Abatement Committee 
Wendy Cosio, City of Pacifica 

TRANSPORTATION SETTING AND IMPACTS 

I. 

2. 

3. 

SETTING 

a. Roadway Network 
Patricia Clark 

b. Existin2 Ground Transportation Services 
Peter Straus and James Lowe, MUNI 

SFIA MASTER PLAN TRANSPORTATION ASPECTS 

a. On-Aieport Circulation (GTC I APM I Roadways) 
Sandy Hesnard, DepL of Transportation, Div. of Aeronautics 
Thomas Brown, United Airlines 
Edwin Works 

b. On-AiilJort Parkin~ 
Thomas Brown, United Airlines 

ASSUMPTIONS 

Chris BrittJe, Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
Dehnert Queen, Small Business Development Corporation 

C&R.436 

C&R.105 

C&R.105 

C&R.106 

C&R.110 

C&R.112 

C&R.112 

C&R.112 

C&R.112 

C&R.113 

C&R.113 

C&R.115 

C&R.118 



Topic and Commenter 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

FUTURE TRAFFIC CONDffiONS 

a Cumu]ative Growth 
Stephen WaJdo, Mayor of Brisbane 

b. Trip Generation 
Jessie Bracker 

TRAFFIC IMP ACTS 

a. At Specific Locations 
Ed Everett, City Manager, City of Be]mont 
Dennis Argyres, City of Burlingame 

b. Level of Seaice 
Commissioner Engmann 
Bruno Bernasconi 
Commissioner Bierman 
Richard Gee, Sam.Tram 

c. Indirect Impacts 
Onno]ee Trapp, Leagues of Women Voters of San Mateo Co. 
Patricia Clark 

REGIONAL TRAFFIC IMPACTS 

a. Freeways 
Commissioner Biennan 
Stanford Horn 

b. Downtown San Francisco ArteriaJs 
Peter Straus and James Lowe, MUNI 

CALTRAIN 

Dehnert Queen, Small Business Deve]opment Corporation 

BART EXTENSION TO SFIA 

Chris Brittle, Metropolitan Transportation Com.mission 
Joan Kugler, BART 
Jack Drago, Mayor, City of South San Francisco 
Chris Brittle, Metropolitan Tr3IL5ponation Commission 
Patricia CJark 

C&R.437 

C&R.120 

C&R.120 

C&R.122 

C&R.122 

C&R.122 

C&R.130 

C&R.132 

C&R.133 

C&R.133 

C&R.136 

C&R.137 

C&R.139 



H. 

Topic and Commenter 

9. 

Preston Kelley, Cal trans 
George Foscardo, City of San Bruno 

PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE ACCESS 

Bob Berry 
Charles Smith 
Edwin Works 

1RANSPORTATION MITIGATION 

I. 

2. 

GENERAL 

Raymond Miller, C/CAG 
George Foscardo, City of San Bruno 
Raymond Miller, C/CAG 
Richard Gee, SamTraru; 
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors 
Richard Gee, Sam.Tram 
George Foscardo, City of San Bruno 
Joan Kugler, BART 
Jim Wheeler, Sierra Club, Loma Prieta Chapter 
Robert Treseler, City of Millbrae 
George Foscardo, City of San Bruno 
Janet Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae 
Onnolee Trapp, Leagues of Women Voters of San Mateo Co. 
Joan Kugler, BART 

TRAFFIC MITIGATION 

a. El Camino Real Corridor and Vicinity 
Raymond Miller, C/CAG 
Preston Kelley, Caltrans 

b. Millbrae 
Janet Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae 

C&R.146 

C&R.152 

C&R.152 

C&R.158 

C&R.158 

C&R.160 

Janet Fogarty, Mayor, Qty of Millbrae/ Robert Treseler, City of Millbrae 
Jessie Bracker 

c. HOYLanes 
Preston Kelley, Caltrans 
Richard Gee, SamTrans 

C&R.161 

C&R.438 



Topic and Commenter fi20 

d. Airport Access and Circulation C&R.163 
Richard Gee, SamTrans 
Jessie Bracker 
Stan Moy, Finger & Moy Architects 

e. Widenin2 US 101 C&R.164 
Richard Gee, Sam.Trans 

f. General C&R.165 
Bob Bury, Chair, Inter-City TSM Authority 
Chris Brittle, Metropolitan Transponation Commission 

3. CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PLAN C&R.165 

' 
Raymond Miller, C/CAG 
Robert Treseler, City of Millbrae 
Janet Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae 
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors 
Janet Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae 
Chris Brittle, Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
Richard Gee, SamTrans 
Denn.is Argyres, City of Burlingame 

4. TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM MANAGEMENT C&R.169 

Janet Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae 
Robert Treseler, City of Millbrae 
George Foscardo, City of San Bruno 
Janet Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae 
Wendy Cosio, City of Pacifica 
Rkhard Gee, SamTrans 
Chris BrittJe, Metropolitan Transportation Com.mission 
Bob Bury, Chair, Inter-City TSM Authority 

5. TRANSIT MITIGATION C&R.173 

a Trangjt Service. General C&R.173 
Preston Kelley, Cal trans 
Richard Gee, SamTrans 

b. MUNI Service to SFIA C&R.174 
Peter Straus and James Lowe, MUNI 

C&R.439 



Topic and Commenter 

6. 

7. 

8. 

c. APM Connection to Transit 
Jessie Bracker 
George Foscardo, City of San Bruno 
Richard Gee, SamTrans 

d. CalTrain Service 
Patricia Dark 
Commissioner Engmann 
Dehnert Queen, Small Business Development Corporation 

e. Encouraiing Transit Use. Improving Service 
Commissioner Morales 
Chris Brittle, Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
Jim Wheeler, Sierra Club, Loma Prieta Chapter 
Jessie Bracker 
Richard Gee, SamTrans 

f. Transit Use and Prqposed Parking in SFIA Master Plan 
Preston Kelley, Caltrans 
Ed Everett, City Manager, City ofBeJmont 
Richard Gee, SamTrans 
Jim Wheeler, Sierra Club, Loma Prieta Chapter 
Bob Bury, Chair, Inter-City TSM Authority 

g. Off-Site Registration 
Commissioner Engmann 
Chris Brittle, Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
Janet Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae 

h. Hieb-Speed Rail 
Richard Gee, SamTrans 

PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLES 

Preston Kelley, Cal trans 
Richard Gee, SamTtans 

FLIGHT DISTRIBUTION 

Commissioner Engmann 

IMPACTS OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

Jessie Bracker 
George Foscardo, City of San Bruno 

C&R.440 

C&R.175 

C&R.177 

C&R.178 

C&R.180 

C&R.183 

C&R.187 

C&R.188 

C&R.190 

C&R.19I 



I. 

Tonic and Commenter 

AIRCRAFf NOISE SEIDNG AND IMPACTS C&R.194 

C&R.194 I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

AIRCRAFT OPERA TIO NS FORECASTS 

Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition 
Cluis Brittle, Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

SFIA FLIGHT PROCEDURES AND RUNWAY USE 

a. Relationship to Information Presented in DEIR 
Stephen WaJdo, Mayor of Brisbane 
Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition 

b. Federal Contro1 Over SAA Procedures 
Bhimje 

AIRCRAFT OPERATIONAL ASSUMPTIONS 

Jack Drago, Mayor, City of South San Francisco 
Wendy Cosin, City of Pacifica 
Stephen Waldo, Mayor of Brisbane 
Curt Ho]zinger 
Timothy Treacy, Airport Noise Committee 
Curt Holzinger 

SHIFT TO STAGE 3 AIRCRAFT 

C&R.197 

C&R.197 

C&R.201 

C&R.203 

C&R.209 

a. Assumptions Behind Shift to Stage 3 c&R.209 
Maria Gracia Tan~Banico, City of Daly City 
David Few 
Roger Chinn, Airport/Community Roundtable 
Onnolee Trapp, Leagues of Women Voters of San Mateo Co. 
Jerome Copelan, San Francisco Association of Internm:i.onal Airlines 

b. Relationship to Aircraft Size and Projected Noise Levels 
Jerome Lukas 
Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition 
Curt Holzinger 
Bruce Krell, Forest Hill Association 
Carol Kocivar, West of Twin Peaks Central Council 
Timothy Treacy, Airport Noise Committee 
Jerome Lukas 

c. Relationship to CNEL Contours and I .and Use 
Patricia Clark 

C&R.441 

C&R.212 

C&R.215 



Topic and Commenter l'll&e 

5. 
' 

AIRCRAFT NOISE CONTOURS AND CNEL IMPACTS C&R.216 
' 

a Aircraft Noise Contour Maps C&R.216 
Jessie Bracker 
Arthur Wong, City of South San Francisco 
AlynLam 

b. CNEL Imgru;;t& - foWJ]atiOll and Dwelline llni~ C&R.218 
Chris Brittle, Metropolitan Transponation Commission 

c. CNEL Imga&t& - Stmiti~ R~ntors C&R.218 
Jessie Bracker 
Jack Hickethier 

' d. CNEL Imgacts - Specific Locations C&R.222 , 
Stephen Waldo, Mayor of Brisbane 
Roger Chinn, Airport/Community Roundtable 
Leslie Carmichael, City of Foster City 

e. CNEL lmaru;;ts - J.Eiect ~. No fmiect C&R.224 
Fred Howard, Pacifica Noise Abatement Committee 

6. SINGLE EVENT NOISE C&R.226 

a Settine C&R.226 
Bhimje 
Rose Urbach 
Bruno Bernasconi 
Bruce Krell, Forest Hill Association 
Fred Howard, Pacifica Noise Abatement Committee 

b. &lei;;iuao: of CNEL a& l&scrimor of ''N!.lise Problem" C&R.228 
Curt Holzjnger 
David Dea.kin 
Wendy Cosio, City of Pacifica 
Maria Gracia Tan-Banico, City of Daly City 
Timothy Treacy, Airport Noise Committee 
Bruce Krell, Forest Hill Association 
Carol Koci var, West of Twin Peaks Central Council 
Bhimje 

c. Thrration of Fli2h! C&R.233 
Edwin Works 

d. Dcscrigtion of Future Eli2hl ActiyjQ:'. C&R.234 
Curt HoJzjnger 
Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition 

C&R.442 



Topic and Commenter .!'ll20 

George Foscardo, City of San Bruno 
Wendy Cosin, City of Pacifica 
Dennis Argyres, City of Burlingame 
Jerome Lukas 
Maria Gracia Tan-Banico, City of Daly City 
Curt Holzinger 
Bruce Krell, Forest Hill Association 
Carol Koci var, West of Twin Peaks Central Council 
Timothy Treacy, Airport Noise Committee 

e. Imgacts Qf ln&:Ck~e in Qverfliebts C&R.241 
Roger Chinn, Airport/Community Roundtable 
Stephen Waldo, Mayor of Brisbane 
Wendy Cosin, City of Pacifica ' 
Fred Howard, Pacifica Noise Abatement Committee 
Maria Gracia Tan-Banico, City of Daly City 
Leslie Carmichael, City of Foster City 
AlynLam 
Timothy Treacy, Airport Noise Committee 
Curt Holzinger 
Bruce Krell, Forest Hill Association 
Carol Koci var, West of Twin Peaks Central Council 
Stephen Waldo, Mayor of Brisbane 
Bruno Bernasconi 
Don Bertone 
Charles Kroupa 

f. Health Imgacts Qf Qverfliebts C&R.248 
Fred Howard, Pacifica Noise Abatement Committee 
David Deakin 

g. Irngacts of Capacib'. CQO.StrliWi C&R.250 
Timothy Treacy, Airport Noise Committee 

7. BACKBLAST NOISE C&R.251 

a. Adcguacl'. of Cti'EL a.o£ Ih:scriptor of "Noise Problem" C&R.251 
Duane Spence, Peninsula Litigation Coalition 
David Few 
Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition 

b. Historical Shift in RumHal'. llSe C&R.253 
Janet Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae 
Raymond Miller, C/CAG 
Robert Treseler, City of Millbrae 
Duane Spence, Peninrula Litigation Coalition 

C&R.443 



1. 

Topic and Commenter 

8. 

c. Affected Areas 
Jack Hickethier 
Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition 

d. Adiustment to CNEL Contours 
Dennis Argyres, City of Burlingame 

e. Impacts 
Roger Chinn, Airport/Community Roundtable 

NOISE REGULATIONS 

Raymond MiI1er, C/CAG 
George Foscardo, City of San Bruno 
Dennis Argyres, City of Burlingame 
Wendy Cosin, City of Pacifica 

C&R.257 

C&R.258 

C&R.259 

C&R.260 

Janet Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae / Robert Treseler, City of Millbrae 
Roger Chinn, Airport/Community Roundtable 
Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition 

AIRCRAFT NOISE MITIGATION 

I. SUGGES1ED MITIGATION MEASURES 

a Air Traffic F1ow Control 
Raymond Miller, C/CAG 
Leslie Carmichael, City of Foster City 

b. Curfew/ Controls on Niehttime Qperations 
Dennis Argyres, City of Burlingame 
Raymond MilJer, C/CAG 
Fred Howard, Pacifica Noise Abatement Committee 
Duane Spence, Peninsula Litigation Coalition 

c. Mandatrny Preferential Runwa.v Use 
Dennis Argyres, City of Burlingame 
Raymond Miller, C/CAG 
Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition 
Janet Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae 

d. Navi2ational Aids 
Duane Spence, Peninsula Litigation Coalition 
Raymond Miller, C/CAG 
Jack Drago, Mayor, City of South San Francisco 
Roger Chinn, Airport/Community Roundtable 

C&R.444 

C&R.267 

C&R.267 

C&R.267 

C&R.268 

C&R.270 

C&R.272 



Topic and Commenter 

Leslie Carmichael, City of Foster City 
George Foscardo, City of San Bruno 

e. Monitorine ofFiieht Patterns 
Leslie Carmichael, City of Foster City 
Duane Spenc.e, Airport Mitigation Coalition 

f. Distribution of Noise Throughout Reeion 
Duane Spenc.e, Peninsula Litigation Coalition 
Duane Spenc.e, Airport Mitigation CoaUtion 
Bruno Bernasconi 

g. Noise Allocation System 
Duane Spenc.e, Airport Mitigation Coalition 

h. Construction of New Runways/ Runway Extension 
Duane Spenc.e, Airport Mitigation Coalition 
David Few 

i. FinanciaJ Incentives for Hieher Load Factors 
Duane Spenc.e, Airport Mitigation Coalition 

j. Return to PreM1985 Runway Use 
Duane Spenc.e, Airport Mitigation Coalition 

k. Increased Use of Ouiet Shoreline Departure 
Duane Spenc.e, Airport Mitigation Coalition 

l. Establishment ofNiehttime Sideline Noise Limit 
Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition 

m. Increased Use of Runways 10 and 19 
Duane Spenc.e, Airport Mitigation Coalition 

n. Scheduled Pel'!artures to Minimize Use of Vectors 
Stephen Waldo, Mayor of Brisbane 

o. Accelerate. Wand Noise Insu1ation Proerams 
Dennis Argyres, Oty of Burlingame 
Janet Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae 
Raymond Miller, C/CAG 
David Deakin 
George Foscardo, City of San Bruno 
Robert Treseler, City of Millbrae 
Jack Drago, Mayor, City of South San Francisco 
Wendy Cosio, City of Pacifica 
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors 
Roger Chinn, Airport/Community Roundtable 

C&R.445 

C&R.274 

C&R.275 

C&R.276 

C&R.277 

C&R.279 

C&R.279 

C&R.280 

C&R.280 

C&R.281 

C&R.282 

C&R.282 



Topic and Commenter 

2. 

Jack Hickethier 
Janet Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae 
Dennis Argyres, City of Burlingame 

p. Research Methods for Measuring and Quantifying C&R.287 
Backb1ast Impacts, Jack Drago, Mayor, City of South San Francisco 

q. Noise Barriers/ Landscaping 
Jessie Bracker 

r. Aircraft Takeoff Procedures 
Leonard Lundgren, Lakeside Property Owners Assoc. 

s. Participation in the AiWort Community Roundtable 
Raymond Miller, C/CAG 
Leslie Carmichael, City of Foster City 

t. Increased Use of "Less Noisy Backblast" Aircraft 
Duane Spence, Peninsula Litigation Coalition 

u. Adoption of Noise Metric Based on Single Events 
Duane Spence, Peninsula Litigation Coalition 

v. Aircraft Engine Rµnups 
Jessie Bracker 
Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition 

w. Shift Southbound flights Out of San Bruno Gap 
Wendy Cosio, City of Pacifica 

x. Measures Used at Other Airpons 
Carol Gamble 

y. AdditionaJ Noise Monitors 
Wendy Cosio, City of Pacifica 

z. Noise Variance Conditions 
Raymond Miller, C/CAG 

IMPACTS IDENTIFIED FOR MITIGATION 

a. QlfL 
Fred Howard 

b. Backblast Noise 
Raymond Miller, C/CAG 
George Foscardo, City of San Bruno 

C&R.446 

C&R.288 

C&R.289 

C&R.291 

C&R.291 

C&R.292 

C&R.292 

C&R.293 

C&R.294 

C&R.294 

C&R.295 

C&R.295 

C&R295 

C&R.297 



Topic and Commenter 

Roger Chinn, Airport/Community Roundtable 
Janet Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae, and Robert Treseler, 

City of Millbrae 

c. Increase in Niehttime OJ>erations 
Raymond Miller, C/CAG 
George Foscardo, City of San Bruno 
Roger Chinn, Airport/Community Roundtable 

d. SineJe Event Noise 
Roger Chinn, Airport/Community Roundtable 
Curt Holzinger 
Fred Howard 
Maria Gracia Tan-Banico, City of Daly City 

C&R.298 

C&R.299 

3. POTENTIAL EFFECTIVENESS AND IMPACTS OF MEASURES C&R.300 
IN DEIR 

4. 

David Deakin 
Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition 
Curt Holzinger 
Roger Chinn, Airport/Community Roundtable 
limo thy Treacy, Airport Noise Committee 
Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition 
Carol Gamble 
Curt Holzinger 
Timothy Treacy, Airport Noise Committee 
Bruce Krell, Forest Hill Association 
Carol Kocivar, West of Twin Peaks Central Council 
Raymond Miller, C/CAG 
Roger Chinn, Airport/Community Roundtable 
David Few 
Charles Kroupa 
Curt Holzinger 
Timothy Treacy, Airport Noise Committee 
Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition 

GENERAL 

Dennis Argyres, City of Burlingame 
Commissioner Morales 
Stan Moy, Finger & Moy Architects 
Leslie Carmichael, City of Foster City 
Onnolee Trapp, Leagues of Women Voters of San Mateo Co. 
Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition 

C&R.447 

C&R.310 



K. 

L. 

Topic and Commenter 

OTHER NOISE 

I. 

2. 

SURFACE 1RAFFIC NOISE 

Onno1ee Trapp, Leagues of Women Voters of San Mateo Co. 

CONSTRUCTION NOISE 

a. Impacts 
Jessie Bracker 

b. Mitivation 
Jessie Brack.er 

AIR QUALITY 

I. 

2. 

SETTING 

a Existine Air Quality at SFIA 
Jessie Bracker 
George Foscardo, City of San Bruno 

b. Sensitive Receptors 
Jessie Bracker 

c. Plans and Reeulations 
AlynLam 

IMPACTS 

a. Impacts of Increased flights 
Don Bertone 

b. Impacts of Vehicle Emissions 
AlynLam 

c. Carbon Monoxide Impacts 
Jessie Brack.er 
Chris Brittle, Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

d. Health Effects 
TREE 

e. Impacts of Proposed Parkine 
Bruno Bernasconi 

C&R.448 

C&R.314 

C&R.314 

C&R.314 

C&R.314 

C&R.316 

C&R.317 

C&R.317 

C&R.317 

C&R.318 

C&R.320 

C&R.322 

C&R.322 

C&R.322 

C&R.324 

C&R.325 

C&R.327 



M. 

Tonic and Commenter 

3. 

f. Health Risk Assessment 
Jessie Bracker 

g. Significant Impacts 
Onnolee Trapp, Leagues of Women Voters of San Mateo Co. 
Jim Wheeler, Sierra Club, Loma Prieta Chapter 
Onnolee Trapp, Leagues of Women Voters of San Mateo Co. 

ODOR 

C&R.328 

C&R.329 

C&R.330 

Janet Fogany, Mayor, City of Millbrae/ Robert Treseler, City of Millbrae 
Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition 

4. 

5. 

TREE 

VISIBILITY 

Duane Spence, Airport Mitigation Coalition 

MITIGATION 

a Tree Planting 
George Foscardo, City of San Bruno 

b. Transportation Mitigation for Air Oualitv Imcacts 
Onnolee Trapp, Leagues of Women Voters of San Mateo Co. 
Janet Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae 
Jessie Bracker 
Charles Smith 
Chris Brittle, Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

c. Impacts of Mitigation Measures 
Jessie Bracker 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

I. MITIGATION 

Debbie Pilas~ Treadway, Native American Heritage Commission 

C&R.449 

C&R.331 

C&R.332 

C&R.332 

C&R.333 

C&R.337 

C&R.339 

C&R.339 

1 



N. 

0. 

Topic and Commenter 

HAZARDOUS MAIBRIALS AND WAS1ES C&R.341 

C&R.341 I. 

2. 

3. 

RADIOACTIVE MAIBRIALS 

AlynLam 

WASIBS PRODUCED BY SFIA IBNANTS 

George Foscardo, City of San Bruno 

ASBESTOS 

Alyn Lam 

C&R.343 

C&R.348 

EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING C&R.351 

C&R.351 

C&R.351 

I. 

2. 

SFIA EMPLOYMENT 

a. United Airlines 
Thomas Brown, United Airlines 

b. Provision of Jobs for Area Residents C&R.351 
Jerome Copelan, San Francisco Association of InternationaJ Airlines 
Stanford Horn 

EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING DEMAND 

a. Direct Employment and Housing Demand 
Onnolee Trapp, Leagues of Women Voters of San Mateo Co. 

b. Indirect Employment and Housing Demand 
Harvey Levine for Sierra Point Associates 
Ed Everett, City Manager, City of Belmont 
OnnoJee Trapp, Leagues of Women Voters of San Mateo Co. 

c. Jobs/IIousing Balance 
Commissioner Sewell 
Jack Drago, Mayor, City of South San Francisco 
Stephen WaJdo, Mayor of Brisbane 

d. Housing Affordability 
Commissioner Morales 
Gary Binger, ABAG 

C&R.450 

C&R.353 

C&R.353 

C&R.355 

C&R.360 

C&R.362 



P. 

Q. 

R. 

s. 

Topic and Commenter 

Robert Treseler, City of Millbrae 
Janet Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae 

3. MlTIGATION C&R.364 

a. Demand for Housin2: and Suwan Services C&R.364 
Raymond Miller, C/CAG 
Paul Koenig, County of San Mateo, and Co. Board of Supervisors 
Janet Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae 
Harvey Levine for Sierra Point Associates 
George Foscardo, City of San Bruno 
Dennis Argyres, City of Burlingame 

PUBLIC UTILITIES 

I. WAIBR USE 

Jessie Bracker 
Rose Urbach 
Jessie Bracker 
Patricia CJark 

2. POWER SUPPLY 

Jessie Bracker 

AIR TRAFFIC SAFETY 

Timofuy Treacy, Airport Noise Committee 
Bruce Krell, Forest Hill Association 
Carol Kocivar, West of Twin Peaks Central Council 
Don Bertone 

GROWTII-JNDUCING IMPACTS 

George Foscardo, City of San Bruno 

WATER DUALITY 

I. AIRCRAFT FUEL DUMPING 

Patricia CJark 

C&R.451 

C&R.369 

C&R.369 

C&R.372 

C&R.375 

C&R.378 

C&R.379 

C&R.379 



Topic and Commenter ~ 

1 T. CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS C&R.380 

I. CUMULATIVE CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES C&R.380 

Commissioner Sewe1I 

u. QUALITY OF LIFE C&R.383 

Rose Urbach 
David Deakin 
Bruno Bernasconi 

V. MITTQATION. GENERAL C&R.385 

I. SCOPE C&R.385 

Commissioner Morales 
Janet Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae 

2. FEASIBILITY AND COSTS C&R.386 

Commissioner MoraJes 

3. IMPLEMENTATION AND ACCOUNTABILITY C&R.387 

George Foscardo, City of San Bruno 
AlynLam 
Ed Everett, City Manager, City ofBeJmont 
Onnolee Trapp, Leagues of Women Voters of San Mateo Co. 

w. SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS C&R.391 

Jessie Bracker 
Onnolee Trapp, Leagues of Women Voters of San Mateo Co. 
George Foscardo, City of San f!runo 
Robert Treseler, City of Millbrae 

C&R.452 



X. 

Topic and Commenter 

EIRPROCESS 

I. 

2. 

3. 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

a BIB Availability and ReadahiH1Y 
OnnoJee Trapp, Leagues of Women Voters of San Mateo Co. 
Edwin Works 

b. Opportunities for Puh1ic Comment 
AlynLam 
Janet Fogarty, Mayor, City of Millbrae 
Cun Holzinger, Airport Noise Committee 
Don Bertone 
Commissioner Engmann 
Carol Danville, Glen Park Association 

c. Participation of Oakland and San Jose A,irports 
Commissioner Hu 

PLANNING COMMISSION CONTINUATION OF 
COMMENT PERIOD 

a Reguests for AdditionaJ Data and Discussion 
Commissioner Engmann 

EIR ADEQUACY 

a. Scope of Infonnation Included 
Commissioner Engmann 
Dehnert Queen, Small Business Development Corporation 
AlynLam 
Don Bertone 

b. EIR is JnadeQuate 
AlynLam 
Cun Holzinger, Airport Noise Committee 

c. EIR is Adeguate 
Peter Bank, Rutherford and Chekene, C.E. 
Shelley Kessler, Coordinator, Airport Labor Coalition 
National Organization of Minority Architects 

C&R.453 

C&R.393 

C&R.393 

C&R.393 

C&R.396 

C&R.398 

C&R.399 

C&R.399 

C&R.402 

C&R.402 

C&R.408 

C&R.409 
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Y. 

z. 

Topic and Commenter 

4. FEDERAL JURISDICTION C&R.410 

AlynLam 

5. EIR COSTS AND TIME C&R.413 

Stan Moy, Finger & Moy Architects 

SUPPORT FOR SFIA MASTER PLAN C&R.414 

Korbey Hunt, Alaska Airlines 
Barbara Giel, San Francisco Foreign Flag Carriers 
Jerome Cope]an, San Francisco Association of International Airlines 
Thomas Brown, United Airlines 
James Palma 
Stan Moy, Finger & Moy Architects 

ERRATA C&R.416 

Commissioner Engmann 

C&R.454 





C&R APPENDIX A: BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON THE SAN FRANCISCO 
INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT MASTER PLAN DRAFT EIR 

This Appendix contains the following documents: 

• Memorandum from Barbara Sahm, Environmental Review Officer for the San Francisco 
Department of City Planning, to the San Francisco City Plaruting Commissioners, 
October 4, 1991 

• Discussion of Metropolitan Traru.ponation Commission (MTC) 1990 Air Passenger 
Survey (Attaclnnent A, :MTC 1990 Air Passenger Survey is available for review in 
San Francisco Department of City Planning files) 

• Attachment B, MTC Regional Airpon System Plan, Selected Regional Forecasts 
(May 1991), and Draft Inventory and Alternatives Definition (Draft Repon - May 1991) 

• Attachment C, Work Program for the Airpon Master Plan and Noise Program, San Jose 
hltemational Airpon (Memorandum from the Director of Aviation to the Mayor and City 
CoW1ci1, City of San Jose, JW1e 6, 1991) 

• Attachment D, Background to Airpon Operatioru 

• Attachment E, Letters from Regional Agencies Commenting on the Draft EIR 
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.. 11) ...... M ......., __ 
City and County of San Francisco 
Department of City Planning 

1'1Sl&M-UM 

lllflL.Da"NT.tmOIII I ZDNIIG 
l'11N IM,l,317 

MEMORANDUM 

October 4, 1991 

To: City Planning Commissioners 

450 McAllister Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Background Information on the San Francisco International Airport Kaster 
Plan Draft EIR 

Attached is a package of materials in response to requests made by Commissioners 
at the August 29 public hearing aa the SFIA Master Plao DEIR. The package 
includes a brief discussion and e.z.planation of some of the information in the 
attached documents, with the documents identified as ·Attachment 1•. 

Attachment A is the 1990 Air Passenger Survey prepared by !ITC, released for 
public use in August 1991. It covers passengers arriVing at the three major Bay 
Area airports. As octed in the diseuuiaa, it ns not used in the Draft EIR 
because it was oct available notil after the Draft was published. The Draft EIR 
explains the surveys used, as well as the assumptions and methodology that formed 
the project passenger and employee trip distributioo co pages 287 - 292. 

The discussion that precedes the attachments also aummarizes the Airport's 
information on propcrtion of flights heading generally for international, 
domestic and Southern California destinatiaas. The !ITC 1990 Passenger Survey 
also provides 1ome Umi tad information on links between the passenger aurvey 
informatiaa (where people are coming from to get to the airport) with the fli9ht 
destination information (where people· who 11se the airport are gain;). 

Attachment B includes pcrtious of the work, DOW in progress, on the Regional 
Airport System Pl111. It 1B being prepared uder caatract by TRA Airport 
Consul ting for !ITC. The Pl111 Update, originally upected in 1991, ia DOW 
expected to be complete 1ometime in late 1992. So far, the material that 1a 
available to the public includes information on preliminary forecasts of growth 
at the various regional airports, en inventory of prasent facilities and their 

C&R.A1 



City Planning Commission 
SFIA DElR Background Information 
October 4, 1991 
Page 2 

capacities, and a draft discussion of alternative regional planning scenarios. 
The preliminary aviation demand forecasts were not used in tbe Draft EIR on the 
SFIA Master Plan because they were not finalized at the time the Draft EIR was 
pubiished, and are not yet finalized for use. The Draft EIR does include 
summaries of activity levels for the San Francisco Airport as forecast by the 
Cal trans Division of Aeronautics (CASP) and the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA), in addition to growth estimated by SFJA consultants preparing the draft 
Master Plan, on pages 61 - 72. Attachment B includes the draft forecasts of 
growth at Oakland and San Jose Airports. 

Attachment C is additional information on the status of San Jose Airport 
e.:ipansion plans. 

Attachment D is a brief e.:iplanation of airport operations and the regulatory 
framework for airport operations, prepared at my request by ESA. While this 
information was not specifically requested, it seemed useful in the conte.:it of 
the SFIA Master Plan EIR. It is information generally known and obvious to those 
who run airports, but is a useful summary for these of us who simply use 
airports. It includes information on the extent that the local operator can 
control airport activities and a brief discussion of airport economics. An 
appendix summarizing Federal regulatory history is also provided. 

Attachment E includes copies of letters of comment on the Draft EJR by regional 
agencies--MTC, ABAG and Caltrans Division of Aeronautics. These agencies, and 
many nearby cities and counties have been very cooperative in submitting their 
letters of comment as close to the original end of comment period of September 
10. 

I hope this information will be useful to the Commission in completing its 
comments on the Draft EIR on the SFIA Master Plan. The EIR files include other 
documents, such as relevant portions of General Plans from cities surrounding the 
Airport, that can be made available to the Commission upon request. If you have 
any questions abont the attached materials in the package or about material 
referenced in the DEIR, please call lie, My number ts 558-6378. 
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MI'C 1990 SURVEY 

INTRODUCIJON 

The SF/A Master Plan Draft EIR traffic analysis made use of several surveys that have 

been conducted in the past decade. The Metropolitan Transponarion Commission 

(MTC) conducts a comprehensive survey of air passengers at the three Bay Area 

airpons every five yeaxs./1/ The City and County of San Francisco Aiiports 

Commission conducts an annual survey at SFIA each May. The most recent survey of 

San Francisco International Airpon (SFIA or SFO) employees is the San Mateo 

County Transit (SaxnTrans) SFO Airport Employee/Employer Survf)', September 1983. 

MTC's 1990 Air Passenger Survey results were released in August 1991, and were not 

available for use in the SF/A Master Plan Draft EIR. 

In the SF/A Master Plan Draft EIR, the trip distribution analysis for project-related 

traffic was based on survey data. Project trip distribution assumptions, methodology, 

and estimates axe outlined on pages 287-292 of the Draft EIR. The 1983 SaxnTrans 

survey was used for the distribution of SFI.A employees. The 1989 San Francisco 

Airporrs Conunission survey was used for the air passenger distribution. (This 

methodology implies that the distribution of passenger origins will not change 

significantly in the future.) Use of these surveys provided the most conservative 

estimate of project-generated traffic, as the surveys showed the highest percentage of 

3:utomobile use. The analysis for the Draft EIR included a comparison of both of the 

surveys to other MTC and San Francisco Ai.Jpons Commission surveys, in addition to 

the MTC 700-zone Bay Area multi-purpose trip model. The trip distribution data that 

were used were found to be consistent with the MTC model. 

Further survey data were collected by DKS Associates in the swmner of 1990, to 

obtain vehicle classification information. The survey covered mtomobiles 

(single-occupant and carpools), shuttles, buses, taxis and limousines. The vehicle 

occupancy data were used to conven air passenger trips to vehicle trips; traffic 

analysis is based typically on vehicle trips. 

C&R.A.5 
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The entire MTC 1990 Air Passenger Survey is presented in Attachment A. A 

summary of the survey results is presented on pages 17 through 22 of the survey. 

COMPARISON OF MTC 1990 AIR PASSENGER SURVEY Wl'Ill SFIA MASll!R 
PLAN DRAFf EJR 

Comparisons of the 10cently released MTC 1990 Air Passenger Survey (August 1991) 

with the surveys used in the SFIA Master Plan Draft EIR traffic analysis and DKS 

estimates of resulting penon trips are shown in Tables 1, 2 and 3 on the following 

three pages. The MTC 1985 and 1990 surveys are internally similar with n:spect to 

the origins of air passengers in the Bay Area. 1be 1989 San Francisco Aiipons 

Commission survey, however, shows more people arriving from Alameda, Contra 

Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco and Sonoma counties, and fewer people arriving 

from San Mateo, Santa Oara and Solano Counties, than the r,..rr'C survey does. The 

largest differentials (f,..fl'C results first, Aupons Conunission second) are for air 

passengers coming from Santa Oara (21 percent versus 8 percent) and Marin 

(4 percent versus 13 percent). 

The MTC surveys are also internally similar with respect to mode choices, with a 

decrease in taxi use and an increase in airpon shuttle use between 1985 and 1990. The 

1989 San Francisco A.iiports Commission survey, however, shows a higher percentage 

in the use of both private automobiles and public transit, and a lower percentage in the 

use of rental cars and airpon shuttles, than the MTC surveys. 

If the trip distribution patterns for the proposed SFIA Master Plan were recalculated 

using the J\.ITC 1990 Air Passenger Survey, which shows a relatively higher 

percentage of trips coming from San Mmeo and Santa Oara Counties, in.ceased 

impacts could be experienced on U.S. Highway IOI and U.S. Interstate 280 (1-280), 

panicularly south of SFIA. The number of trips affected are shown in Tables I and 2, 

for the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively. 

The number of project-generated trips to and from Santa Clara County would be 21.5 

percent of the totaJ project-generated trips if the MTC 1990 Air Passenger Sllrvey data 

were used. as compared to the 8 percent figutt used in the SFIA Master Plan Draft 

EJR (San Mateo County trips would be 14.5 percent of the total, as compared to the 

Draft EIR 's 12.0 percent). The diffe10nce of 400 or 500 vehicles during each peak 
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TABLE I: ORIGINS OF AIR PASSENGERS -AM PEAK HOUR 

!28~ MT!: SuCYey 1220 ~IT!: Survey 1282 SFIA Survey 
1996 2006 19% 2006 1996 2006 

Percent Person Person Percent Person Person Percent Person Person 
Couol)' Passengers Trips/a/ Tripshl/ Passengers Trips/a/ Trips/a/ Passengers Trips/a/ Trips/a/ 

Alameda 13.6% 222 384 15.4% 251 435 19.0% 310 537 

Contra Costa 6.7% 109 189 7.2% 118 204 11.0% 180 311 

Marin 5.2% 85 147 4.6% 75 130 13.0% 212 368 

Napa 0.7% II 20 1.4% 23 40 2.0% 33 57 

San Francisco 30.4% 496 859 28.0% 457 792 31.0% 506 876 

n San Mateo 14.0% 228 396 14:5% 237 410 12.0% 196 339 

~ "' Santa Clara 18.0% 294 509 21.5% 351 608 8.0% 131 226 > :..., 
Solano 1.3% 21 37 2.1% 34 59 0.5% 8 14 

Sonoma 2.5% 41 71 2.7% 44 76 4.0% 65 113 

Out of Region 7.6% 124 215 2.4% 39 68 o/a 0 0 

NOTES: 

Airport employees were DOI surveyed by eilher MfC or SRA. 
Totals may not add to 100% due lo rounding. 

/a/ OKS calculation of disttibulion of SRA Master Plan-generated trips. based on air passenger survey figures. 

SOURCE: OKS Associates. 1991 



TABLE 2: ORIGINS OF AIR PASSENGERS - PM PEAK HOUR 

128~ MTC Survey 1290 MTC Surv,:y !289 SFIA Surv<y 
1996 2006 1996 2006 1996 2006 

Percent Person Person Percent Person Person Percent Person Person 
County Passengers Trips/a/ Trips/a/ Passengers Trips/a/ Trips/a/ Passengers Trips/a/ Trips/a/ 
Alameda 13.6% 241 418 15.4% 273 473 19.0% 337 584 

Contra Costa 6.7% 119 206 7.2% 128 221 11.0% 195 338 

Mnrio 5.2% 92 160 4.6% 82 141 13.0% 230 399 

Napa 0.7% 12 22 1.4% 25 43 2.0% 35 61 

San Francisco 30.4% 539 934 28.0% 496 860 31.0% 549 953 

i;; San Mateo 14.0% 248 430 14.5% 257 446 12.0% 213 369 

:,;, ,.. 
Santa Clara 18.0% 319 553 21.5% 381 661 8.0% 142 246 :,.. 

00 Solano 1.3% 23 40 2.1% 37 65 0.5% 9 15 

Sonoma. 2.5% 44 77 2.7% 48 83 4,0% 71 123 

Out of Region 7.6% 135 234 2.4% 43 74 n/a 0 0 

--
NOTES: 

Airport employees were not surveyed by eilber MfC or SFIA. 
Totals may not add to I 00% due to rounding. 

/a/ OKS calculation of disribution of SFIA Master Plan-related trips, based on air passenger ,survey figures. 

SOURCE: DKS Associates, 1991 
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TABLE 3: COMPARJSON OF AIR PASSENGER SURVEYS: GROUND 
TRANSPORTATION MODES 

1985 MTC Survey 1990 MTC Survey 1989 SFIA Survey 

Private Car 47.1% 46.0% 49.4% 
Rental Car 19.5% 19.6% 13.6% 
Hotel ShunJc 5.8% 4.0% 9.9% 
Public Transit 0.9% 1.2% 6.2% 
Taxi 10.8% 6.1% 8.6% 
Luxury Limo 2.3% 2.6% 2.5% 
Airponer/O!her 13.6% 20.5% 9.9% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

NOTE: Ai.Ipon employees were not surveyed by either MfC or SF1.A. 
Totals may not add to 100 percent because ofrounding. 

SOURCE: DKS Associates, 1991 

hour, if spread evenly over the 16 total lanes of U.S. 101 and 1-280 bet\\"een Santa 

Cara County and the Airpon, would add about 1 car to each lane every 2.0 to 2.5 

minutes. a statistically insignificant addition. These trips had been assigned to other 

pans of the Bay Area for the SFJA Master Plan Draft EIR traffic analysis; 

recalculation of the trip distribution using the MTC 1990 Air Passenger Survey data 

would therefore result in a correspondingly slight reduction in impacts to those other 

areas. 

Overall, the calculated intersection levels of service would not be expected to differ, 

and the freeway segments and ramps nonh of SF1A would probably not experience 

better levels of service as a result of the use of MTC 1990 Air Passenger Survey data. 

~ noted above, the freeway mainline segments on U.S. 101 and 1-280 south of SFIA 

would have slightly more traffic, and as ~ result, the volume-to-capacity ratios would 

most likely increase, but not in a statistically significant way, relative to estimates in 

the SFJA Ma<ter Plan Draft EJR traffic analysis. This would not change the overall 

conclusions of the latter study; therefore, the mitigation measures identified wou1d still 

be applicable and no new mitigation measures would be necessary. 

C&R.A.9 
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PASSENGER DESTINATIONS 

According to SAA staff. 86. 7 percent of total passengers using SFIA in 1990 had 

domestic destinations, and 13.3 percent had international destinations. Of the total 

passengers. 21.3 percent had Southern California destinations (Los Angeles, San 

Diego, Santa Barllara, and Palm Springs)./2/ 

The MTC 1990 Passenger Su.rvey provides limited information on the link between 

passenger origins and destinations. Table 2.10 on page 34 of the survey shows that 

about 7_0 percent of SFJA passengers had "domestic and int~ational" destinations, 

and about 30 percent had California destinations. Of the SAA passengers with 

domestic and international destinations, about 34 percent were from San Francisco, 19 

percent from San Mateo County, 13 percent from Santa Clara County, and 12 percent 

from Alameda County (the remaining 22 percent were from other Bay Arca counties 

and outside the region). Of the SAA passengers with California destinations, about 47 

percent were from San Francisco, 20 percent from San Mateo County, 9 percent from 

Santa Oara County, and 7 percent from Alameda County./1/ 

About 56 percent of Metropolitan Oakland International Aiipon passengers had· 

California destinations. and about 44 percent had domestic and international 

destinations. Of the passengers with California destinations, about 42 percent were 

from Alameda County. Of the passengers with domestic and international 

destinations, about 53 percent were from Alameda County ./1/ 

About 54 percent of San Jose International Airpon passengers had domestic and 

international destinations, and about 46 percent had California destinations. About 82 

to 83 percent of passengers (regardless of destination) were from Santa Clara 

County./!/ 

Table 9.1 on page 85 of the su,vey shows that about 36 percent of total Bay Area 

passengers had° California destinations; about 59 percent had domestic destinations; 

and about 5 percent had international destinations. The percentages were roughly the 

same for each Bay Area county ./1/ 
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NOTES - MTC 1990 Survey 

/1/ Metropolitan Transponation Commission, 1990 Air Passenger Survey, August 
1991. 

nl John Costas, Assistant Administrator, San Francisco International Airpon, 
telephone conve.rntion, October 2, 1991. 
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MTC REGIONAL AIRPORT SYS"ll!M PLAN (RASP) UPDATE 

COMPONENTS AND Sl'AlVS OFJHE RASP 

The Regional Airpon Planning Conunittee (RAPC) advises the Association of Bay 

Arca Governments (ABAG) and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) 

on aviation matters and is preparing the MTC Regional Airport Sy,,rem Plan (RASP) 

Update with MTC staff and Seattle-based TRA Aiipon Consulting. (The recently 

published 1990 Air Passenger Survey, summarized above, was also prepared under 

RAPC auspices.)/!/ The updated RASP is expected to be completed in 1992./2,3/ Toe 

RASP and 1980 Regio,wl Airpon Plan are discussed on pages 108 through 110 of the 

Draft EIR. 

Toe RAPC has 13 members representing ABAG, the Bay Arca Council, the Bay 

Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), Buchanan Fie1d (Concord), 

Caltrans Division of Aeronautics, the Federal Aviation Administratlon (FAA), :MTC, 

the Pon of Oakland (Metropolitan Oakland International Aiipon ), San Francisco 

International Airport, San Jose International Airport, and selected Bay Area cities and 

counties./!/ Toe RAPC has been meeting quarterly during the RASP Update 

preparation process; the most recent meeting was Septem~r 6, 1991. 

The previous Metropolitan Transportation Commission Region.al Airport Plan was 

completed in 1980. The update currently in progress is intended to include an 

inventory. forecasts of aviation demand, a definition of alternatives, an evaluation of 

alternatives. an EIR, and revisions to the system plan./4/ 

Elements of the RASP that have been completed to date include drafts of Chapter IV. 

"Inventory and Capability Assessment," and Chapter VD, "Airpon System 

Alternatives Definition." 1be Aviation Demand Forecasts clement has not been 

completed because the forecasts arc being refmed; air carrier and general aviation 

forecasts are expected to be completed in December 1991. (Selected prelimina,y 

forecasts are illustrated in Attachment B., along with the inventory and alternatives 

draft chapters of the RASP Update.) As of September 1991, the Evaluation of 

Alternatives element was in progress. 

C&RA.13 
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SUMMARY OF RASP INVENTORY AND CAPABilJTY ASSl!SSMENT 

The RASP Draft Inventory and Capability Assessment documents the existing 

physical. operational, environment-al, and policy conditions for each airpon in the 

system, and for the system as a whole. In addition, the chapter presents information on 

the constraints and capabilities of the airports and the airpon system. These 

constraints and capabilities directly affect the system's ability to meet current and 

future aviation demand in the region./4/ 

Inventozy 

The inventory includes all public use and military airports in the region (see J,..ITC 

Exhibit 4.1 on page 4. Chapter JV in Attachment B ). Private airfields are included in 

less detail because less information is available about private-use facilities. The 

inventory also contains information about public-use airports that have been closed 

completely. and military airfields that are inactive (closed to military operations but 

still able to be used), such as Hamilton Field. Although currently closed, these 

facilities arc imponant aviation resources that should be considered in planning for the 

regional aviation system./4/ 

The regional airport system includes some 25 public-use civil airpons. four military 

aiipons. and 20 private-use facilities (three of which are closed). The conunercial 

service airpons in the region include San Francisco International, Metropolitan 

Oak.land International. San Jose International, Buchanan Field (Concord), and Sonoma 

County Ailpon./4/ 

Many changes have occurred since the last J,..ITC Region.al Airpon Plan revision in 

1980. The number of facilities has increased. Some have shifted in type of ownership 

and category of use. Since 1980, two additional commercial service airpons have 

commenced scheduled passenger service: Sonoma County and Buchanan Field./4/ 

MTC Exhibit 4.23 (pa~es 51 through 54, Chapter IV in Anaclunent B) summarizes the 

inventory of Bay Area public-use airports. 
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Capabilit)' Assessment 

The RASP capability assessment includes a comparison of airports' existing capacity 

with their existing levels of demand, and an analysis of potential constraints on future 

activity at each airpon. 

Capacity and Demand 

The comparison of runway capacity with demand found that "The commercial service 

aiiports are constrained considerably in the peak hour. Demand for runway access 

exceeds capacity in !FR [poor weather] conditions."/4/ (MTC Exhibit 4.23 in 

Attachment B shows the percentage of annual runway capacity currently used at each 

airport.) The comparison of "land.side" (including passenger terminal) capaciry with 

demand found that: 

• 

• 

• 

San Jose International Airpon " ... has a tenninal capacity shortfall"; 

SAA " ... has insufficient domestic and international tenninal capacity"; and 

Oakland lntemational Airport " .. .has an adequate terminal capacity 
availability. "/4/ 

Constraints 

The analysis of constraints notes that "lbere are additionaJ factors beyond the airpons' 

physical capacity ... which place limitations on how much activity can and will take 

place at each airport." The constraints are categorized as airspace-, environmental-. 

physical-, and policy-rclated./4/ 

Airspace constraints " ... relate to regional airspace issues." The airspace used by the 

Bay Area airports overlaps, and procedures are in place where flights from one airpon 

"interact" with (operate in the same airspace as) flights from another airpon.. Because 

SAA has the largest share of the region's air traffic, SFIA has been established at the 

top of the "user's hierarchy." This designaiion means that the operations of other 

airpons in the region (in the airspace) must confonn with the operations at SFIA./4/ 

10 
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Environmental constraints are those related to the natural environment, such as 

wildlife, wetlands, and San Francisco Bay. 

"Two of the major commercial airports, Oakland and San Francisco, are situated 
on the Bay, and host a variety of wildlife. Development at Oakland is also 
affected by the presence of non•Bay wetland areas. Wetlands exist to a lesser 
degree at other aiJpons as well. Construction of new runways which affect 
wetlands or require Bay fill will not meet with general favor. Public opposition 
to capacity increasing measures may be strong and well organized. "/4/ 

Physical constraints include such things as "limited aiJpon size or the presence of 

physical barriers to growth." The constraints analysis notes that SFIA "is constrained 

by the absence of sufficient land area for a new runway and passenger tenninal 

development," but has undeveloped parcels that could accommodate suppon facilities. 

Metropohtan Oakland International Airpon "has considerable land area" for 

development, but also has "significant areas of environmentally sensitive property." 

Future development at San Jose International Airpon is "highly constrained,'' given the 

airpon · s location and small site./4/ 

Policy constraints " ... include noise, safety, and other community compatibility 

issues." The constraints ana1ysis notes that noise regulations are in place at SFIA, 

Metropolitan Oakland International Airpon, and San Jose International Aiipon. San 

Jose International Airpon has a curfew on all operations from 11:30 p.m. to 6:30 a.m.: 

''This limits the total daily activity which can occur at the airport, and also creates 
some congestion during the morning hours. If continued into the future, the 
curfew will constrain activity at the aiipon and cause increased congestion within 
the available operating time envelope. "/4/ 

The RASP Inventory and Capability Assessment includes funher discussion of the 

constraints on future development at the aiiports in the region (see pages 37 through 

44, Oiapter IV in Anaclunent B). 

DEPlNl'I10N OF AIRPORT SYS1EM ALTERNATIVES 

As noted above, one of the elements of the RASP that has been completed is the 

Airpon System Alternatives Defmition, included in Attachment B to this packet. 
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The RASP Air Carrier System Alternatives include: 

• No New Action 

• 

• 

Aupon System Management (ASM) 

Aiipon Master Plans 

• Airpon System Optimization 

• New Technology/4/ 

Implications of each of the System Alternatives are also identified in the RASP 

Airport System Alternatives Definition. "Implications" are defined as areas that could 

be affected by the implementation of an alternative. The following implicatioru will 

be addressed in the RASP evaluation of alternatives: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Runway/airspace congestion and delay 

Aiipon ground access constraints 

Environmental impacts 

Air Fares (supply vs demand)/ Airline Competition 

Safety 

Timing of improvements and other actions 

Airport I airline cooperation 

Joint use agreements with the military 

Public uansponation improvements to airpons 

Funding 

Impacts on general aviation 

Operating agencies 

Potential markets / practical application 

·Noise / land use compatibility / encroachment protection 

Passenger convenience/4/ 

12 
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The evaluation of the Regional Airpon System Alternatives, and selection of a 

preferred plan, will take into consideration such factors as the relationship between 

capacities. demand forecasts, and efficiency (delays); the distribution of demand and 

supply: environmental effects (bay or wetland fill, noise, air quality); economic 

benefits: construaion costs; pound access and public transportation; safety and 

emergency response; and the ability of MTC to implement./4/ As noted above, criteria 

for evaluating the System Alternatives are still being refmcd./2,3/ 

RASP LIMITATIONS 

'When complete, the MTC Regional Airpon System Plan. (RASP) Update will provide a 

body of information on the existing regional system and its operations, cxpeaed future 

requirements, and recommendations for accommodating those future requirements. 

'Th.is information can be used by decisionmakers within the region, including the 

airpons themselves, in guiding capital improvement programs and related policy 

decisions./3/ 

No regionaJ authority currently exists to enforce the RASP. ~·s authority to 

imp]ement elements of the RASP is generally indirect, in that :MTC has responsibility 

for envirorunental review and funding approval on regional ground ttansponation 

projeas. MTC can thus potentially influence airpon plaruting through its role in major 

ground transportation projects affecting specific airports. MTC and the RASP can also 

potentially influence other agencies that affect regional aupon systems (e.g., FAA, 

airlines. airpons. U.S. military). Implementation of a majority of RASP elements, 

however, depends on voluntary aaions by the airpons and airlines. 

Other large metropolitan regions, such as Los Angeles and New York, condua 

planning for multiple airpon development within the auspices of a municipal or 

regional agency or authority which has decision-making power over several airports 

within the region. Anachment D of this packet contains a discussion of the ability of 

aupon operators to influence airline service and air travel demand. 

The level of detail in the final RASP, moreover, will likely be at a programmatic level, 

rather than a project-specific level. Cooperation by the airports with the RASP would 

therefore not eliminate the need for development of individual airpon Master Plaru.. 

13 
C&R.A.18 

. , 



' 

' 

NOTES - MTC Regional Aiipon System Plan Update 

/1/ Metropolitan Traraponation Commission, 1990 Air Passenger Survey, August 
1991. 

/2/ Marc Roddin, Metropolitan Transponation Commission Staff Liaison, telephone 
conversation, September 16, 1991. 

/3/ Steve Kiehl, 1RA Airpon Consulting, telephone conversation, September 16, 
1991. 

/4/ 1RA Airpon Consulting, MTC Regional Airport System. Plan, Draft /nven1ory 
arid Alternarives Definition, May 1991. 
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DEVELOPMENT PLANS OF SFLECilID BAY AREA AIRPORTS 

SUMMARY AND STAlUS Of MEIROPOUI'AN OAKJANP INI'ERNADQNAL 
AIRPORT CMO!Al MASTER PLAN 

The Pon of Oakland is proceeding with plans to march existing land.side capacity with 

existing airside capacity as pan of its Terminal Expansion Program. Minor airside 

improvements, such as a ta1iway byp~s. are also being explored as pan of that plan. 

The MO!A Master Flan is cum:ntly being re..:valuatcd by the Fon of Oakland. While 

the MOIA Master Plan calls for expansion of airside capacity, some of the components 

of the Plan may be delayed until more srudies on the Airport's capacity arc completed. 

Constraints facing the Pon are discussed briefly above, in the summary of the 

Inventory and Capabilities section of the Draft MTC Regional Airport Plan lnwnrory 

and Definition of Alternatives (TRA Airport Consulting, May 1991 ). According to 

that document: 

"Oakland's plans involve meeting gro'w'th in air carrier operations by improving 
airside capacity and acting on many landside improvements. The air cargo 
market is important to them as is the general aviation market. Plans include: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Construct new air carrier runway with parallel taxiway 
Expand tenninal to 42 gates 
Construct parking garage 
Tenninal roadway improvements 
Develop additional 100 acres for air cargo 
Develop expanded GA apron and tie-downs 
Construct new ARFF faC:ility 
Construct new international arrivals facility 
Construct BART connection."/1/ 

SUMMARY AND STATIJS OP SAN JOSE INfllRNATIONAL AIRPORT 
MASI'ER PLAN 

Constraints on expansion of San Jose lntemBlional Airpon arc discussed briefly above. 

in the summaty of the Inventory and Capabilities section of the Draft MTC Regional 

Airport Plan Inventory and Definirion of Alternatives (TRA Airport Consulting, May 

1991 ). According to that document: 

"Future plans at San Jose International include work on bolt! the air side and land 
side of the aiipon. Their master plan should be completed by mid-1991. 

15 
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Airfield 

• Extend runway 12L·30R to 8,900 feet (included in previously adopted 
master plan) 

• Reworking of the taxiways 
• Pavement manageinent rehabilitation work on the airfield. 

Tcnninal 

• Reconstruction of passenger terminal C and construction of new passenger 
terminal B 

• Construction of a new air ttaffic conttol tower. 

Parkin& 

• Construct new parking garages. 

General Aviation 

• 
• 

Relocation of all GA to west side of airpon 
Reduce total number of GA based aircraft . 

Air Frei~ht 

• New air cargo facilities. 

• Installation of a fuel fann. 

Roadway 

• Tenninal area roadway improvements. "/1/ 

The master pl an process for San Jose International Aiipon has been extended by at 

least two yeais, in order to respond to the direction of the San Jose Ciry Council. ('The 

process would now be complete or nearly complete under the original schedule.)/2/ 

lluouih the master plan process, begun in 1988, San Jose International Airpon and its 

consultants developed a range of development alternatives and selected a prefemd 

plan. In January 1991, the Airpon took the plan to the San Jose City Council. After a 

series of contentious public meetings, the City Council (in May 1991) decided not to 

endorse any of the master plan alternatives. The Council directed the Airpon to 

address a specific list of additional issues and develop three or four master plan 

alternatives incorporating those issues./]./ 

16 
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The San Jose City Council has directed the Airpon to begin work on the master plan 

EIR, which is to address all of the master plan alternatives in equal detail. A preferred 

plan will then be selected, incorporating the results of the environmental review. It is 

expected that this process will take about two years to complete./2/ 

A memorandum from the San Jose Director of Aviation to the City Council outlining 

the current master plan work program is included in Attachment C. 

DEVELQPMl!NT PLANS FOR RAMU :I'ON AIR PORCEBASE 

The Draft MTC Regional Airport Plan JnvenJory and Definition of Alternatives 

contains the following background information on Hamilton Air Force Base: 

"Hamilton Field, formerly Hamilton Air Force Base, is owned and operated by 
the United States Army, but currently accommodates some activity by the U.S. 
Coast Guard Strike Team. 1bis unit is. on call for emergencies and uses the 
airfield as required. They do not base any aircraft here. The U.S. military 
currently uses housing at the field for persormel from all branches and from the 
U.S. Coast Guard. A single, 8,000 foot runway is located on the site, with no air 
traffic control tower. Roadway access to the base is facilitated by nearby State 
[sic] Highway 101 and local bus service to the main gate by the Golden Gate 
Transit Company. 

"Many groups have interest in the future of Hamilton Field as it is also in a well 
developed area of the region, located in Marin County. Hamilton Field has 
property which includes many wetland areas, and as redevelopment of the land is 
considered, their preservation may be a prominent concern. The land is valuable 
and there is possible pressure to sell the land for other development. If there is a 
rise in the number of flights, there is a potential for neighborhood objection to 
noise levels."/1/ 

According to Mr. Oiarles Gallagher, head of the Hamilton Re~Use Committee, 

Hamilton Field could function as a regional airport for the Nonh Bay without 

becoming an ~ carrier airpon. The Hamilton Re~Use Conuninee will present a plan 

based on this concept to the public in the Fall of 1991./3/ Certification by the FAA of 

Hamilton Field as a Pan 139 airport would allow only smaller conunuter aircraft (up 

to 30 seats) to operate out of Hamilton. These commuter craft could potentially serve 

as feeders for the American Airlines hub at San Jose International Airpon. Other 

potential reliever airpons include Travis Air Force Base in Napa County (joint 

military-civilian use is proposed) and Moffett Field in Santa Cara County ./3/ 

17 
C&R.A.23 



On September 12, a development team subm.ined plans to the City of Novato to build 

1.400 homes and as much as 1.2 milHon square feet of commercial space at Hamilton 

Field. The project would be developed on about 350 acres at the base./4/ 

NOTES - Development Plans of Selected Bay Arca Airpons 

/1/ TR.A Airport Consulting, MTC Regional A;rport Sy,rtem Pion, Draft Inventory 
and Alrernarives Definirion, May 1991. 

/2/ Cary Greene, Airpon Planner, San Jose International Airpon, telephone 
conversation, September 25, 199J.. 

/3/ Charles Gallagher, Hamilton Re-Use Committee, telephone conversation, 
September 19. 1991. 

/4/ "Developer's Big Plans For Novato," anicle in San Fro,icisco Chronicle, 
September 11, 1991. 
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CHAPTER IV 

INVENTORY and CAPABILITY ASSESSMENT 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter documents the existing physical, operational, environmental, and policy 
conditions for each airpon in the system, and for the system as a whole. In addition, the chapter 

presents information on the consttaints and capabilities of the aiippns, and the airpon system. 
These constraints and capabilities directly affect the system's ability to meet cUITCnt and future 

aviation demand in the region. 
Physical conditions data includes such items as airport ownership, location, and size; 

number and length of runways; airport classification; number and type of based aircraft; amount of 

passenger tcnninal facilities; and presence of an air traffic control toWCr. Operational conditions 
data includes items such as total annual and peak hour operations; air canier, commuter, and 

general aviation operations; annual passenger enplancmcnts; and annual air cargo volume. 
Environmental conditions include information about the natural and human environment near each 

airpon. noise sensitive land uses, wildlife habitat. and wetla.91.ds. Policy conciltions information 

includes cwrcnt airport master plan, capital improvement program, and other policy opponunities 

and constraints which affect the development and operation of individual airpons and the airpon 

system as a whole. 
Finally, the chapter presents information about the technical consttaints and capabilities 

which affect the airpon system. These include landside (vehicle access and parking, lCffllinal, and 

n:lated facilities) and airside (aircraft parking, taxiways, and runways) capacity and regional 

airspace. 

The inventory includes all public use and military airports in the n:gion. Private airfields 

arc included in less detail because less information is available about private use facilities. This 

inventory also contains information about public use airports which have been closed completely 

and military airfields which arc inactive (closed to military operations but still able to be used), 

such as Hamilton Field. Although cumntly closed, these facilities me imponant aviation n:soun:cs 

which should be considertd in planning for the n:gional aviation system. 

This chapter catalogues current data (in most cases 1990) on the physical facilities and 

operations at the airports under consideration. Historic data on operations, passengers, air cargo, 

and based aircraft for the period 1980 through 1990 is included in Chapter V (Historical Ailpon 

Data). This data will be drawn upon for trend documentation and in preparation of the aviation 

system fon:casts (sec Chapter VI). 

f'.&R A11 
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The system will first be characterized, with reference made to the 1980 MTC System Plan 

to identify major changes in the past decade. A look at the facilities and operations for the year 

1990, including a capacity analysis, is then presented to be the basis for alternatives development 

and anal)'sis. 

Much of the information used in this inventory was derived from The California Aviation 
System Plan (Element I: Inventory published·August 1990), by the California Department of 

Transponation Division of Aeronautics. Other data sources included the most recent individual 

airpon master plans and capital improvement programs, current and historic FAA Airpon Master 

Records (FAA 5010 fonns), FAA activity statistics, and the individaal ai,pons. The most current 

information available has been used. In most cases this represents conditions in the year 1990. 
A survey of the airpon operators provided planning documents as well as information 

about site specific conditions which could impact future capacity. A follow up survey gave the 

airpons an opportunity to be involved in the MTC planning process. 

C&R.A.34 
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THE REGIONAL AIRPORT SYSTEM 

The regional airpon system includes some 25 public use civil ail'pons, 4 military airpons, 

and 17 private use facilities. All of the airports in the system are listed below. 

Of the 25 public use airpons there are 5 with commertial airline service while the other 20 

arc general aviation airports. These are mapped in Exhibit 4.1. "Commercial service" aiipons arc 
defined by the National Plan of Integrated Aiipon Systems (NPIAS) as those which have 

scheduled airline service and enplane more than 2.SOO passengers annually. General Aviation 
airports by definition do not have scheduled service, and only serve general aviation aircraft. 

The commercial service aiipons in the region process not only .people but also air cargo. 
The largest three are the only ones to have an appreciable number of all cargo operations. These 
ail'pons arc noted in Exhibit 4.4. The 16 private use, private ownership general aviation airports 

are displayed in Exhibit 4.6. 
There are 12 public use aiipons which currently have helicopter activities and/or services, 

shown in Exhibit 4.3 along with the region's helipons which are listed below. These include all 5 

of the commercial service airpons and 7 general aviation airpons denoted below by an "H". 

Facilities serving primarily as gliderpons arc designated with a "G" and are illustrated in Exhibit 

4.5. FAA Air Traffic Control towered airpons are indicated by a star and arc mapped in Exhibit 

4.2. Please see also Exhibit 4.23 for the complete aiipon system data inventory. 

0 Commercial Service Airpons: 

San Francisco International 'A' H 
Metropolitan Oakland International 'A' H 
San Jose International * H 

Buchanan Field (Concord)* H 
Sonoma County 'A' H 

0 General Aviation Airpons (public use): 

Byron 
Coverdale Municipal 
Gnoss Field H 
Half Moon BayH 
Hayward Air Terminal 'A' H 
Healdsburg Municipal 
Livermore Municipal * H 

0 Military Airpons: 

Alameda N AS 'A' H 
Hamilton Field 

Napa County 'A' H 
Nut Tree 
Oakland (North Field) 'A' 
Palo Alto* 
Parrett Field 
Petaluma Municipal 
Reid-Hillview 'A' H 

Moffett Field (N AS) 'A' H 
Travis AFB* 

C&R.A.35 
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San Carlos* 
Santa Rosa Air Center 
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Q Private Use Airpons 

Antioch 
Blake 
Calistoga Airpark (Closed) G 
Commodore Center Seaplane Base 
Delta 
Fremont (Closed) 
Garibaldi 

Q Public Use Helipons 

Graywood 
Inglenook Ranch 
Maine Prairie 
Marin 
Meadowlark 
Moskowite 
Mysterious Valley 

Pope Valley 
Sea Ranch 
Sky Soaring G 
Travis AFB Aero Club 
Vaca-Dixon (Closed) 
Vacaville Glidcrpon G 

Pon of San Francisco Helipon (Closed) 

Q Military Helipons 
Crissy Army Airfield 

Naval Hospital Oakland 

Naval Weapons Station Concord 

Q Medical Helipons 

Brookside Hospital 

Community Hospital 

John Muir Memorial Hospital 

Nonh Bay Medical Center 

Palm Drive Hospital 

Petaluma Valley Hospital 

Queen of the Valley Hospital 

Saint Helena Hospital Site II 

Other Helipons 

Saint Rose Hospital 
San Jose Medical Center 

Santa Rosa Memorial Hospital 

Stanford University Hospital 
Vaca Valley Hospital 

Valley Medical Center 

Washingt<>n Hospital 

These airpons are pan of a complex regional transponation network. The regional 

highway system and the public transpertation system are each mapped to show their relation to the 

air transportation system. Exhibit 4.7 shows the regional highways, and Exhibit 4.8 shows 
regional rail transponation. 
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The 4 military airfields in the region are publicly owned but restrict access. They arc pan 

of the airpon system and are also mapped in Exhibit 4.1. The uncenainty of their status as active 
military facilities holds them poised for possible joint use conversion or perhaps complete 

demiliwiz.ation. Travis AFB already has a joint use agreement with Solano County which 

provides for commercial airline service. Private use airports and facilities currently closed are 
acknowledged because there may be the option for public use and/or acquisition. An example of 

such an acquisition can be seen in Clark County, Nevada. where the County acquimi a closed 
private use airpon which now serves as a reliever for McOuren International Airpon in US Vegas. 
Byron Airpark in Contra Costa County, another example, was in 1989 a private airstrip, and today 

is a growing public use genera] aviation airport. 
Helicopter facilities are projected to be an increasingly important component of the national 

air a-ansponation system in the future. There are two categories: (1) helipons, which are areas 

with full helicopter servicing available, and (2) helistops, which are pads strictly for takeoffs and 

landings. The only publicly owned heliport in the region developed for public use, the Pan of San 

Francisco helipon, located on the waterfront at Piers 30-32, is closed to use. Five of the public 

use airports have designated helicopter takeoff-landing areas. Also, a number of private heliports 

and helistops dot the region. These facilities are owned and used by various groups including 

hospitals, corporations, and the media. In addition, there are several publicly owned military 

rotott:raft facilities which also limit access by the general public. Helicopter facilities in the region 

are shown in Exhibit 4.3. 

Toe active gliderpons in the system are privately owiied. private use airpons. There are 
two: Sky Soaring (formerly Sky Sailing), near Fremont, California, and Vacaville Glidcrpon near 

Vacaville, California. Calistoga Airpark in Northern Napa County bas recently closed. 

The one seaplane base in the region, Commodore Center in Marin County, changed from 

public use to private at the end of March, 1991. It is currently used for training and sightseeing. A 

second seaplane facility located adjoining San Francisco International Airport is planned. Special 

use facilities, those for gliders and for seaplanes, are pointed out in Exhibit 4.5. 

Many changes have occmred since the last MTC ~gional Ai,pon Plan revision. The 

number of facilities has increased. Some have shifted in type of ownership and category of use. 

The 1980 plan recognized 3 commen:ial airports, 17 public use general aviation airports, and 20 

private general aviation airfields (discounting small air strips). The same four military facilities 

remain today. There were 5 publicly owned heliports: Emeryville Municipal (Alameda), Alameda 

County Parking Garage (Alameda), Richmond Police Helistop (Contra Costa), and U of C 

Richmond Field Station (Contra Costa). Eleven private heliports and 5 medical heliporu also 

served the region. 
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Since 1980 two additional commercial service airpons now provide scheduled passenger 

service: Sonoma County and Buchanan Field. A net gain of two public use general aviation 

airpons and a decrease from 20 to a current 17 prlvate use airsaips shows the static nature of the 

general aviation market in this decade. In that same ti.me period there has been a reduction in the 
number of public helicopter landing areas, while the region has seen a tremendous increase in the 
number of medical heliports from 5 to 15. 

AIRPORT FACILITIES 

This section is devoted to discussion of the physical facilities at each airpon. and is divided 

into the folloMng groups: commercial service airports; general aviation airpons; military ai?pons; 

and private use general aviation airpons. Exhibit 4.23 provides a summary of facility information 
including: airport classification; number of runways, length of the longest runway, identification of 

instrument approach, presence of an Air Traffic Control Tower, presence of rotorcraft facilities, 
and the airport size, in acres. 

Ground accessibility is discussed for the aiipons and illustrated in Exhibit 4.7, the regional 

highway system, and Exhibit 4.8, the public transponation system. 

Commercial Service Aicoorts 

SAN FRANCISCO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

San Francisco International is the dominant airpon in the region, serving over 70% of the 

total regional passcngen in 1990. It began in 1926 as a modest 160 •= site located well outside 

the city, and has grown to claim a total site of some 5,270 acres. The site, located on the west 

shore of San Francisco Bay, consists of both upland and submerged saltwater bayland. The 

airfield system occupies approximately 1,700 acres, land partially consisting of reclaimed 

tidelands. Undeveloped areas are several and include: the Bayshorc Paree!, 180 acres s.ited near 

the freeway; the San Bruno Interchange Parcel, 18 acres west of the United Airlines maintenance 

hanger; the Nonh Field Parcel, a 150 acre parcel on the nonh field, nonh of Flying Tigers and 

JAL airfreight operations; and the cast Field Parcel, a crash/fire/rescue practice area accessible by 

taxiway C. 

San Francisco International Aiipon has two sets of intersecting parallel runways: 28R-10L, 

11,870 feet; 28L-IOR, 10,600 feet; IR-19L, 8,901 feet (with a 600 foot displaced threshold); and 
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IL-l 9R, 7,001 feet. Each is 200 feet wide. They are swfaced with asphalt concrete. Three of the 

four runways arc equipped \Vith Instrument Landing Systems (ILS). An air traffic controj tower is 
situated in the center of the main terminal building. 

The airpon has by far the largest passenger terminal complex in the region. There are 2.6 
million sq. ft. of space serving 80 passenger terminal gates configured as 6 piers. The Nonh 

terminal contains 2 boarding piers, and the South terminal has 4, including the International 
terminal. 

The buildings surround a five level central public parking garage which has 6,765 stalls. 

Of these 6,088 are dedicated for short term parking, 223 for valet parking, 128 for taxi staging, 

and 328 for permit parking. An uncovered lot accessible by shuttle bus has 3,250 long term , 
parking spaces. 

Air Freight facilities utilize about 90 acres at San Francisco International, and provide for 
34 aircraft parking spots. General Aviation Fixed Based Operators (FBO's), businesses providing 
general aviation services at an airpon, can accommodate 40 based aircraft, and there are 6 private 
GA parking places. The passenger terminal can accommodate some 70-80 commercial jet aircraft, 

and there are 9 remote aircraft hardstands, which are aircraft pazking places on the apron. 

Surface access for San Francis~o International is provided by public ttansit, airponer, 
limousine, hotel shuttle, and rental car in addition lO the private automobile. Rail transponation is 

not a very convenient access mode at this time. The n~st Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) station 
is Daly City, 8 miles away linked to the airpon only by a public bus line. The CalTrain runs 

parallel to the U.S. 101 corridor and comes close to the airpon but does not provide direct 
connection for passengers and employees. 

Numerous suppon facilities including aviation suppon such as flight kitchens, maintenance 
hangars, and warehouses, and airpon suppon including crash/fire/rescue, fuel farms, water 
tteatment plants, and a Hilton hotel also occupy space at San Francisco International AiJp0rt. 

METROPOLITAN OAKLAND INIERNATIONAL 

With its humble beginnings as a din strip in 1927, the Metropolitan Oakland International 

Airpon has evolved into a 4 runway commercial service airpon occupying some 2,600 acres of 
upland and wetland adjoining the east side of San Francisco Bay. The ai!pon has experienced 

rapid growth in the past few years, and in 1990 served 13% of the region's passengers. Oakland 

airport is laid out almost as two separate ai!pons, with commercial service occurring at South Field 

and general aviation activities occupying North Field. 

South field consists of a single transport category runway, runway 11-29, 10,000 feet in 

length and 150 feet with a parallel taxiway. Nonh field has three runways: 9R-27L, which is 
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6,212 feet long and ISO feet wide; 9L-27R, which is S,4S2 feet long and ISO feet wide; and IS-
33, a shon crosswind runway which is 3,366 feet long and 7S feet wide. The air carrier runway, 
11-29 at South Field is approximaicly 6,400 feet from the closest general aviation runway, runway 
9-27. There is one de signaled hclicopier takeoff/landing an:a. 

Oakland's passenger terminal complex has two unit terminals containing 20 second-level 
aircraft gates. Toe terminal also includes one international arrival gate and a recently expanded 
international arrivals building large enough to accommodate a 747 and can process SOO peak hour 

arriving passengers. Surface vehicle parking at the passenger terminal can accommodate some 
6,300 vehicles. Public spaces an: limited to 4,490: BOS in the shon term lot, 3,48S in long term 

parlcing, all open air. 

Having become the region's hub for overnight small package cargo, Oakland has a large 

an:a (some 64 acres) devoted to air cargo activity, including the Federal Express Metroplex facility 

and an apron area used for belly cargo, both located west of the terminal building. Another 100 

acres of air cargo development is forecast for the next 16 years. 
Oakland's nonh field is one the region's largest and busiest general aviation facilities, with 

a capacity of 641 based aircraf~ and occupying 980 acres. 

Oakland has two air traffic control towers. One, serving South Field, is located within 
passenger terminal 1. The second, which serves Nonh Field, is localed adjoining the cross-airpon 

dike. 

The aiipon may be reached by private auto and rental car. Alternative means of access 
include public C'ansit with AC Transit and Air~BART service, and private operators including 
Greyhound, taxi, limousine, and counesy van services. The BART Coliseum Station, 3 miles 
from the airpon, is linked by frequently scheduled Air-Ban vehicles to both tenninals at the South 

Airpon. 

SAN JOSE INTERNATIONAL 

San Jose International Airpon occupies some l ,OSO acres adjoining U.S. 101 on the nonh, 

Route 880 to the south, Guadalupe Parkway on the ea~ and the city of Santa Clara on the wesL 

About 4S acres of airpon propeny an: now undeveloped. 

There are tluee parallel runways, one used for air carrier aircraft, one used for commuter 

and general aviation aircraf~ and one used primarily by general aviation. The general aviation 

runway, 11-29, is 4,600 feet long and 100 feet wide. The air carrier center runway is designated 

12R-30L, and is 8,900 feet long and ISO feet wide. The commuter/general aviation runway, 

designated 12L-30R, is 4,419 feet long and ISO feet wide. 
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San Jose now has two unit tenninals (A and C) with a total of 32 gates. Of these, all 15 at 

Terminal A arc second level loading bridges, while 16 of the 17 at tenninal C arc ground level 

gates. 
A combination of surlace and strucrurc parking proviclc 8,250 total parking spaces at the 

passenger terminal. There is an 1,100 space shon term lot in front of terminal C, and a 2,000 

space shon term parking garage adjacent to terminal A. Three long term surlace parking lots 

provide 4,600 parking spots. 

San Jose is also a busy general aviation airpon, with 680 existing based aircrafc The 

general aviation facility also includ~s the San Jose Jct Center, the San Jose State University 

aviation program, and several other FBO and suppon activities, including the base of the Hewlcn 

Packard Company's 7-aircraft fleet. 

San Jose has a limited amount of space available for air cargo. Approximately 7 acres of 
dedicated air cargo apron is located at the nonhcast comer of the airpon. On the southeast side of 
the airpon therc is aircraft parking space and an Air Frcight Building used jointly by the 

commerdal airlines for processing belly-cargo . 

Ground access to San Jose International is possible by private or rented automobile, airpon 

van service, shuttle, taxi, limousine, and bus. The Santa Clara Light Rail Transit (SCLRD is 

about one and a half miles from the airpon but is not directly connected in any way to the tenninal. 

The CalTrain allows access to the city of San Jose but is quite a distance from the airpon as well. 

BUCHANAN FIELD (Concord) 

Ground was broken in 1942 for an airpon to serve Contra Costa County. Beforc 

construction could be completed, though, the Federal Government built two runways there to serve 

the war effon. Today, Buchanan Field has two pairs of parallel runways on a 530 acre site located 

near Concord, California. 

Runway 19R-1L is the primary runway, 4,400 feet in length and 150 feet in width. The 

other major runway, 14L-32R is 3,951 feet long and 150 feet wiclc. Each has a 600 foot 

minimum safety area. Runway IR-19L is 2,768 feet in length and 75 feet in width and runway 

14R-32L is 2,800 feet long and 75 feet wiclc. The runway surfaces arc asphalt con=te. 

The primary runway and that lying parallel to it arc equipped with medium intensity runway 

lights (MIRL), and 19R-IL has runway end iclcntificr lights (REIL) as well. The other runways 

arc not lighted. Non-precision landings arc guided onto runway 19R-IL by a visual approach 

slope indicator (V ASO. A terminal building proviclcs processing facilities for the based airlines, 
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and there is an air traffic control tower. Adjacent to the terminal there is a 60,000 square foot open 
auto parking area. 

In addition, there are three designated helicopter take of£11anding areas at Buchanan Field,. 

identified on the taxiways. Two are located on the east side of the airport, and one is placed on the 
west side. 

The airpon is accessible by Interstate 680 and State Route 4. There is public transit service 

to Buchanan Field as well as taxi service and rental can available. One line of BART extends to 
Concord, about a mile away, but does not provide direct access to the ail'pon:. 

SONOMA COUNTY 
_j 

' 
Sonoma County Airpon has served Santa Rosa, California and nearby community since J 

1939, with interim service for the U.S. Anny during WWII. It currently occupies 940 acres. 

Two crossed asphalt concrete runways suppon general aviation and air carrier activity. 
Runway 14-32 is the primary runway, 5,115 feet long, 150 feet wide, and !LS equipped. 

Runway 1-19, 5,002 feet long and 150 feet wide, has no lighting system but accommodates non­

precision landings with Very-High-Frequency Omnirange equipment (VOR). There are two 

designated helicopter takeoffi'J.anding areas on site. 

The airport has an air traffic control tower, and a small terminal for commuter and air 
carrier traffic. A limited number of auto parking places are available nearby. 

Sonoma County is directly accessible by auto on U.S. Highway JOI. Ground 

transponation services available include public transit, taxi, and rental car. 

General Aviation Airoorts 

The airpons in this group by definition do not host scheduled air carrier or conunuter 
service, and also do not haye air cargo activity. Most of the facilities accommodate private or 
c0tp0rate aircraft and limited air ta.xi service. 

The general aviation aiiports are generally much smaller than the commercial use aiiports. 

A few GA airpons, such as Hayward (543 acres), Napa County (735 acres), Livermore (510), and 

Santa Rosa Air Center. (500), compare in acreage with Buchanan Field (578 acres), but most of the 

others are between 50 and 250 acres. Refer to Exhibit 4.23 for the size of each ai,port. General 

aviation runway lengths generally range between 2,000 and 3,500 feet, which is typical for the size 

and design aircraft attracted to use these airstrips. Three airfields have significantly longer 

runways: Half Moon Bay (5,000 feet), Hayward (5,024), and Napa County (5,931). These 

airpons could accommodate smaller commercial passenger jets such as the Boeing 727 and 737, 
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and MD~80 series aircraft. Santa Rosa Air Park has a 7,000 foot runway, a length which can 

accommodate larger air carrier aircraft such as the Boeing 757. Exhibit 4.23 details the length of 

the longest runway at each facility. Precision instrument approaches are possible at very few 

general aviation airports, and the majority have no air traffic control tower. 
Ground access to the region's general aviation airports is primarily by private automobile. 

Exhibit 4.7, that depicting the regional highways system, shows the alignment of these facilities 

along major highway corridors such as U.S. Highway 101. 

Military Airports 

Four mili wy installations maintain a.irlicld facilities in the region. These are the Na val Air 

Station at Alameda, located near Oakland in Alameda County; Hamilton Field in Novato, Marin 

County; Moffett Naval Air Station between Mountain View and Sunnyvale in Santa Clara County; 

and Travis Air Force Base, southwest of Sacramento in Solano County. 

NAVAL AlR STATION (NAS) ALAMEDA 

Naval Air Station Alameda provides suppon services to Naval aviation activities. Berthing 
space at rwo piers accommodates aircraft carriers, and ship maintenance is also accomplished at 
Alameda. The Naval Air Rework Facility Alameda allows for repair and revamping of Navy jet and 

turboprop aircraft. 

The NAS at Alameda is contains 2,479 acres of propeny owned by the U.S. Navy: 1,521 

acres upland, and 958 acres of submerged tideland in San Francisco Bay. In addition, 155 acres 

are leased from the City of Alameda. 

The airfield has two crossed !LS equipped runways: one 8,000 feet in length, 200 feet in 

width; the other 7,200 feet long, 200 feet wide. Two helicopter landing areas are provided. The 

airfield at Alameda NAS includes 469,700 square yards of aircraft parking apron and 7 aircraft 

maintenance hangers. There is an air traffic control tower on site. 

NAS Alameda is located in a well developed areas and is easily accessible by ground 

ttansponation. Interstate 880 provides an easy approach, and AC Transit bridges the 3 mile 

distance from the BART City Center station. 

HAMILTON FIElD 

Hamilton Field, formerly Hamilton Air Force Base, is owned and operated by the United 

States Army. The airfield is no longer actively used by the Army, but currently accommodates 
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some activity by the U.S. Coast Guard Strike Team. This unit is on call for emergencies and uses 
the airfield as required. They do not base any aircraft here. The U.S. military cumntly uses 

housing at the field for personnel from all branches and from the U.S. Coast Guani. 

A single, 8,000 foot runway is located on the site, with no air traffic control tower. 
Roadway access to the base is facilitated by nearby State Highway IOI and local bus 

service to the main gate by the Golden Gate Transit Company. 

NAVAL AIR STATION MOFFEI I FIElD 

Naval Air Station Moffett Field is an airfield used primarily by P-3 Navy Anrisubmanne 

aircraft to facilitate their patrol of Pacific Coast waters, but also serves the Ames Research 

Laboratory at the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA). 

The 2,263 acre site has two parallel runways separated by 625 feet and fully instrumented. 

One is 9,200 feet long and 200 feet wide; the other is 8,124 feet long (7,517 feet wilh displaced 

threshold) and 200 feet wide. There arc 4 aircraft maintenance hangars and 472,300 square yards 

of aircraft parking apron. 

There is an air traffic control tower in operation at Moffett Field. 

The facility can be reached easily by State Highway 101, and is linked to an inaicate 

highway network nearby. Public transit serves the frnnt gate of Moffen Field. 

TRAVIS AIR FORCE BASE 

Travis Air Force Base is an active miliwy airfield when duty calls. The base was heavily 

used to transpon military personnel back from the Persian Gulf conflicL The facility has 2 parallel 

11,000 foot runways and significant passenger processing facilities. 

State Route 12 and Interstate BO provide ground access for Travis AFB. 

Private Use General Aviation Aitaorts 

Over half of the private general aviation airpons in the region arc airfields made up of a 
short, unpaved runway (1,500 • 3,700 feet). The balance, hard surface runways, vary in length 

frnm 1,700 feet to 2,600 feet. All arc without navigational aids. Minimal aircraft storage and 

support facilities arc generally provided. 
The Commodore Center Seaplane Base is located in lower Marin County. It has a I 0,000 

foot takeoff/landing arca length. 
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BASED AIRCRAFT 

This section presents based aircraft fleet mix data for the following groups of airpons in the 

system: commercial service airpons, public use general aviation airpons, military airpons, and 

heliports. The distribution of the based rotorcraft and of the total based aircraft by county is then 

illustrated. 

The existing based aircraft are categorized as: single engine piston, multi-engine piston.jet, 

rotorcraft, and other. Single engine piston aircraft are typically privately owned airplanes used for 

recreation or training. Multi-engine piston may be aircraft used for this pwpose as well as for 

corporate chancr, and for air taxi or commuter flights. The jets based at the public use airpons are 

mostly small business jets. Based rotorcraft a.re generally helicopters used in Emergency Medical 

Services (EMS) as well as commercial applications. A complete set of numbers is provided in the 

data summary table, Exhibit 4.23. 

Commercial Service Airports 

Most of the air carrier airpons in the region are home to a significant number of general 

aviation aircraft. Concord, with 635, and San Jose. with 680, have the greatest number of based 

aircraft. Sonoma County airport has 454 based aircraft. Oakland, which has lost significant 

numbers of based general aviation aircraft in the past 10 years. now has 409 based aircraft, all of 

which arc located at Nonh Field. San Francisco, the exception to the above statement, has very 

few based general aviation aircraft (29) as most of the airpon is devoted to passenger and air cargo 

activities. 

Of the five commercial service ai.rpons in the region. San Jose is perhaps the dominant 

corporate/business airpon, having the greatest number of twi.n engine piston powered aircraft, 

business jets, and rotorcraft. Oakland Nonh Field has a similar focus reflected in their based 

aircraft mix. yet South Field has no based aircrafL San Francisco caters to the commercial aviation 

market as noted above. 

General Aviation Aicvocts 

The number of based aircraft at the general aviation airpons varies widely by facility. 

Several airpons have over 600 based aircraft, most of which ~ single engine piston airplanes. 

Only Hayward, Livermore. and Santa Rosa Air Center have more than one based jet aircraft. 

Gnoss Field has one; the balance have none at all The small number of rotoraaft in the system an: 
based at a few GA airpon locations across the region, including Hayward, Gnoss, Napa County, 
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Half Moon Bay, and Livermore. Few of the public use general aviation airpons have based gliders 
except Byron, which has 24 gliders in the mix of based aircraft. At Sky Soaring, a prominent 

gliderpon, 20 of the 23 based aircraft are gliders. The seaplane base in Marin County, 
Commodore Center, has 3 based airentft. 

Hayward Air Terminal has the largest number of twin engine aircraft, while Oakland has 

the most jets and rotorcrafL Of the 50 based jet airentft in the system Oakland has 68% (34), while 

Hayward has some 18% of the total system's multi-engine GA aircraft (114 of 636). This reflects 

these two airpons' imponancc to corporate and business aviation users. The chart below. Exhibit 
4.14, displays the distribution of general aviation based aircraft by county, and clearly shows the 
dominance of Alameda and Santa Clara Counties in general aviation activity. 

Exhibit 4.14 

DIS1RIB\JTION OF BASED GENERAL AVIATION AIRCRAFT BY COUNTY (1990) 
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Military Airports 

The aircraft based at the military facilities are quite varied in type and capability. The 
number may change at any time due to the state of the national defense. NAS Moffett Field, for 

example, functions primarily as a base and practice field for pilots of the P-3, the Lockheed Orion 

anti-submarine am:rafL Thus of the over 121 based aircraft (1988), about 74 arc the P-3. Sixteen 

of these based am:raft arc helicopters. NAS Alameda is home to some 56 U.S. Navy am:raft 
(1988) including approximately 16 Douglas A-4 Skyhawks, attack aircraft earned shipboanl, 13 of 

the Vought A-7 Corsair II, also an attack jct, and 10 Douglas KA-3B Skywarriors, a refueling 

am:raft. The total includes 12 based helicopters. Hamilton Field currently has no based am:raft. 
Though it is used by the U.S. Coast Guan!, they do not base any vehicles there. 

Heliports 

There are rotorcraft based at several of the airports in the region, with based operators 

serving a variety of clients. Many of the operators provide aircraft leasing services or rught 

services to these varying customers. Th_e role of these based rotary•wing aircraft may include 

rescue, Emergency Medical Services (EMS), aerial inspection and photography, training, and 
corporate shuttle. 

There are EMS operators in the region including CAI.STAR (California Shock/Trauma Air 

Rescue) with its Acrospatiale AS-344 Twin Star based at Haywanl Air Terminal, and Life Flight, 
which has its MBB BK-117 based at Stanford University Hospital. 

The location of these based aircraft throughout the region illustrates in pan the potential for 
quick response in the event of a natural disaster or large scale emergency. The largest number of 

based rotorcraft arc housed at Oakland's North Field, San Jose International, Buchanan Field, and 

Hayward Air Terminal. Exhibit 4.15 shows the distribution of helicopters based at public use 

airports by county, and includes military helicopters, The rather limited number of public use 

heliports and private heliports region-wide suggests that few helicopters are unaccounted for in this 

survey, and this rotorcraft distribution will be representative of that overall. Exhibit 4.15 reveals 

that Alameda and Santa Clara Counties have by far the greatest number of based rotorcrafL This 

may be due to the narurc of the activities in these counties; major military facilities are located there 

in addition to various corporate hcadquancrs based in Alameda County and the high-tech business 

corridor in Santa Clara County. San Mateo and San Francisco counties have a scarce supply of 
based helicopters as do Solano and Napa counties. 

C&R.A.60 

_, 

' 
' 



. ' 

5/22/91 29 

Exhibit 4.15 

DISTRIBUTION OF BASED ROTORCRAFT BY COUNTY (!990) 
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AIRPORT ACTIVITY 

Information about aiipon activity was collected for the year 1990 to document cum:nt 

levels and to provide a basis for forecasting. Airpon activity information listed here includes 
enplaned passengers, annual aircraft operations. peak hour operations, and annual air cargo 
volume. The numbers are catalogued in Exhibit 4.23. 

Commercial Service Aicvoct1 

By definition the commercial service ai,ports have air carrier operations on the airfield. An 

air carrier is an airline with scheduled transpon of passengers or cargo. An air laXi is a carrier 

hired for transpon using small amraft (60 seats or less). Air 1aXi service with published flight 

schedules is referred to as commuter air carrier service. Commuter service is frequently rcfened to 

as regional service. 
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Conunercial service aiipons maintain records of the number of enplaned passengers as a 
measure of the air carrier activity at the airpon. The cnplanemcnt count encompasses scheduled air 

carriers, including commuters, but does not contain transfer passengers. The five commercial 
service airports enplaned 21,175,645 passengers in 1990. San Francisco International Airpon 

enplaned 15,177,669 passengers, which is 71.7% of the region's total. San Jose enplaned 

3,140,000 passengers (14.8% of the region's total) and Oakland enplaned 2,742,000 passengers 

(12.9%). Buchanan Field and Sonoma County enplaned 50,000 and 65,765 passengers 

respectively, accounting for the remaining 0.6% of the region's total annual passengers. The 
distribution of passenger enplancmcnts is illusttated in Exhibit 4.16. 

Exhibit 4.16 

CRC - Buchanan Field 

OAK. Oaklml 

SFO - San franciscc 

SJC - San JOSI 

STS - Sonoma Count} 

AIR CARRIER PASSENGER ENPLANEMENTS (1990) 

DlSTRJBl.TllON BY AIRPORT 
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In 1990 San Francisco had over 430,000 operations. More than 90% of these were either 

coquncrcial passenger flights or commuter operations. Although this still made SFO the busiest 

airpon in the region, its share of the region's air carrier operations was only 65%, compared to its 

nearly 72% of the region's total passengers. Similarly its share of commuter/air-taxi plus air 
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canier operations was 58% of the total. Two factors may account for this: (1) many of SFO's 
imcmationa1 and other longer distance flights use larger passenger capacity aircraft; (2) SFO 
flights tend to have have higher load factors. In other words, SFO serves more passengers on 
= flights with larger airtraft and at higher load factor,. 

San Jose saw a total of 95,778 air carrier operations in 1990 (19.5% of the region's total) 

while Oakland Soulh Field had 74,000 (15.1% of the total for the region). Concord, with 1,285 

air carrier operations, accounted for 0.3% of the total, and Sonoma County, wilh 439 air carrier 

operations, bad 0.1% of the region's total. Exhibit 4.17 shows the distribution of air carrier 

operations by airport. 

Exhibit 4.17 

AIR CARRIER OPERATIONS (1990) 

DISTRJB\il10N BY AIRPORT 

CCR 
0.25% 

STS 
0.09% 

62.86% 
SFO 

17.90% 

The following chan, Exhibit 4.18, displays the breakdown of total 1990 operations by type 

for the five commercial service airports. San Francisco bas the highcSt volume of operations 
overall, including the greatest number of commuter and air taXi flights. Many of lhese flights 

provide regional connections for commercial air canicr operations. The total number of operations 
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at Oakland International follows next behind that of San Francisco International. Most of the 
operations at Buchanan Field and Sonoma County arc clearly devoted to general aviation, with 

some regional traffic and few air carrier movements per facility. 

Exhibit 4.18 

Operation, 

OPERATIONS BREAKDOWN BY AIR CARRIER AIRPORT (1990) 
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Air cargo activity for the year 1990 is concentrated at San Francisco and Oakland, with 

nearly 94% of the region's total air cargo processed at these two aiipons. The primary difference 

between the two is that most of San Francisco's cargo is belly and traditional air cargo, while 
Oakland has focused on overnight small package cargo operations, evident by the large presence of 

Federal Express. This is reflected in the numben of all cargo operations at each airpon. . San Jose 

processes less air cargo (some 60,000 tons, or about 6% of the region's total). Concord and 

Sonoma County have very little air cargo activity, levels mostly attributable to local demand for 

overnight package services such as Federal Express and UPS. They have no appreciable all cargo 

operations. The air cargo activity split is illustrated in Exhibit 4.19. 
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Exhibit 4.19 

DIS1R!BIJl10N OF AIR CARGO (Tons, 1990) 

67.99% 

General Aviation Airvorts 

A few of the facilities have significant levels of operations. Hayward. Livermore, and 

Reid-Hillview had over 200,000 operations each in 1990. Gnoss, Napa County, Nut Tree, San 

Carlos, and South County have over 100,000 annual movements. Others, such as Byron, 

Cloverdale, Parrett Field, Rio Vista, and Sonoma Sky Park, have fewer than 20,000 annual 

operations. These airpons also have small numbcn of based aircraft. 

Exhibit 4.20 shows the disuibution of general aviation operations by county. Comparison 

with Exhibit 4.14 illustrating the based aircraft disuibution by county is somewhat ievealing. 

Santa Cara County has the greatest percentage of based aircraft. but does not match the number of 

general aviation operations in Alameda County. 

Military Airports 

Awaiting data 
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Exhibit 4.20 

DIS1R1Blffi0N OF GENERAL AVIATION OPERA TIO NS BY CO UNIT (1990) 
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CAPACITY 

Comparison of existing facility capacity and existing levels of demand make it possible to 

assess !he individual airports' ability to acconunodate growth in activity. The capability analysis 

includes airside facility capacity and landside facility capacity. Airside facility capacity measures 

include peak hour runway capacity and annual runway capacity, expressed as annual service 

volume. Landsidc capacitY components include based aircraft capacity. passenger terminal 

capacity, and air cargo capacity. Generally accepted methodologies exist for determining runway 

capacity, but methods for determining overall passenger terminal or air cargo facility capacity am 

not fully developed. 

Aicside Facilities 

Aiiport airside capacity may be limited by a number of facton, including runway capacity, 

taxiway capacity, or gate capacity. The FAA has established standards for in-trail and lateral 
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separations of aircraft which ta1ce into account air traffic control capabilities, fleet mix, and airlield 

configuration, and these affect the airside operational capacity. Operational constraints also 

include the length of the runways and the sb1lctural integrity of their pavement syste!ll. Larger 

aircraft need lengthy runways, and repeated utilization by heavier aircraft requires substantial 

runway strength. 
The Annual Service Volume (ASV) is defined by the FAA Advisory Circular on Airport 

Capacity and Delay (FAA AC 150/5060-5) as a reasonable esrimate of an airport's annual capacity. 

Differences in the number of runways and their configuration, runway use, aircraft mix, and 

weather are incolJ)O!lllCd within the ASV value. The capacities at the COtDm<:rcial service airports in 

the region thus differ widely. Oakland and San Francisco have the highest annual capscities, each 

at or just in excess of 500,000 operations per year. The air earner runway at Oakland has an ASV 

of 147,870 aircrafL North Field has 352,130. San Jose may accommodate 355,000 operations 

annually, and Concord and Sonoma County have service volumes of approximately 300,000 

operations each. 

Total peak hour capacity is noted as another constraint on the airpon throughpuL Both the 

capacities in visual flight conditions,VFR and insb1lmtnt flight conditions, IFR have been included 

because dramatic reductions result from sc~ weather conditions. San Francisco exemplifies this 

significant change as it moves from 105 aircraft per hour VFR to 33 aircraft !FR. Similarly, San 

Jose has its airspace capacity restticted to a single instt'Ument approach during IFR conditions. 
As a region the general aviation airports are currently utilizing about 50% of the total annual 

airside capacity. The situation varies airport to airporL Byron, Cloverdale, Rio Vista, and Sonoma 

Sky Park are operating at less than 10% of their annual runway capacity. These airpons have 

relatively low numbers of based aircraft as well. Other, larger airports are using much more of 

their runway capacity, including Gnoss Field at 65%, Livermore at 90% and San Carlos at 68%. 

The other general aviation airports range from 25% to 55% of their annual runway capacity. The 

commercial service airports are using over 80% of the available airsidc capacity. 

The approach of the ain:raft activity level to the annual service volume in the case of the 

commercial airpons and at select general aviation airports signals a need to examine possible 

capacity expansion. Average aircraft delay will increase rapidly as the ASV is approached. · 
The commercial service aiiporu are constrained considerably in the peak hour. Demand for 

runway access exceeds capacity in !FR conditions. To design exclusively for the peak hour has 

long been recognized in transportation to be excessive: The existing condition indicates, though, 

that substantial delays occur in the peak hour. 
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Landside Facilities 

Landside facility considerations other than based aircraft capacity arc addressed for the air 
carrier airports only. Landsidc activity limitations include the passenger terminal siz.c, number of 
auto parking spaces, vehicular access, and aircraft parldng capacity. To date insufficient ~sea.xch 
has been done to establish standards for passenger tanninal capacities. 

Cumnt passenger capacity estimates at the three large commercial service aiJpons an:: 30 

million for San Francisco, 8.5 million for Oakland. and 11.8 million for San Jose. San Jose has a 
terminal capacity shortfall. Single level Terminal C which houses nine airlines plus two commuter 
carriers is operating above design capacity, with some functions temporarily located at non­
terminal building sites. San Francisco International has insufficient domestic and international 
terminal capacity. The passenger terminal at Oakland has immediate baggage handling and security 
shortfalls, but with the ~cent addition of 5 new gates has an adequate terminal capacity availability. 

Ease of vehicular access and auto parking are also rather imponant capacity considerations. 
Measures include on site roadway level of service and curbside congestion. Roadway level of 
service is a measure of traffic flow conditions designated by the letters A through F, with A the 

highest level or best condition on the scale. San Jose has a current roadway Level of Service A. 

They are lacking in rental car parking, though. Oakland has considerable congestion at the 

passenger loading/unloading areas. Tenninal access roadways at San Francisco International are 
inadequate in the peak periods when congested conditions develop around the terminal curbside, 
but seem to have sufficient long term and shon term public parking space. Regional access is 

being improved by the work on U.S. Highway JOI. 

The based aircraft capacity at these facilities is ample, for the most pan. This number is a 
total of the open tiedowns, shelters, t·hangers, and conventional hangers available for based 
aircraft parking. Concord, Sonoma County, Oakland, and San Jose bave a relatively comparable 

number of spaces for based aircrafL The range is from 641 at Oakland. to 729 at Buchanan field. 

Oakland is at 64% of its based aircraft capacity and San Jose is feeling some pressure, currently 

operating at close to 100% of its based ain:raft capacity. San Francisco International differs, 
offering 46 general aviation based aircraft places available (the 29 existing based aircraft represent 

63% of capacity). Three of these commercial facilities, San Jose and San Francisco excluded, can 

currently support significant increases in their based general aviation activity. 

The general aviation element of the airport system is currently at just under 80% of the total 

based ain:raft capacity. Those aiJpons having the highest occupancy rates are Byron (115.6%), 

Gnoss Field (97.2%), Hayward (127.8%), Nut Tree (103.8%), San Carlos (90.7%), and South 

County (130.7%). At the other end of the spectrum an: Half Moon Bay at 56.6% of capacity, 

Napa County at 46%, and Santa Rosa Air Center at 38.3%. 
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Of more imponance than total system capacity, however, is the regional distribution of 

available capacity in n,lation to demand. Santa Clara County, for example, has a total of only 463 

based aircraft vacancies, and faces the potential loss of the general aviation capacity of Reid­
Hillview and San Jose (with 806 and 670 based aircraft spots n,spectively). Alameda County's 

three general aviation airpons are also heavily used. and have high based aircraft capacity 

utilization rates. This is rather important for Alameda is home to 26% of the based ai=alt capacity 
in the n,gion. Hayward Air Terminal is well beyond its capacity of 521 based aircraft and 

Livermon, bas 75% of its 773 spaces filled, while Oakland North Field bas some room to grow, 

curn,ntly at 64% of based aircraft capacity. Buchanan Field an<! Byron serve Contra Costa 

County. Byron is cumntly overcapacity and Buchanan Field sits at 87.1% filled. Available based 

aircraft parking may soon not meet the overall n,gional demand. An,as such as Santa Clara County 

may find themselves aircraft parking poor if certain cin:wnstances pn,vail. 

CONSTRAINTS 

Previous sections outlined existing airport facilities. levels of airpon activity, numbers of 
based aircraf~ and the airpons' physical capability to accommodate current and future demand. 

There arc additional factors beyond the airpons' physical capacity. however. which place 

limitations on how much activity can and will take place at-each airpon. These constraints are 
airspace, environmental, physical, and policy. 

Airspace constraints relate to regional airspace issues. The nine-county region contains 
over 50 airports which in 1990 generated over 4,000,000 operations. lbis translates to almost 

11,000 operations in the n,gion every day. The n,gion's live commercial service airpons enplaned 

over 21,000,000 total passengers in 1990, maldng it the sixth busiest n,gion in the nation. With 

this level of aviation activity the n,gional airspace is congested and complex. From an air traffic 

standpoint all of the n,gion's airpons are interrelated, and affect each other. In planning for the 

total airport system it is thcref~ necessary 10 evaluate the airspac.e environment. 
Environmental constraints as discu1sed here are those related to the natural environment, 

including such things as wildlife, wetlands, and San Francisco Bay. Two of the major commercial 

airports, Oakland and San Francisco, are situated on the Bay, and host a variety of wildlife. 

Development at Oakland is also affected by the pn,sence of non-Bay wetland areas. Wetlands exist 

to a lesser degree at other airports as well. Construction of new runways which affect wetlands or 

require Bay fill will not meet with general favcir. Public opposition to capacity increasing measures 

may be strong and well organized. 
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Physical constraints may be manifested in a variety of ways, including such things as 

limited airport size or the presence of physical barriers to growth such- as highways, railroads, 

rivers, or buildings. 

POiicy constraints include noise, safety, and other community compatibility issues. In the 

face of such constraints, individual facilities may find it difficult to expand in order to meet 

growing demand. Land and airsidc expansion may be questioned by the interests for the 

environment and of the community. Neighborhoods affected by overflight noise will be reluctant 

to allow growth which will promote substantial increases in commercial aircraft activity, and the 

noise which may some with that activity. Terminal expansion, fot example, may be viewed by 

residents affected by aircraft noise as a vehicle for bringing many more flights overhead with the 

additional passenger processing capability, and opposed as strongly as runway capacity increases. 

Other constraints on airpon utilization include restrictions placed upon air traffic due IO community 

concern. These additional qualifications may supersede the theoretical operating capacities 

discussed above. 

These constraints have historically shaped the growth and development of the entire 

regional airpon system, and will continue IO do so in the future. This section identifies limitations 

on current operations and addresses factors potentially constraining future airpon development and 

growth. These constraints are discussed in some detail for the individual commercial service 

aiI;,orts and more generally for the military, general aviation, and heliport. 

Airsaace Constraints 

Safety is the greatest concern in aviation and to maintain safe conditions limitations have 

been imposed by the FAA in order to manage the regional airspace. New technological 

advancements, when developed and implemented, may allow for more aircraft to be safely 

processed within the terminal areas. 

There is a substantial amount of interaction among the operations at the numerous airpons 

in the region, requiring an established user's hierarchy for nonnal (non~mergency) conditions. 

The air traffic pattern at San Francisco International is dominant because the volume of air carrier 

traffic generated as a pen:entage of the total is so much greater than that of the other airpons, and 

traffic associated with other facilities must conform. 

The operations at military facilities in the region can cause flight delays into and out of 

nearby commercial airports as the FAA recognizes the importance of United States defense 

requizements. Civil flights will have to yield to military operations. The proximity of Alameda 

NAS to Oakland will affect Oakland operations though a minimal number of interruptions will 

occur in a year. 
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Other conflicts due to proximity are several. In insttument conditions, conflict between 
aircraft simultaneously approaching HaywaJd and Oakland will n:sult in a delay to that using 

HaywaJd Air Terminal. 
Flight in the n:gion is n:gulated by various controls and n:strictions identified by the FAA. 

These may hinder flight in the n:gion. 

Conrrolled airspace is identified in the following ways: 

+ Terminal Control An:as (J'CA): [permission and communication requin:d, speed n:stricted) 

+ Terminal Radar Service An:as ("l"RSA) : [no permission required, communication 

required, speed n:stricted) 
+ Airport Radar Service An:as (ARSA): [permission required, speed n:stricted) 

+ Control Zones: [permission req'd, contaet req'd !FR, speed n:stricted] 

+ Control An:as: [permission n:q'd, contact req'd !FR, speed n:stricted] 

+ Transition An:as: [permission req'd, contaet req'd !FR, speed n:stricted] 

+ Continental Control An:as: [permission and communication required !FR, speed 

n:stricted) 
+ Positive Control An:as: [entry prohibited VFR , permission and communication 

required !FR] 

Special Use Airspace includes: 

+ Alen An:as: [no permission to enter, communication required !FR, speed n:strictions] 

, + Controlled Firing An:as: [speed n:stricted) 

+ Military Ops An:as: [n:stricted entry] 

+ Prohibited An:as: [no entry permitted) 

+ Restricted An:as: [permission required, speed n:stricted) 

+ Wantlng An:as: [communication required !FR) 

In the study n:gion, San Francisco is a Terminal Control An:a. Oakland and San Jose an: 

Airpon Radar Service An:as. The airspace is mapped in Exhibit 4.21. 

The chan in Exhibit 4.22 indicates the type of airspace for airports in the study n:gion. 
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Exhibit 4.22 

TYPE OF AIRSPACE BY AIRPORT 

In or lJrm STANDARD SlD. TERMINAL 
MAJOR COMMERCIAL CONTROL INSTR.UMENT ARRIVAL 
SERVICE AIRPORTS ZONE TCA ARSA DEPARTIJRE RO\JTE 
BUCHANAN FIELD y y 

OAKLAND INT1.. y y y y y 

SAN FRANCISCO INTI. y y y y 

SAN JOSE INT1.. y y y y 

SONOMA COUNTY y y 

GA/Mll.ITARY AIRPORTS 
ALAMEDANAS y y y 

BYRON 
CLOVERDALE MUNICIPAL 
GNOSS FIELD y 

HAMil.TON AFB y y 

HALF MOON BAY y 

HAYWARD AIR TERMINAL y y y 

HEALDSBURG MUNICIPAL y 

LIVERMORE MUNICIPAL y 

MOFFETT FIELD y y y 

NAPA COUNTY y y 

NUT TREE y 

PALO ALTO y y 

PARRETT FIELD 
PET ALUMA MUNICIPAL y 

REID-Hnl.. VIEW y 

RIO VISTA MUNICIPAL y 

SAN CARLOS y y 

SANTA ROSA AIR CENTER y 

SKY SOARING y y 

SONOMA SKY PARK y 

SONOMA V AU.EY y 

SOUTil COUNTY 
TRAVIS AFB y 

SOUR~ 
Adlpted from CALTR.ANS CASP ln"cnlOf)', Auguat, 1990 

Environmental, Phvsical. and Policy Constraints 

Futurc growth will be limited by on site development constraints, qualified here. 

Constraints on facility expansion will be noted for the major commercial aiJ:pons and the others for 

whom the issue is quite significant 
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SAN FRANCISCO 

The San Francisco International Ail'pon plays an imponant role in the community, and in 

working toward being a gcxxi neighbor has had to rcsaict its activities in several ways. Regulation 
has long been instituted at San Francisco International to control the noise affecting the community. 
Most recent noise abatement ~gulation was instituted in 1988 by the Airpons Commission, and 

restricts airpon noise by requiring convenion by operator, to quieter Stage 3 aircraft and limiting 

nighttime use by ain:raft other than Stage 3 type. The Airports Commission is now studying the 

possible modification of the runway configuration to ~lieve noise impacts on incompatible areas. 
Additionally, SFO is constrained by the absence of sufficient land area for a new runway 

and passenger terminal development. The airpon is landlocked by the Bayshore Freeway 
(Highway IOI) to the west, and San Francisco Bay to the nonh, east, and south. Any major new 

runway development would likely involve Bay fill. The~ are a number of undeveloped areas on 

site, identified already in the facilities section of this chapter, which could be used for suppon 
facilities. Future development at the airpon is limited to these parcels or to redevelopment of 
existing facilities. 

OAKLAND 

Metropolitan Oakland International Airpon has no curfew and no limit on the number of 

daily or annual operations:. It does enforce noise abatement procedures to reduce noise impacts on 
the ~sidential communities around the aiipon. 

Although Oakland airport has considerable land area which could accommodate 

development of passenger, air cargo, general aviation, or other facilities, the airpon has significant 

areas of environmentally sensitive propeny. These areas have created development constraints at 
Oakland in the past These include habitat for endangered species at the west end of runway 11-

29; scattered wetland areas throughout the airport; several open water areas; and scattered wildlife 

habitat related to these wetlands. Although these areas do not significantly constrain passenger 

terminal development. they may limit the long tenn development of air cargo, aircraft maintenance, 
and other support facilities. 

In addition, Oakland is constrained by the presence of San Francisco Bay to the southeast. 

southwest, and nonhwest of the primary air carrier runway. Extension of this runway would 
involve Bay fill. Consauction of an additional air carrier runway at South Field would involve 

either Bay or wetland fill, or both. Either of these options may face strong political opposition. 
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SAN JOSE 

San Jose International Airpon has established a number of operational restrictions to 

address the noise and safety issues, and to reduce the aiiport's impacts on adjoining comm.unities. 

In addition to noise aba,ement flight tracks and arrival and deparnm procedw<:s, San Jose has 

established a curlew which limits the hours of aiiport operation. The aiipon is closed between the 

hours of 11:30 PM and 6:30 AM. This limits the total daily activity which can occur at the ai,pon, 

and also creates some congestion during the morning hours. If continued into the future, the 

curfew will constrain activity at the aiiport and cause increased congestion within the available 
operating time envelope. 

San Jose International Airpon is loca1ed within an in1ensely developed urban area and 

operates on an extremely limited site. The l,050-acrc site is not sufficient to accommodate all 
aviation demands. As a result, future development will involve difficult choices between 

competing sectors, including passenger facilities, air cargo development,.and general aviation. 
Because of its location and limited size. San Jos'e is highly constrained by existing 

development. The runway system is limited in length by the Bayshtm freeway (highway 101) on 

the nonh and Interstate 880 on the south. To the west and east the aiipon is limited by urban 

development and the Guadalupe River, respectively. The passenger ienninal area is also highly 

constrained by the size and shape of the land available between the runways and the aiiport access 

road and the river. In addition, the presence of high rise towers in the vicinity of the aiipon will 

constrain the aiiport in its planning for facility improvements and operational expansion. 

C'ONC'ORD 

Nestled in the nonhern pan of Contra Costa County, Buchanan Field has, by County 

policy, placed limitations on both its general aviation and commercial airline capacity. The total 

number of based aircraft is limited to a maximum of.850 spaces, a level forccasted in the Master 

Plan for the year 2005. Along with this restriction on growth of general aviation activity, .air 

carrier and commuter airline service are limited AfI carrier service is capped by policy at 7 flights 

daily, and the commuter service is held at a similar level, leaving the enplaned paasenger potential 

at less than 180,000 in the year 2010, according to their Master Plan. Pavement strength and 

runway length will create their own restrictions on air carrier possibilities, they noted. Physical 

restraints prevent runway ex1ension. 
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SONOMA COUNTY 

The County of Sonoma has placed resaictions on its airpon operations and facilities 

development in order to meet its goal of safe and compatible air service. Commercial air carrier 

flights at Sonoma County Ai,port, involving commuter and scheduled airline service, are resnicted 

in number and in combination by the County. Of the 21 commercial depanures permined daily, 

scheduled air carriers may use only up to 14 of the 21 available slots, and commuters may utilize 

up to 13 of the total number of departure spaces available. Aircraft used in eight depan~ slots 

held for scheduled airlines are required to have SO seat capacity. I:.ength of runway, for new or 
existing construction, is held at S,000 feet. and runway strengthening is deemed undesirable, with 
a 95,000 pound limit therefore on gross takeoff and landing weighL 

Mmtarv Airports 

Alameda NAS is in a highly developed area which almost precludes future facility 
expansion. Possible development on the Alameda Estuary nearby could encroach on operations. 

Also, office development in downtown Oakland may obstruct Alameda NAS airspace. Airspace 

capacity is also realistically a concern when considering any growth in their operations. Th~ 
conununity is concerned with the activities at this military facility, and has limited approaches to 

Runway 7-25. 

Many groups have interest in the future of Hamilton Field as it is also in a well developed 

area of the region, located in Marin County. Hamilton Field has propeny which includes many 

wetland areas, and as redevelopment of the land is considered, their preservation may be a 

prominent concern. The land.is valuable and there is possible pressure to sell the land for other 

development. If there is a rise in the number of flights, there is a potential for neighborhood 

objection to noise levels. 

NAS Moffen Field is surrounded by communities, which makes it difficult for it to be a 

completely compatible neighbor. Cose to 900 units of Navy and Air Force family housing on site 

could be affected by additional aircraft operations. 

Travis AFB is in the less densely populated area of northern Solano County, near the city 

of Fairlie Id. The joint use agreement berween the County of Solano and the U.S. Afr Force limits 

the number of operations to rwelve per calendar day. Scheduled air earner operations only are 

permined. This agreement was established in 1971. 
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General AYiation Airports 

Many of the same issues facing the larger airporu will be met by the smaller ones. Noise is 

the major environmental issue even in neighborhoods surrounding facilities catering to small 

aircraft. Communities are also concerned for safety and air and water quality. The airpons may 

also be landlocked. Those most affected are listed here. 

Heliports 

•Fremont 

• Gnoss 
•Hayward 

• Reid-Hillview 

• San Carlos 

The Bay Area has a rather negative public perception of hclipons and helicopters. The 
noise generated by helicopters is slightly different from that of conventional aircraft and is easily 

~ognizable. Rotorcraft often fly overhead at lower altitudes making them more conspicuous. 

Noise abatement procedures and operator.community cooperation can perhaps over come the 

difficulties of the helicopier's disrepute. 

Airport Plans / Capital Improvement Programs (CIP'S) 

The master plans of each aiiport have been reviewed to identify future improvements and 

anticipated facility expansion by airport. Examination of their capital improvement programs 

(CIP's) will provide clues to the funding levels and areas in which they are focused. Plans and 

policies of agencies at varying levels of government who may affect future change are also 

identified. 

Airport Plans 

Detailed information about the regional air canier aiiports' master plans is provided, with a 

summary of general aviation aiiport plans. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 

San Francisco lmernational Airport plans to accommodate future growth by expanding and 
improving passenger and cargo processing facilities and maintenance facilities. Less emphasis has 

been placed on airfield modifications. Their Master Plan, completed in November of 1989, 

identifies various improvements for initiation in the near term, Fiscal Year 1989- 1996, and the 
long term, Fiscal Year 1997 - 2006. 

Near Term 

Tennina! 
• The International Terminal will be replaced by a new facility with a consolidated airpon 
administration space. 

Ground Transportation 
• A Ground Transportation Center (OTC) will be developed to consolidate ground transportation 

activities currently scanered curbside. The new structures, one on each side of the airpon entry 

road will be coMected to the terminal area by an automated people mover system. 

Airline Maintenance Facilities 
• Existing Pan Am maintenance/administration facility will be relocated to the nonh due to 

construction of new Boarding Area A. 
• An East Field maintenance hanger complex to be located on a presently undeveloped parcel will 

allow for consolidation of aircraft maintenance facilities. 

General Aviation Facilities 
• Existing GA facilities and the fixed based operators are to be relocated form the West Field to the 

East Field in order to reconfigure air freight operations. 

Airfn:igbt 
• West Field and North Field apron and ground access will be restruct=d to allow for more room 

to process air freight · 

Parldn~ 
• Additional short term public parking will be made available with the construction of the Ground 

Transportation Center. 
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• At two sites long term public parking will be added. 

Roadway 

47 

• New two level roadway system will be consaucted to serve the International Teillllnal and the 
GTC. 

• The CALTRANS interchange will better separare incoming lraffic. 

Aidieid 
• Installation of a Microwave Landing System 

• Extension of Taxiway L to Runway 19L 
• Extension of Taxiway V to Taxiway L. 
• Construction of high speed exit taXiway Z at Runway 19L end Taxiway F. 

• Construction of high speed exit taXiway Y at Runway lOL and Taxiway L. 

Long Term 

Tuminal 
• Replace eastern section of Boarding Ami B 

Public Iransprntation 
• Extend APM to Lot D - Jong term public parking 

• Connect APM to possible BART station on west of Bayshore parcel 

Ajrfuj~ht 
• Added air freight/maintenance facilities in the West Field area 
• Addition to U.S. Mail Processing Facility 

CommeJcia]/Office 
• Develop commercial office building on site 

Ajrljc)d 

, Expand South Terminal ramp ma to accommodate r<eonfiguration of Boarding Area B. 

• Realign Taxiways A end B. 

C&R.A.79 



5/22/91 48 

OAKLAND 

Oakland's plans involve meeting growth in air carrier operations by improving airside 
capacity and acting on many landsidc improvements. The air cargo market is imponant to them as 
is the general aviation market Plans include: 

• Construct new air canier runway with parallel taxiway 
• Expand terminal to 42 gates 

• Construct parking garage 
• Terminal roadway improvements 
• Develop additional 100 acres for air cargo 
• Develop expanded GA apron and tic-downs 
• Construct new ARFF facility 
• Construct new international arrivals facility 
• Construct BART coMection 

SANJOSE 

Future plans at San Jose International include work on both the air side and land side of the 

airpon. Their master plan should be completed by mid-199 I. 

Aiifield 
• Extend runway 12L-30R to 8,900 feet (included in previously adopted master plan) 

• Reworking of the taxiways. 

• Pavement management rehabilitation work on the airfield 

Tennjnal 
• Reconstruction of passenger tenninal C and construction of new passenger terminal B. 

• Construction of a new air lraffic control tower. 

Parlein& 
• Construct new parking garages. 

General Aviation 
• Relocation of all GA to west side of ai,pon. 

• Reduce total number of GA based aircraft. 
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Airfx;i~t 
• New air cargo facilities. 

QIIJg: 

• Installation of a fuel farm. 

Roadway 
• Tenninal a,ea roadway improvements . 

BUCHANAN FIELD 

Toe Buchanan Field master plan is a balanced response to anticipated general aviation and 
air earner/commuter demand. They have focused their efforts on best utilizing available land on 

site, respectful of the existing aiipon: configuration. No runway extension has been suggested, but 
there will be work done on the taxiway system. This master plan was completed in 1988. 

Ajrlje)d 

• Redesign taxiway system leading to Runway 32-L and nearl>y multi-taxiway intersection. 

• New Taxiway M parallel to Runway JL-19R. 

General Aviation 
• Increase GA parking from 629 spaces to 849 based aircraft parking spaces 

• Increase transient aircraft parking form 37 to 69 spaces. 

• Add other hangar spaces and tiedowns 

Icaninal 
, Construction of an airline terminal on the west side of the aiipon: to accommodate 180,000 annual 

enplaned passengers and a restamant. There would be 700 adjacent auto parldng spaces. 

QIIJg: 

• Crash/fire/rescue building 

, A fuel farm 
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SONOMA COUNTY 

Forthcoming 

County, Other Plans 

Sonoma County is recommending removing Santa Rosa Air Center from use because it is 

not compatible with is surroundings. The county is home to a fair.number of the region's based 

aircraft. Consideration is also being given currently to the closing of Reid~Hillview in Santa Clara 
County. 

Caoital Improvement Proa-rams 

Forthcoming 
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AGENDA ITEM # 3b 

CbapterVII 

Alrpon System Alternatlves Definition 

Introduction 

Toe objective of the definition of regional airpon system alternatives is not only to identify 
the range of policy choices being faced by the region, but also to provide a basis for 
evaJuating their feasibility as well as their possible consequences. The set of alternatives 
should offer a range of visions of the future, defined in sufficient detail to provide a basis 
for comparing them, choosing between them, and identifying the actions needed to 
implement them. While these alternatives must be founded in what is technically possible, 
they should not be unduly constrained by existing political or institutional agendas, for to 
accept such constraints may result in foregoing the best long-term solution in the interests 
of shon-tenn expediency. Rather, such consuaints should be recognized in the way the 
alternatives are defined and evaluated. The evaluation process should identify 
implementation pathways which could actually eliminate current constraints by building 
political constjtuencies for institutional change, where such change is rleeded. 

•, 
Central 10 this approach is the requirement to quantitative1y evaluate the alternatives, in 
order to provide a basis for choosing between them. This evaluation must address all those 
issues of concern to the broad array of interests in the process. For this to be possible, and 
for the evaluation to produce credible results, the alternatives must be defined in sufficient 
detail, both in terms of their specific elements as well as the actions that must be taken to 
implement them. 

The Apogee Study 

A previous study by Apogee Rese.:irch, Inc., included extensive focus grciup discussions with 
a broad range of airpon users, operators, and the general public. On the basis of these 
discussions, six strategic policy approaches were developed, as follows (Apogee Research, 
Re&ional Aitport System Plan Update: Summaoi of Findin&s and Policy Alternatives. 
December 7, 1990): 

Plan One: No New Action 

This policy envisages a continuation of the current status quo, with no significant 
new capacity and steadily increasing congestion everywhere. Market forces would 
tend to shift traffic growth from SFO to OAK and SJC. 

Plan Two: Cenualize Aviation Activity 

This policy encourages future growth to be concentrated at SFO, in order to 
minimize the spread of adverse impacts. Resources would be directed at improving 
ground ac.cess to SFO, and additional Bay fill to inaease capacity and reduce noise 
impacts would be considered. 
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Plan lbree: Limited Decentralization 

lb.is policy encourages growth at OAK and SJC by improving ground access to those 
airports. Capacity increases at SFO would be limited to increased operational 
efficiency, improved ATC technology, and the use of larger aircraft. 

Plan Four: Greater Decentralization 

This policy seeks to expand capacity at other airports in the region, including new 
airpon sites well outside the urban area, and limits the growth at SFO, OAK. and 
SJC. 

Plan Five: Alternatives to Aviation 

Th.is policy encourages the development of high·speed rail services or other modes 
of transportation as a way to reduce the need for expanding airport capacity. 
Resources would be directed at developing intermodal links, with growth of the 
existing airpons limited by noise restrictions and opposition to funher Bay fill. 

Plan Six: Ground Transponation Focus 

This policy would emphasize improving ground ac.cess to all airpons and allow the 
growth of each airport to be determined by market forces. 

These policy alternatives can be thought of as providing a strategic perspective on the 
development of the regional airport system. While they do not identify the specific 
projects and implementation actions that are necessary for a quantitative evaluation of 
alternatives, they articulate- broad goals for the future state of the airpon system. Those 
early alternatives were then translated into specific, implementation•oriented alternative 
plans, as presented below. 

These policy alternatives are intended to represent the interests of different interest groups 
in the regional airpon planning process, as expressed through the focus groups. The 
alternatives were prepared to encompass a wide enough range of options to ensure that 
each constituency should feel that at least some of the alternatives (or elements thereof) 
are responsive to their concerns. 

Air Carrier and General Aviation Airports 

The regional airpon system is not a homogeneous set of facilities, but rather consists of 
two broad categories of airpon that serve two very different types of traffic. Of the some 
thirty airports in the region, a small number, currently five, serve the needs of the 
commercial air carriers. The largest, San Francisco International, handles more air carrier 
traffic than all the others combined. \Vhile the three largest air carrier airports also serve a 
varying amount of general aviation traffic, the greater number of airports serve only 
general aviation traffic. 

Because of the widely differing requirements of air carrier and general aviation activity, 
and the implications for airport development, it is useful to consider the rwo types of 
airport separately when defining alternatives for a regional system. Thus the complete 
range of system alternatives will consist of one set of Air Carrier Airport System 
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Alternatives and another set of General Aviation Airport System Alternatives. Of course, 
these two sets of alternatives interact in some respects, and some air carrier airport system 
alternatives may be inconsistent with some general aviation airport system alternatives. 
However, by evaluating each set in tenns of how well the alternatives perform for 'their 
respective market, interaction problems can be addressed in selecting between the 
alternatives in each set, once they have been evaluated. 

The following two sections describe the air carrier airport system alternatives and the 
general aviation airport system alternatives. Each alternative description includes a 
summary statement, a list of its major elements, the actions needed to implement the 
alternative, and a list of implications. The implications are explained at the end of the 
alternative descriptions. 
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AIR CARRIER SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES 

1. No New Action 

Description 

This alternative provides the baseline for comparison of the other air carrier system 
alternatives. It is based on the assumption that no new major additional airside, landside, 
ground access, or public transponation capacity is built at the five existing air carrier airpons. 
It also assumes that no new major operational actions or other airpon system management 
actions are taken, either by the airpons, the FAA, the airlines, or other parties. The existing 
five air carrier airports would continue to be operated and maintained, with annual funding 
provided to maintain the existing airside and landsidc facilities, but with no enhancement of 
capacity. Growth in airport activity (passenger, GA, and cargo) would be constrained by 
current airspace and the capacity of existing facilities (including approved projects) 

Alternative 1 ~ assume that existing construction projects which are contained in existing 
approved airport master plans, and which have received environmental approvals, will be 
built. These include the following projects: 

1. Runway Extension at San Jose 

2. Passenger Tenninal Expansion at San Francisco 

3. Minor Bag Claim, Ticketing, Passenger Lobby, and International Arrival Facility 
Projects at Oakland 

The purpose of including the no new action alternative is to evaluate what would happen if 
demand continues but no additional capacity is provided, and to compare this no action 
scenario with alternatives which do increase capacity. As this alternative would include no 
actions to affect the air travel market or the existing disaibution of supply or demand, the 
airlines could take unilateral steps under this alternative to balance supply and demand at the 
five air carrier airports. These steps could include adjusting their schedules, fleet mix 
changes, and shifting their service between the airpons. For comparison of the air carrier 
system alternatives, however, these airlines actions are not considered in the no new action 
alternative. 
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Elements 

A. Only currently approved projects would be developed 

B. No other new runway capacity projects 

C. No other new tcnninal capacity or other suppon facility projects 

D. No other new ground access or public transit improvement projects designed to serve 
the airpons 

E. No regional actions to encourage significant changes in airline schedules. fleet mix, or 
distribution of traffic among aiipons 

Acdor,s Needed ro Jnwlement 

A. Design and construction of currently approved projects 

B. Annual capital improvement programming for maintenance of existing facilities 

C. Annual renewal of aiipon operating budgets 

Implications 

A. Runway/airspace congestion and delay 

B. Airport ground access constraints 

C. Air fares (supply vs demand) 

D. Environmental impacts 

E. Airline competition 

F. Safety 

G. Passenger convenience 
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2. Airport System Management (ASM) 

Description 

The ASM alternative would seek to maximize the effectiveness of the existing airpon system 
without major new construction by using a number of system management strategies aimed 
at matching supply and demand and making optimum use of existing facility capacity. This 
alternative would depend on increased cooperation between all participating airpons and 
airlines. This alternative would rely on measures to increase groundside access and public 
transit to airpons to take full advantage of existing runway and terminal capacity. 

In order to relieve congestion, this alternative would also include encouragement of 
passenger traffic dispersal from the three major air carrier airpons to Concord and Sonoma 
County, and possibly other airports in the region, within their existing capacity to 
accommodate it. Given the current distribution of airpon capacity and demand, this 
alternative would inevitably result in some redistribution of demand among airpons. This 
could require a variety of political and physical development decisions at a number of levels of 
government. This alternative could possibly result in greater emergence of individual airport 
roles among the three major air carrier airpons. One example could be for each of the three 
largest air carrier airpons to focus on the following roles: 

SFO: 
SJC: 
OAK: 

International and Tourist Traffic 
California/West Coast Corridor Traffic 
East-West Domestic Traffic 

Another possible result of this alternative could be reduced facility duplication consistent with 
these emerging airpon roles (eg. centralization of certain functions, such as F.I.S., cargo, etc., 
at one airpon). Present examples of this trend are the concentration of international facilities 
at SFO and overnight a.ir cargo activity at OAK. 

Elements 

A. FAA Measures to Enhance Capacity, including: 

IF Revised standards for converging runway operations 
• Reduced in-trail separation 
• Airspace improvements 
• Improved approach and depanure procedures 
IF Improved navigation/electronics 
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B. Fleet Mix Changes 

• 
• 

Airline shifts to larger aircraft during peak periods, on heavily travelled routes, 
at the most congested airports, etc. 
Eliminate turbo-prop aircraft from the air carrier runways or congested airports 

C. Schedule changes/congestion pricing 

• Shifts of traffic away from peak periods 

E. Construction of off-airpon terminals and improved bus service 

F. Improved rail links (BART) to airpons 

G. Improved links between airpons, such as ferry service between OAK and SFO 

H. Encourage GA activity to relocate away from major air canicr.airpons 

l. Joint use of military airfields (such as Travis AFB)'· 

Actions Needed to Implement 

A. FAA completion of research and development, and ATC implementation of new 
standards and operational procedures 

B. Airline implementation of training and equipment programs to suppon new standards 
and procedures 

C. Development of regional capacity allocation program 

D. Development of regional program of pricing, noise budgets, or other incentives to 
reduce peak period demand 

E. Coordinated airpon and airline marketing of specialiw! roles of each airpon 

F. Development of regional airpon ground access improvement program with appropriate 
funding and regulatory/operating authority 

G. Develop pricing, leasing. and other mechanisms to encourage GA to relocate from 
congested air carrier airports to GA relievers 

H. Provide funding for improvements at GA ai,pons to accommodate relocated GA from 
major air carrier airpons 

l. Develop rpinimal passenger processing facilities at joint use airpons 
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Implications 

A. Timing of FAA capacity enhancement measures 

B. Airpon cooperation 

C. Airline cooperation 

D. Air fares (supply vs demand) 

E. Transit improvements to airpons _, 
F. Joint use agreements with military 

G. Safety (airpon and airspace capacity) 

H. Passenger convenience 
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Description 

This alternative would meet identified future demand by expanding airpon system capacity 
as proposed in the most recent individual airpon master plan concepts. Capacity 
improvements to the airside, landside, ground transportation, and public transit systems 
would be built consistent with those updated master plans. According to those currently 
proposed master plans (OAK and SJC) regional air passenger market shares would shift as 
follows: 

Potenrial Shift in Regional Passen~er Market Share 

APllPO 

SFO 

OAK 

SJC 

1990 Market Share 

72% 

13% 

IS% 

2007 Market Share 

61% 

16% 

23% 

One function of this alternative will be to evaluate whether the individual airpon master plans 
will efficiently accommodate regional air rravel demand from a capacity and environmental 
perspective. This alternative will examine whether the updated master plans are based on 
consistent assumptions, and, if they are not, will outline actions needed to achieve a regional 
balance of demand and capacity. 

Elements 

A. Increased Runway Capacity 

• New parallel runway at OAK 

B. Increased Terminal Capacity 

• New international terminal at SFO 
• Major terminal development at OAK 
• Development of Terminals B and Cat SJC 
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C. Increased Landside Suppon Facility Capacity 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Auto Parking 
Terminal curbs and roadways 
Airline suppon facilities 
Airpon suppon facilities 
Fuel facilities 

D. Ground Access/Public Transponation Improvements at SFO, OAK, SJC 

• Improvements to freeways, interchanges, and other surface streets serving 
airpons 

• 
• 

BART extension to SFO 
Future BART connection to OAK 

E. Reduced GA use of air carrier airpons: 

• 
• 

Reduced GA operations at OAK 
Reduced GA operations and based aircraft at SJC 

Actions Needed to Implement 

A. Completion of master plan approval process (including FAA) 

B. Environmental approval/m.irigati6n 

C. Airspace studies 

D. Funding process 

E. Design and construction 

F. Publi~ Acceptance 

Implications 

A. Timing and funding of improvements 

B. Airspace capacity 

C. Runway capacity/delay 

D. Funding of aansit improvements 

E. Environmental impacts/public concensus 

F. Impacts on General Aviation (primarily SJC and OAK) 
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4. Airport System Optimization 

Description 

This alternative would meet forecast regional passenger demand by. construction of significant 
new capacity. but would depart from alternative 3 by seeking to optimize the performance of 
the system as a whole. This a1temative would include possible redistribution of regional 
passenger ttaffic to optimize the existing airport system (as well as develop new ones) and 
better disttibute supply according to the regional distribution of demand. Among the factors 
used to achieve optimization of the airpon system are: 

Passenger convenience 
Airspace utilization 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Airpon ground access capacity 
Environmental impacts 
System cost 

There are two sub-alternatives for accomplishing this: (1) major regional airpon growth 
would be either focussed (providing major capacity increases at SFO, OAK and SJC); or (2) 
future capacity enhancement would be dccenttalized (providing for growth at a founh major 
air carrier airpon in the region). The focussed concept would add significant capacity at the 
existing airpons by construction of new outboard runways into the bay at SFO and/or OAK, 
and a new parallel runway at SJC. This alternative could result in the following redistribution 
of regional passenger market share: SFO: 50% OAK: 25% SJC: 25%. The decentralized 
concept would include consuuction of a founh major air carrier airpon at either Travis AFB, 
another existing airport, or at a new site. This option would also result in a major 
redistribution of regional passenger market share. Included as a possible element of either 
sub~altemative would be the development of additional commuter airline service at Concord, 
Sonoma County, and other outlying GA airports. 

Elemems 

A. Capacity increases at SFO, SJC, OAK, : 

• New outboard runway at SFO 
• New outboard runway at OAK 
• New parallel runway at SJC 

B. Develop founh major air carrier airport: 

• Travis AFB 
• Other existing airpon 
• New site 
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C. Develop new/expanded airline service at other airpons (Concord, Sonoma County, 
Livermore, Napa, etc.) 

D. Terminal expansions to suppon runway capacity growth 

E. Ground access/public transit improvements to suppon airpon growth 

F. All'space/procedurcs improvements to suppon airpon growth 

Actions Needed to Implement 

A. SFO/SJC/OAK aiipon runway capacity expansion: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Airspace studies/proce.dural changes 
Environmental approvals (including required mitigation) 
Propeny acquisition (where necessary) 
Funding process 
Design and construction 

B. Terminal capacity expansion: 

• 
• 
• 

Environmental approvals/mitigation 
Funding process 
Design and construction 

C. Ground access/public transit development: 

• 
• 
• 
• 

Financial feasibility studies and corridor/engineering studies 
Environmental approvals/mitigation 
Funding process 
Design and construction 

D. Develop existing airpon as founh air carrier airpon: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Develop or expand joint use agreement (if military) 
Airspace studies/procedural changes 
Propeny acquisition/land banking (when: necessary) 
Environmental approvals/mitigation 
Funding process 
Design and construction 
Detennine operating entity 
Develop noise/land use compatibility/height hazard plans 
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E. Develop new airpon: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Implications 

Site selection process 
Airspace studies/procedural changes 
Propeny acquisition/land banking 
Environmental review and approvals process (including mitigation) 
Funding process 
Design and construction 
Determine/establish operating entity 
Develop noise/land use compatibility/height hazard plans 

A. Timing of improvements 

B. Funding sources 

C. Operating agencies (new airports) 

D. Environmental impacts 
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5. New Technology 

Description 

This alternative would focus on new air and rail technology alternatives to supplement the 
existing a.iJpon system. The alternatives include both aviation and non-aviation technology. 

Elements 

A. Construction of high-speed ground transponation (primarily forintra-California Conidor 
Traffic), such as conventional rail, MAGLEY, automated highway, or other 
technology. This element would act to reduce demand for air travel by diverting air 
passengers to the new ground transponation mcxie. 

B. Application of Tiltrotor aircraft technology 

This element would also reduce conventional air travel demand by divening air 
passsenger traffic away from traditional air transpon. This element is primarily seen 
as an alternative for the shoner haul air traffic routes, such as those under 500 miles. 
This element could lso require facility improvements at reliever airpons served by 
tiltrotor aircraft. 

Actions Needed to Implement 

A. Continuation of R&D effons for both tilttotor and high speed ground transponation 

B. Development of commercial application of the technology 

C. Airspace studies/procedural changes (tiltrotor element) 

D. Creation of appropriate operating agency 

E. Corridor/engineering studies (ground transponation element) 

F. Financial feasibility studies 

G. Propeny assembly/acquisition (ground transponation element) 
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H. Environmental approvals/mitigation 

l. Identify facility requirements to serve tiltrotor activity 

J. Funding process 

K Design and construction 

Implications 

A. Potential markets 

B. Practical application 

c. Capacity and delay 

D. Timing of new technology 

E. Environmental impacts 

F. Airspace procedures 

G. Financing 
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GENERAL AVIATION SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES 

I. No Action 

Description 

The No Action GA alternative provides the baseline for comparison of·the others, and would 
consist of no increase in capacity at any of the General Aviation airports. In addition, no 
regional action would be taken to prevent the potential closure of existing GA airpons, such 
as Reid~Hillview. Total regional airpon system capacity would be limited by existing airpon 
facilities at each airport, and possibly reduced due to GA airpon closures. The existing 
general aviation airpons would, however, be maintained to provide safe, functional facilities. 

Elements 

A. Preserve existing airpon facilities 

B. Protect airpons from encroachment by adjoining community: 

• 
• 

Maintain/enhance land use compatibility 
Maintain height hazard/safety zoning and planning 

Actions Needed to Implement 

A. Provide adequate funding for operation and maintenance of the airpons in the system 

B. Maintain and regularly update noise/land use compatibility and height hazard/safety 
plans 

Implications 

A. Capacity and delay 

B. Safety 

C. Financing 

D. Noise/land use compatibility 
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2. General Aviation Airport Master Plans 

DcscriptiQn 

This alternative would meet identified future demand by developing the general aviation 
airpon system as proposed within the current individual airpon master plans. This 
alternative would provide a full range of GA suppon services, and would have all necessary 
navigational aids and instrumentation to provide for the pilot training needs of the region. 
These airpons would provide some excess facility and service capacity to replace those lost 
due to the anticipated displacement of general aviation activities at the large air carrier 
airpons such as SFO, OAK, and SJC. These ai,pons would also provide for displaced GA 
activities in the event that Reid•Hillview or other airpons were to close. In addition. this 
alternative could allow for selected GA airpons to be used to meet demand for dccenn-aliz.ed 
commuter activity close to users homes. 

Elements 

A. Develop facilities at selected airpons ·to suppon these activities 

• 
• 
• 
• 

Runways/taxiways 
A pron/aircraft parking/hangars 
Instrumentation/navigation 
Lighting, FBO facilities, etc 

B. Develop facilities for displaced recreational GA at selected airpons 

Actions Needed to Implement 

A. Development of mechanism to allocate capacity expansion among a:irpons and identify 
required facilities at each airpon. Identify potential future losses in GA capacity 

B. Airspace studies/procedural changes 

C. Environmental approvals/mitigation 

D. Funding process 

E. Develop/implement noise/land use compatibility/height hazard plans 
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F. Project engineering/design 

• Runway construction 
• Suppon facility construction 
• Ground access improvements 

Implications 

A. Funding of improvements 

B. Airport/community compatibility 

C. Environmental impacts 

J 
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3. General Aviation Airport System Optimization 

Description 

This alternative would expand cenain existing GA airpons and develop new GA airpons on 
the periphery of the urban area in locations where land use compatibility and aviation safety 
problems can be avoided or minimized. Because remote sites would be preferable, this 
alternative could also involve improvements to local streets and highways to provide ground 
access to the new airpons. Supporting infrastructure, including sewer, water, power, aviation 
fuel, etc., would also need to be provided. These new airpons could also suppon limited 
passenger service by commuter airlines. 

By locating new GA capacity at the edge of the urban area where community impacts can be 
minimized, this alternative could provide for the relocation of existing GA activity from close­
in urban airports which are either threatened due to existing impacts on the surrounding 
urban community or pressured by expanding air carrier passenger .and cargo activity. An 
example of this concept would be accelerated development of the ia:iprovements planned at 
Byron airpon. 

Elements 

A. Select sites and develop new GA airpons in co_mpatible locations 

B. Provide sufficient facility capacity for future GA demand as well as GA displaced from 
existing close-in airpons (OAK, SJC, Reid-Hillview) 

C. Develop new facilities at specialized airpons for training/business aviation activities 

D. Develop facilities to relieve air carrier airpons 

E. Acquire sufficient propeny and ensure land use compatibility to protect airpon from 
possible future urban encroachment 

F. Restrict funher investment at aitpons with little likelihood of achieving community 
acceptance 

Actions Needed to Implement 

A. Site selection studies 

B. Establish development/operating entity 

C. Develop noise/land use compatibility/height hazard plans 
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D. Land assembly/acquisition 

E. Environmental approvals/mitigation 

F. Funding process 

G. Design/construction 

H. Develop utility infrastructure 

I. Develop/improve ground access links 

Implications 

A. Timing of development 

B. Funding of development 

C. Airpon operating authority 

D. Environmental impact 

E. Compatibility/encroachment protection 
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Descrintion of Imalications 

Included with each airpon system alternative as described above is a list of implications. The 
list identifies major items which could be affected by the alternative. For ex.ample. a no action 
alternative could lead to increased congestion and delay, and cause passenger inconvenience. 
Another alternative which provided increased capacity may improve passenger convenience. 
but could cause impacts on the natural and human environment. Identification of major 
implications at this stage of the planning process was done to assist in the development of 
the alternative cveluation methodology. 

Runway/airspace con~estion and delay 

A major consideration in evaluating the airpon system alternatives is to how well each 
alternative meets existing and future demand. Alternatives which do not provide capacity 
improvements sufficient to meet forecast levels of demand may result in significant 
congestion and delay on runways, taxiways, and apron areas, in terminal facilities, on the 
landside of the terminals, or elsewhere. Alternatives which do not account for the structure 
and capacity of the regional airspace may create airspace conflicts, with related safety and 
delay implications. These implications are discussed separately below. 

Air.Pon ~round access constraims 

Ground access to the region's airpmts is becomming an increasingly complex issue. Future 
increases in air travel demand at the five air canier airpons will increase the already- heavy 
strain on the region's existing ground transponation system. At cenain locations near the 
largest airports peak hour surface access congestion and delay creates significant 
inconvenience to air passengers. Growing uncenainty about how long it will take to reach the 
airpon requires passengers to plan greater and greater lead time before flight depanures. 
The growing problem with airpon ground access results in passenger inconvenience, 
decreased productivity, inefficient use of the airport system, and regional environmental 
impacts. Some of these related implications ue also discussed below. 

Environmental Impacts 

Each of the airpon system alternatives will have some impact on the environment. 
Alternatives which provide facilities to accommodate airpon system growth will have_ direct 
on-site impacts, growth-inducing impacts on the region, and impacu such as air quality and 
noise from the operation of a larger and busier system. Those which redistribute 11:ir ttaffic 
among the region's airports may reduce noise in one uea but increase it in another. Toe 
severity of this noise impact will be related to factors such as the type, density, and location 
of land uses near the airpons. 

Those alternatives which do not provide for growth, m which provide insufficient capacity to 
meet future demand, may cause indirect environmental impacts resulting from airpon 
congestion and delay or increased use of alternative forms of.travel such as highways. 
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Air Fares (supply vs demand)/Airline competition 

One of the potential implications of differing approaches to meeting future demand may be·the 
effect on air fares and airline competition. Given a free market, if demand far exceeds supply 
the price will rise until a balance is achieved between supply, demand, and price. Lack of 
sufficient terminal space can effectively block out new carriers, reducing competition among 
airlines. One of the regional implications of the system plan is therefore related to the 
potential effect on competition and ticket prices, and the related issue of equal access to the 
Q&tion's air transponation system. Alternatives which do not provide for any increase in air 
traffic demand could cause regional increases in ticket prices and result in a decreasing ability 
of low and moderate income persons to access the air transponation system. Lack of airline 
competition could also affect level of service and ticket prices. 

Safety 

One of the implications of regional airpon system development decisions will relate to aircraft 
safety, both on the ground and in the air. Growing public concern over safety is in pan related 
to increasing congestion at airpons and in the airspace around them. As congestion 
increases the potential for pilot, air traffic controller, air navigation, communication, and other 
system error increases. With this comes a growing potential for accidents. Regional airpon 
system alternatives that do not effectively address existing and furore airpon or airspace 
congestion may contribute to this safety concern. 

Timing of improvements or other actions 

Timing is listed as an imponant implication under many of the airpon system alternatives. 
This factor could be significant as it relates to the ability of MTC and the region tCi implement 
selected alternatives and actions. This issue relates to the length of time it may take to 
complete site selection processes, environmental approvals, construction projects, FAA 
research activities and other actions, development of new technologies, creation of necessary 
organizational structures, and development of the political will of the region to take action. 
For example, selection of a site and construction of a new air carrier airpon may case the 
region's congestion, but could take 10 years or more to complete. If this alternative were 
selected in the plan, it may be also necessary to include interim measures ro meet growing 
demand until such time as the new airpon can be built and put into service. Timing is 
therefore an imponant implication of choosing this alternative. 

FAA capacity enhancement measures and new technology may also be elements of the 
regional plan, but there may be considerable time before they are implementable. Again, the 
timing of these clements of the regional airpon system plan is a critical aspect in eveluating 
how well they will serve the region. 
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Alll!ortfairline cooperation 

Several elements of the alternatives will require the cooperation of both airports and airlines 
for their implementation. Examples include decisions to shift traffic between airports, shifts 
in aircraft fleet mix, and changes in airline schedules. As such el~ment.s are funher defmed 
and evaluaied in the planning process this factor needs 10 be recognized as beyond the ~ct 
control of MTC. 

Joint use amments with the miliwY 

Civil use of military airport facilities will requiJe the development and/or enhancement of joint 
use agreements with the appropriate military sponsors and/or participation iD the FAA's 
Military Airports Program (MAP). As an example, Travis Air Force Base cunently has a 
civil/military joint use agreement which allows up to 12 daily operations with civil aircraft. 
Expansion of this agreement to allow significantly more flights would be necessary in order to 
develop Travis as a significant passenger service facility. This would also be the case for 
other existing military facilities. In addition, passenger processing facilities would need to be 
built or improved. The Military Airports Program is one potential source of funds for such 
passenger improvements. 

Public vansponation improvements to Wons 

As mentioned above in relation to ground access, airport expansion and growth in passenger 
and cargo ttaffic will -put additional pressure on the region's surface transponation system. 
Those alternatives that provide for airpon expansion in areas where existing ground 
ttansponation systems arc near or at capacity must also consider the need for public 
ttansponation system improvements to supplement or provide alternatives to ttaditional 
private vehicle ground access systems serving the airpons. Specific examples which are 
already recognized and under study are a poiential BART extension 10 SFO, future BART 
connection to OAK, and a future connection between SJC and the San Jose light rail line. 

Fundin~ 

Most clements of every alternative will hB.ve some cost. including airpon improvements, 
airspace changes, airline actions, ground access improvements, and public ttansponation 
projects. The funding implications of specific elements relate to the overall cost and the 
timing and availability of funds. 

Jmpaets on &encml aviation 

A number of actions at the five air canier airpons could have significant impacts on the 
continued cxistancc and viability of general aviation .at those airports. Significant expansion 
of passenger and cargo activities will likely in~ase the existing pressure for GA activities to 
relocate. The fate of general aviation at the air canier airpom therefore raises a related 
issue of how to address GA which is displaced. Let 'em eat jet blast! 
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Ooeratin~ a~encies 

Where joint use facilities or new airpons are proposed operating agencies would need to be 
designated or established. 

Potential markets/practical a.mlicarion 

24 

This applies primarily to the use of new technology. The effectiveness of new technology to 
iddress the region's air travel demand will be affected by the potential market for and the 
degree and timing of practical application of such technology. For example, the effective use 
of conventional high speed rail within the California corridor as an alternative to air travel will 
be constrained by factors as: 

I. The ponion of the total market which can be diverted .from air to rail. 

2. The degree and timing of actual application of the technology. 

3. The comparative cost, comfon, speed, and safety of rail travel as related to air travel. 

Noisefland use compatibility/encroachment protection 

A critical issue in evaluating alternatives for the region will be how well noise and land use 
compatibility between airpons and surrounding communities can be achieved or_ maintained. 
It may be possible to accommodate significant increases in demand at a panicular airpon but 
only at great expense in terms of impacts to adjoining communities. Thus there can be major 
trade-offs between efficiently meeting future demand and minimizing human impacts. 

A related issue is that of encroachment. How well an airpon or system of airpons functions 
can be significantly affected by non-airpon actions. Urban development near airpons can 
create operational, environmental, and development limitations and hamper the airpons' 
ability to operate efficiently and safely, and to meet demand. If public funds are to be 
effectively invested in airpon facilities the public must provide for the protection of that public 
investment from encroachment by non compatible land uses. Both the noise and 
encroachment issues can be addressed in pan by noise, height hazard, and safety planning 
and zoning. 

Passcn~er convenience 

Passenger convenience relates to the ease of movement to and through a passenger terminal 
facility. Factors include ease of access to the airport, parking cost and location in relation to 
the terminal, passenger walking distances, and relative amount of terminal congestion and 
delay. Passenger convenience is an imponant measure in evaluating the performance of 
passenger processing facilities. In addition to selection of airlines. flights, and schedules, 
overall passenger convenience is an imponant factor in a passenger's selection of an a.irpon 
in a: multiple airpon system. 
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HIGH-SPEED RAIL ALTERNATIVE 

SAN FRANCISCO-LOS ANGELES/SAN DIEGO 

Market Size and Capture 

SF-LA/SD market: 
1990 Est. demand: 
2010 Est. demand: 

30% of total SF region air market 
12.6 million passengers 
26.7 million passengers 

2010 market capture: 

Alternative 1: 

Trip length: 
Estimated speed: 
Travel time: 

I 0% = 2. 7 million 
25% = 6.7 million 
36% = 9.6 million 

422 miles 
125 MPH 
5 hr. 
3-3.8 million Est. passengers: 

(Source: Caltrans and Parsons, Brinkerhoff, 1990) 

Alternative 2: 

Trip length: 
Estimated speed: 
Travel time: 

413 miles 
185 MPH 
3 hr. 15 min. 
5.3· 7 .9 million Est. passengers: 

(Source: Caltrans and Parsons, Brinkerhoff, 1990) 

QIBER MARKET SHARE PROJECI]ONS 

California-Nevada high-speed train: 
(Source: Canadian Institute of Guided Ground 
by Banon-Aschman Associates. 1989) 

25% by the year 2000 
Transpon using previous work 

Detroit-Chicago HSGT train: 65% by the year 2020 
(Soun:e: Argonne National Lab, 1989) 

LA-San Francisco MAGLEV train: 38% by the year 2000 
(through 2030) 

(Source: U.S. Federal Railroad Administration, 1990) 
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EXISTING NEW YORK-WASHINGTON AMTRAK RAU: SERVICE 

Trip length: 

Amtrak Metroliner 

Maximum speed: 
Travel time: 
Fare (one way): 
Air fare (oneway): 
Capacity (each way): 

22S miles 

125 MPH 
2 hr. 3S min. 
$74 
$73 
17 trains per weekday 
280 seats per train 
4,760 seats per day 
9,520 total seats per day 
2.S million weekday seats per year 
3.S million total seats per year 

Regular Amtrak Service 

Travel time: 
Fare (one way): 
Air fare (one way): 
Capacity (each way): 

3 hr. 10 min. 
$S9 ($83 round trip) 
$73 
IS trains per day 
280 seats per train 
4,200 seats per day 
8,400 total seats per day 
3.0 million total seats per year 

1990 Market share: 36% 
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ATIACHMENTC 

WORK PROGRAM FOR THE AIRPORT MASTER PLAN 

AND NOISE PROGRAM 

SAN JOSE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

Memorandum from the Director of A viarion 
to the Mayor and City Council 

City of San Jose 

June 6, 1991 
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TO: 

SUBJECT: 

COU!iCIL A~~; J~if 25. 1991 

CITY OF SAIi JOSE MEl!IOJIABDOM 

Honorable Mayor and City Council FROM: Ralph c.-Tonseth 
Director of Aviation 

AIRPORT MASTER P DAT£: June 6, 1991 
PROGRAM 

COU!iCIL DISTRICT: City-Wide 

RtCQMMENDATIONS 

1. That Council approve the attecheO work pro;ram implementing the 
Council's May 2!, 1991 action on the Airport Master Plen an~ 
Noise Program. 

2. That Council approve AmenOment No. 2 to the consultant contract 
agreement with TR.A for the Airport Master Plan UpOate project 
extenOing the termination Oate to June 30, 1993 anO moOifying 
the scope of services and associated budget. 

3. That Council approve Amendment No. l to the consultant contract 
agreement with David~- Powers~ Ass~ciates for an 
Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Assessment for 
the Airport Runway Extension project moOifying the scope of 
services and increase the associated bud;et by S24,S25. 

B>-.CKGBOUND 

The Airport Master Plan UpOate project has been unOerway since 
-' ~ovember,lSBB unOer a Grant Agreement with the FeOeral Aviation 

AOministration anO with the assistance of the consulting firm of 
TR.A. Since the completion of the Oraft Alternatives Analysis (Task 
6) in December, the Master Plan UpOate project has essentially been 
on holO to allow for public review anO City Council consideration 
of a recommenOed long range Oevelopment plan. On May 21, 1991, the 
council approveO a set of recommenOations to proviOe Oirection fer 
the remainder of the project. Major approved items include: 

• Direction to initiate preparation of an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) which fully evaluates Alternative 6 (the staff 
project case), an Alternative 8 (as submitted to the Council by 
the Citizens Against Airport Pollution), anO an Alternative 9 
(a new.moderate growth alternative to be formulated). A 
recommended alternative will not be selected until completion 
of the environmental review process. 
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Honorable Mayor and City Council 
AIRPORT !!ASTER PI.Ali Alill BOISE PROGRAM 
Ji.me 6, 1991 

• Direction to include in the EIR process the evaluation of a 
number of specific noise mitigation measures~ and incorporating 
language making noise mitigation an erplicit objective of the 
Master Plan, with analysis of a noise ordinance in the initial 
phase of the EIR, 

• 

• 

Creation of a Council-appointed task force to review regional 
general aviation issues and report to Council with 
recommendations in November, 1991. 

Direction to amend existing consultant agreements to 
immediately begin studies of the extension of Runway l2R/JOL 
and to suspend studies of the extension of Runway 12L/JOR and 
instead incluOe this project as part of the Master Plan UpOate 
process. 

• Direction to report to Council on a monthly basis, and to the 
Transportation and Development Committee on a regular basis, on 
the status of the Master Plan Update and Noise Mitigation 
Program. 

This direction significantly impacts the previously approved 
project work program, budget, and schedule. In order to btgin 
implementing Council direction, a comprehensive work 
program/schedule (exhibit attached) and two amended consultant 
contract agreements have been prepared for Council approval. 

ANALYSIS 
A list and summary of the major work program elements addressing 
all issues. associated with the Airport Master Plan and Noise 
Program, generally corresponding to the attached exhibit, is 
presented below: 

I, Airport Master Plan Update 

A. Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 
(EIRIEA) 

1. Consultant Selection 
Given the increaSing focus on environmental issues 
associated with Airport growth, staff determined in late 
1990 that the project EIR~EA should be prepared by an 
environmental firm reporting directly to the City rather 
than by a subcontractor to the Master Plan Update 
consultant (TRA). The Airport and Planning Departments 
have jointly conducted a consultant selection process, a 
consultant has been tentatively selected, preparation of a 
detailed scope of services and budget will occur over the 
nert month, and a contract agreement is anticipated to be 
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Honorable Meyer ana City Council 
AIRPORT MASTER PI.Ali Al!ID BOISE PROGRAM 
June 6, 1991 

presentea for Council action in August. (The recommenaea 
amenOment to the TR.A contract agreement incluOes Oeletion 
of the EIR/L\ from its scope of services.) 

2. Scoping enO EvelYDtion of Alternatives 

The EIR/EA will fully evaluate Master Plan Upaate 
Alternatives 6, 8, anO 9. For new Alternative 9 (mcOerate 
growth), staff proposes to initially formulate the scenario 
with input from citizen groups ana subsequent review by the 
Airport Mester Plan Aavisory Committee (AMPAC) along with 
any neeaea refinements to Alternatives 6 ana B ana a No 
Project Alternetive. All alternatives will be presentea et 
a formal EIR scoping hearing anO subsequently presenteO to 
the Council for enOcrsement prier to initiating OetaileO 
environmental analysis. The attacheO work program reflects 
an optimistic completion of scopin; by the ena of 1991. 

3. Evaluation of Mitioetion Measures 

As part of the EIR process, steff iaentifiea ten ~pecific 
potential noise mitigation measures fer evaluation: noise 
orOinance; triggers; accelerateO Phase 2 aircraft 
phase-out; hush house; accelerateO/imprcveO lanO use 
mitigation measures; additional land use mitigation 
measures; alternative flight tracks anO approach/Oeparture 
proceOures; improveO noise monitoring 1nO r~portin;; 1ounO 
attenuation policy/ordinance fer new Oevelopment; anO real 
estate disclosure pclicy/orOinance. Council subsequently 
Cirectea that noise mitigation be an explicit objective of 
the Master Plan. 

For the noise ordinance measure, which Council OirecteO for 
the initial phase of the EIR, staff will coordinate with 
the City Attorney's Office. Analysis of forthcoming 
Federal regulations implementing the Airport Noise and 
capacity Act of 1990 will feed into the evaluation. 

For·noise monitoring and reporting, staff has begun a~ 
investigetion of an upgrade to the Airport's monitoring 
system. Staff is also Ceveloping • revisea format ana 
content for the monthly Airport Noise Reports anO a new 
annual report as directeO by Council. 

In adOition tc evaluating noise mitigation measures, staff 
also intenas to evaluate potential surface traffic 
miti;ation measures as well. 
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June 6, 1991 

4. Completion/Certification 

It is anticipated that the e%panded EIR will take an 
aOditional 12-18 months to complete. Upon Plannin; Commission 
certification, e:r.pecteO in early 1993, selection of a 
preferred development alternative will be submitteO for 
Council consideration. 

B. Update cf Analysis To Dote 

Given the e:r.panded scheOule for the Master Plan Up01te, staff 
and the project consultant will update all base year data frorn 
1988 to 1990, enO review all technical analyses (including 
Oemand forecasts) and revise as neeOeO. Also, pursuant to 
council direction, the Goal and Objectives task will be 
revised to add noise mitigation as a specific objective, anO 
the Alternatives Analysis task will be supplementeO with the 
addition of Alternatives S anO 9. All revisions will be 
reviewed with AMPAC. As the e:r.isting contract agreement with 
the Master Plan Update consultant (TR.A) terminates on June 30, 
1991, AmenOment No. 2 is needed to allow the consultant to 
~ontinue its services to the City. 

c. Economic Analysis 

In conjunction with the environmental evaluation of 
Alternatives 6, 8, and 9, a consultant study of the economic 
impact of the various alternatives will be conducteO. Staff 
will ini'tiate the consultant selection process within the ne:zt 
month, with a contract agreement presenteO for Council action 
by October. One early product will be a comprehensive upOate 
to the City•s l9B6 Airport Economic Impact Study. 

o. Remaining Master Plan UpOate Tasks 

Upon selection of a preferred development alternative in early 
1993 (following completion of the EIR), the project consultant 
will conduct the remaining Master Plan UpOate tasks, 
consisting of the Implementation Program, Airport Layout 
Plans and final documentation. Review by AMPAC will be 
maint;ined throughout the program. It is anticipated that the 
final Master Plan Update will be presented for adoption by 
Summer 1993. 

This proposed Master Plan Update schedule is optimistic and 
contingent upon successful discussion with Airport tenants 
(air lines, F!O' s), other. ;overnme,:it a~enc~_es (FAA, City of 
Santa Clara), 1nO community or91n1zat1ons (Chamber of 
Commerce, CAAP). 
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II. Master Plan Process OrCinence 

Pursuant to Council direction, preparation of a City ordinance 
on amendments to the Airport Master Plan will be initiated by 
staff end the City Attorney's Office as part of the Master 
Plan Update's Implementation Program task. Adoption can 
occur IS soon es possible, end must precede the adoptio·n of the 
Moster Plan, 

III. General Aviation Task Force 

IV. 

Steff is currently preparing a minor consultant contract to 
facilitate Task Force meetings enO Oiscussions. The Task 
Force will initiate its activities upon completion o! Council 
appointments enO report to Council with recommenOations in 
November, 1991. 

Runway JOL Extension 

A. Design 

The Oesign stuOies for the Runway 30L Extension ere 
currently being initiated by the Public Works Department 
utilizing the consultant (HNTB) already under contract to 
prepare the design for the eztension of Runway 30R 
(suspended by Council on May 21, 1991). An amendment to 
the HNTB contract agreement will be presenteO to Council 
by Public Works in the Fall, Project desi;n will be 
complete by January, 1992. 

B, :EIR/:EA 

The recommenOeO amendment to the contract agreement with 
David J. Powers, Associates (previously preparin; the 
:EIR/:EA for the Runway 3DR eztension) would allow the 
:EIR/:EA to be initiated. A second amendment will be 
brought forward to cover subsequent phases of :EIR/:EA 
preparation. Completion and Planning Commission 
certification is anticipated in December,1991, 

c. Project Construction 

once adequate environmental studies for Runway 30L have 
been performed and the :EIR/:EA has been accepted as 
complete, and project design is complete, the City can 
proceed to bid the project. This schedule anticipates 
that Public works would conduct a bid and ewarO process 
with Council action occurring in early 1992. Construction 
could then be anticipated to eztend through mid-1993 unOer 
this schedule. 
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Honorable Mayor and City Council 
AIRPORT JIASTER P:t.Ali AliD IIOISE: PROGRAM 
June 6, 1991 

v. Airport Noise Pro;ram 

A. Noise Monitoring System and Modified Noise Reports 

Refer to item I-A-3 above. Revised monthly reports should 
be;in in August 1991. 

s. Analysis of Federal Noise Re;ulations 

Refer to item I-A-3· above. Pending issuance of the 
federal regulations this Summer, the analysis should be 
available in early Fall 1991. 

c. Engine Run-up Operational Changes 

Refer to item I-A-3 above. A report on the engine run-up 
issue should be available by September,1991. 

D. Good Neighbor Program and Stage 3 Airline Compliance 

Staff activities on an airline •good neighbor• program and 
a Stage 3 aircraft co~pliance goal are curreritly being 
developed and should be available for review in August, 
1991. 

VI. General 

A. Document for All Recommendations 

Staff will prepare a file of information on the Airport 
Master Plan Update and Noise Program for public review at 
the City Clerk"s Office. The file, which would include 
the Administration•s reports to the Convnittee of the Whole 
and public hearings and related documents, will be 
available in July and include all documents and 
information requested by Council. 

B. Reports to Council and Transportation, Development 
committee 

staff proposes to prepare a monthly report on the Airport 
Master Plan Update and Noise Program for review by the 
Transportation, Development Committee which will be 
reported to the full Council as• General Government 
cross-referenced item on the following Council agenda. 

COORDINATION 
These recommendations have been coordinated with the City Manager's 
Office and City Attorney's Office. 
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Honorable Mayor and City Council 
AIRPORT W.STER PI.Ali ARD BOISE PROGRAM 
.:June 6, 1991 

COST IMPLICATIONS 
The Airport 1991-92 CIP includes funding for consultant costs 
associated with the Master Plan Opdate EIR/EA, Economic Impact 
Study, General Aviation Task Force, and Runway 30L Eztension, as 
well es for a new noise monitoring system, hush house preliminary 
~esi;n, anO Runway 30L construction. 

The recommenOeO amendment to the contract agreement with TR.A 
(Master Plan Opdate) includes no change to the e%isting contract 
cost ($842,282) at this time. Further refinements to Tl!A's work 
scope, an~/or bud;et, may be proposed as a future, additional 
contract amendment. 

The recommended amenOment to the contract agreement wi t"h David J. 
Powers, Associetes (Runway 30L Eztension EIR/EA) changes the 
contract cost from $59,250 to $84,175, an increase of $24,925. 

BUDGET REFERENCE (Runway 30L Eztension EIR/EA) 

Fund: 
Responsibility: 
Budget Document: 

RGT:kph 

Attachment 

520 
520-80074443 
Airport 1990-91 Adopted Capital Budget, Page 
25, Item 29 

d,;-1? (.. 77>:,.J.,.''fL 
Ralph G. Tonseth 
Director of Aviation 
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WORK PROGRAM ELEMENTS 1991 1992 
3 4 1 2 3 4 

I. AIRPORT MASTER PLAN UPDATE 

A. EIR/EA 

1. Consultant Selection X 
2. Scoping 01 Alternatives (6, 8, 9) X X 
3. Evaluation Of Alternatives (6, 8, 9) X X X X X 
4. Evaluation Of Mitigation Measures' X X X X X X 
5. Completion/Certification X 

B. Update Of Analysis To Date X X X 
c. Economic Analysis (1990 and EIR Alternatives) X X X X X 
D. Implementation Program 

E. Airport Layout Plan Package 

F. Final Documentation And Adoption 

II. MASTER PLAN PROCESS ORDINANCE X 

Ill. GENERAL AVIATION TASK FORCE X X 
JV. RUNWAY 30L EXTENSION 

A. Design X X 
B. EIR/EA X X 
C. Bid And Award X 
D. Construction X X X 

V. AIRPORT NOISE PROGRAM 

A. Noise Monitoring System X X X X 

B. Modified Noise Reports X - - - - -c. Analysis Of Federal Noise Regulations X 

D. Engine Run-up Operational Changes X 

E. Good Neighbor Program X - - - - -
F. Stage 3 Airline Operations X - - - - -

VI.GENERAL 

A. Document For All Recommendations X 

B. Regular T & D Committee Reports X - - - ·- -c. Monthly Council Reports X - - - - -
• Evaluation of a noise ordinance will occur at the earliest possible time 
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BACKGROUND TO AIRPORT OPl!RATIONS 

The regulatory history of the aviation industry indicates that there has always been 

federal control over aspects of aiipon operations./! :ZI Legis111ion established federal 

regulatory control over: 

• the development and operation of domestic air routes (through control of the 
airspace, and rules over where airaaft fly and the procedures pilots use); 

• the control of air traffic (through lhe development and operllion of aiipon traffic 
conrrol towers and other navigation/communication facilities); and 

• the development and operation of airpons (through conditions anached to federal 
funding of aiipon construction, 11Dong olher rules)Jl:Z/ 

Historically, the operations of commercial airlines, including their decisions about 

what markets (cities and airpons) to serve, were also regulated. The Airline 

Deregulation Act of 1978 lifted many of the federal economic controls over the 

airlines, including control over the establishment or discontinuance of domestic 

service at most U.S. airpons./1,2/ 

Recent federal legislation has emphasized the need to develop and increase airpon 

capaciry; the connection between airpon noise problems and local opposition to 

capacity increases; and the possibility that local airpon access restrictions (for noise 

purposes) "could impede" the operation and continued development of the national air 

transponation system./3,4/ 

The agencies most involved with the current regulation of SFIA activities are the 

Federal A vialion Administr11ion and the California Depanment of Transponation, 

Division of Aeronautics. Some of the ways the FAA controls the operation of SFIA 

(and other aiJpons) include: 

• The FAA operates the SFIA Traffic Control Tower, from which it controls 
aircraft landings and takeoffs on the Airport's runways, and die movement of 
aircraft in the airspace around SFIA. 

1 
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• The design, location, and construction of airside and landside facilities at SA.A 
must comply with federal standards (panicularly if federal funds arc used). 

• In order to receive federal funding, SFI.A must comply with specified "grant 
asswanccs" (conditions), including the requirement to make the airpon 
" ... available as an airpon·for public use on fair and reasonable terms and without 
wtjust discrimination, to all types, kinds, and classes of aeronautical users."/5,6/ 

Appendix A includes a summary of federal legislative history, a discussion of the key 

legislation governing the operation of airports, and a discussion of the functions of the 

FAA and the Division of Aeronautics. 

EXJ'I!NT OF LOCAL CONl]tOL OVER AIRPORT OPERATIONS 

Given the extent of federal and state regulatory control over airport operations, there is 

a question as to what airport owners arc able to do to regulate the use of their facilities. 

The question has been raised in the context of restrictions some airports have imposed 

in order to reduce congestion or noise problems. Examples of such restrictions include 

requiring that some users shift their flights to other (less busy) airpons; setting a limit 

on the number of flights per hour; prohibiting flights by aircraft that do not meet an 

aiJport's noise standards; and setting user fees that "more realistically" reflect the costs 

imposed on an airport during certain times (such as congested peak hours, or nighttime 

hours)./!/ 

These and similar restrictions imposed by airport owners have been challenged in 

coun. The following paragraphs discuss the limited powers granted to airport owners, 

the potential areas of control airports do have, the requirement that a.upon restrictions 

be reasonable and not discriminate unjustly, and the meaning of"unreasonable" and 

"discriminatory" when applied to restrictions imposed at several U.S. airports. 

There is disagreement among aiipon operators, airlines, and regulatory agencies 

regarding the limits of local a.upon control. The following discussion, therefore, docs 

not offer any conclusions about the ability of an aiipon such as SF1A to restrict or 

divert airline flights. 

2 
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LIMITS OF LOCAL CONTROL 

There are a nwnber of laws and coun decisions that specify or limit the powers of an 

aiipon owner. 1brough federal and state legislation, ccnain powers have been granted 

to the Federal Aviation Administration, the U.S. Deparuncnt of Transponation, and 

the California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics. The functions 

(and regulatory powers) of these agencies arc discussed in Appendix A. 

Section 1305 of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 allows a local government to own 

and operate an airpon. Under most circumstances, local governments have "police 

powers" that allow them " ... to legislate in broad areas of scope including economics, 

the environment, morality, law and order, and peace and quiet ... " Historically, the 

Supreme Coun has superseded local police powers " ... only when Congress exhibits a 

clear and manifest purpose to do so. "/7 / 

A local government acting as an aiJpon owner, however, is not able to use all of its 

police powers to run and regulate airpon operations (because certain powers have been 

granted to the federal govenunent, as noted.above). "While section 1305 allows local 

authorities to operate airports as proprietors [owners], the grant [of power] is 

limited ... "/7/ 

Under the state Public Utilities Code, the State of California ha.s authority over "the 

space above the land and waters of this state." The Code also establishes the "right of 

flight" within this airspace. The right of flight includes "the right of safe access to 

public airpons. "/8/ 

POTENTIAL AREAS OF CONTROL: NOISE, CONGESTION, AND OPERATING 
EXPENSES 

Pwposes for which airport owners have been allowed to impose resttictions include 

the reduction of noise, the reduction of ground congestion, and the recovery of airpon 

operating expcmes./7/ 

" ... the Supreme Court recognizes that noise control is a necessary area excluded from 

federal jurisdiction and left to local authorities."/7/ Many U.S. airpons, including 

3 
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SFIA, have successfully imposed restrictions for noise-reduction purposes. The 

enforcement of some of these restrictions has resulted in the denial of access (use of 

the aiipon) to certain types of aircraft. 

Airpons' powers to impose noise restrictions may have been limited by the Airport 

Noise and Capacity Act of 1990, however. Under the Act, new aircraft or noise 

restrictions on Stage 3 ("quiet") aircraft must be approved by the Secretary of 

Transponation. The Secretary has indicated that the Department of Transportation 

might challenge new airport noise restrictions that the Department considers too much 

of an economic hardship on the airlines (by requiring the airlines to retire noisy 

aircraft sooner, for example), or too -restrictive on the operation of the airport system 

nationwide./4.9/ 

Coniestion 

The following excerpt from a legal commentary outlines potential means of relieving 

aiiport congestion: 

"The two principal methods that have been upheld to relieve a.upon congestion 
arc perimeter rules and peak-period landing fees. Perimeter rules seek to relieve 
congestion at an airpon by restricting incoming and outgoing flights to 
destinations within a cenain distance of the facility ... Peak period landing fees 
seek to relieve congestion during the time of the day when airlines are most likely 
to schedule flights by making the times when the airport is operating at a lower 
capacity more financially attractive ... "n/ 

Operatini E:,;penses 

Airports may impose restrictions (in the form of fees) in order to recover operating 

expenses: 

" .. .few owners would operate an airport if they were unable to recapture most, if 
not all, of their operating expenses. Thus, Congress provided that airport 
operators could maintain a fee ·and rental structure that made the airport as 
self-sustaining as possible. In interpreting Congress• provisions, courts liberally 
construe what constitute 'expenses' in providing facilities and services to airport 
users."n/ 
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TESTS FOR LOCAL AIRPORT RESTRJCTIONS: "REASONABLE" AND 
"NONDISCRIMINATORY" 

The tests established by legislation and applied by couns to airport restrictions have · 

involved two key requirements: the restriction must be "reasonable"; and the 

restriction must not discriminate "unjustly. "n ,I 0/ 

Under the Airpon and Airway Improvement Act of 1982, any aiipon that receives 

federal funds must " .. .make its facilities available on 'fair and reasonable tenns and 

without unjust discrimination."' An airport, for example, cannot impose a restriction 

that discriminates unjustly against a class of users, such as general aviation aircraft, or 

a panicular user, such as a specific Bllline.{1/ 

The Federal Anti-Head Tax Act allows airpons to collect "reasonable" fees for the use 

of their facilities. "Reasonable" fees, given the language of the Airport and Airway 

hnprovemcnt Act, are fees that "accurately reflect the cost of operating the facility."n/ 

In the context of the application of these requirements to the areas where airport 

owners have control, an airport owner can impose a noise restriction if it is needed to 

mitigate an aitpon noise problem and if it is not "unreasonable, arbitrary, 

discriminatory, or a burden on interstate commerce." "Courts will uphold perimeter 

rules and peak-period fees [established by multi-aiipon authorities] as Jong as the 

restrictions are reasonable, nonarbitrary, and nondis~tory rules that advance the 

local intcrcst."n,101 

Interpretations of "Reasonableness" and "Discrimination" 

The following discussion of the use of a special fee structure at Boston Logan 

International Aiiport adcbesses the question of what makes an aiipon restriction 

reasonable. 

"The most recent [coun] decision ... occurrcd in late 1989 in New England Legal 
Follnd.ation v. MasS1JchllSetts Port Authority. In that case, the Massachusetts Pon 
Authority (Masspon), which owns and operates Logan Airpon in Boston, wanted 
to maximize the efficient use of its facilities. It adopted a phased plan which 
began with a ... fee structure consisting of two clements [a standard fee and an 
additional charge based on aiJcraft weight] .... the effect of ... thc plan was to 
increase drastically the cost per landing of small aircraft while decreasing that of 
large aircraft. The resulting fonnula dcpancd from the traditional method of 
calculating landing fees, and several groups consisting of small aircraft users 
brought a legal challenge against the fee structurc."n/ 
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The final coun ruling on the case upheld the Department of Transportation's ruling 

against Masspon. From the ruling and Department of Transponation decision on the 

case, it has been concluded that: 

• 

• 

A "rea.sonable" fee or charge "fairly and rationally reflects the cost to comparably 
situated users" (the coun found that the fee put a disproponionate share of airport 
costs on small aircraft); and 

The charge must be developed through a "nonarbitrary" methodology, and must 
accurately reflect airport costs (" ... the coun believed that Massport's fee structure 
was unreasonable because its methodology for allocating costs wa:s 'not 
scientifically derived'").n/ 

"The issues of discrimination and reasonableness are frequently interconnected." In a 

case involving local noise control regulations that prevented certain aircraft from 

operating at John F. Kennedy International A.upon, the coun determined that the Port 

Authority of New York and New Jersey used reasonable procedwes to establish an 

acceptable level of aircraft noise. Since the procedwes were reasonable and the 

restriction was "rationally related to a legitimate state interest," the coun determined 

that the noise restriction was not discrirninatory.n/ 

In a case involving the perimeter rule imposed by the FAA which prohibited air 

carriers from operating nonstop flights between Washington National Airport and any 

airpon more than 1,000 miles away, 'The court held that an airport proprietor may 

make reasonable regulations concerning the efficient use of navigable airspace, ... " In a 

case involving a perimeter rule established for LaGuardia Airport, an imponant factor 

was that "long-distance air traffic was not prohibited from entering New York area 

airpons but was only divened from one airport to another ... "n I An additional factor in 

both cases was that the airpons were pan of a multi-airpon system operated by one 

authority, which had the ability to accept the (diverted) air traffic at another airport in 

the system./! 0/ 

"The coun noted that while all regulations tend to discriminate in some way, the 
irnponant inquiry is whether the discrimination is reasonable in light of the 
legitimate objectives the proprietor seeks to achieve. After noting that the control 
of ground congestion is a legitimate proprietary function, the court agreed with 
the authority's belief that the perimeter rule would keep LaGuardia from 
experiencing delays and congestion."n/ 
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In a case involving SFIA and its denial of access (introduction of service) to an aircraft 

operated by Burlington Northern Air Freight, the FAA charged that SAA had 

discriminated unjustly and unreasonably against the airline, mainly because SFIA 

allowed noisier aircraft (than the Boeing Q-707 denied access) to use the Airport. The 

Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals recently ruled in favor of the FAA. Because the FAA 

found that SAA had violated its grant assurances, the FAA has withheld federal funds 

from SFlA since Fiscal Year 1986./10/ 

AIRPORT ECONOMICS 

AIRPORT BUSINESS OPERATIONS 

The following summary of selected aspects of airport administration and finance is 

included to show the extent to which the airlines serving SFI.A "share the risks and 

responsibilities for airport operations. "/1/ 

Sources of Operatin& Revenue 

According. to a standard text on airport management: 

"At large air carrier airports, the main sources of operating revenue are air carrier 
landing fees, concession fees, and charges for the use of terminal areas and 
hangars. At large commercial airports, landing fees (usually based on the weight 
of the airplane) pay for the use of airfield facilities. Concession contracts provide 
revenue for the use of terminal areas ... Airlines pay rent for leased areas ... , 
usually based on the amount of area rented ... These sources provide an airpon's 
operating revenue ... "/1/ 

FundinK of Ail'pon Develctpment Projects 

The following paragraph describes the means of funding airpon development projects: 

"Airport construction, development, and improvement require large amounts of 
capital. Airports obtain this capital from a number of sources, including the sale 
of bonds and state and federal grants. There are three basic kinds of bonds: 
general obligation, revenue, and hybrid, such as self-liquidating general 
obligation bonds."/1,2/ 

Most of the capital needed for SFIA development projects has been raised through the 

sale of revenue bonds, which "arc backed by the revenue to be generated by the 

facilities."/!/ 
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"At the federal level, grants are available under the [Airport and Airway Safety and 

Capacity Expansion Act of 1987] for airport improvements, ATC facilities and 

equipment, and airspace system operation and maintenance."/!/ 

Aupoo and Airline Assumption of Risk 

At airports such as SAA, the airlines assume some of the responsibilities and risks of 

airport operation: 

"The large and medium-siz.e publicly owned aiJports typically operate in 
conjunction with privately-owned airlines. 1bis public/private charaaer 
distinguishes the financial management and operation of these airports from those 
of organizatioru that are either completely publicly owned or completely 
privately owned ... The risks and responsibilities of airport operations for air 
canier airports are shared between the ailport operator and the airlines that use 
the airport. Tenns and conditions of the relationship between the airport and the 
airlines are contained in legal documents known as airport use agreements. "/1/ 

"In some cases [such as the airport use agreements used at SFI.A], airlines agree 
to pay any costs of operating an airport or servicing its debt that are not recovered 
from other users. This is known as the residual cost approach to pricing; its 
implementation transfers a significant portion of the fmancial risk to the airlines. 
since they agree to make up the operating deficits."/1,11/ 

If the proposed SFIA Master Plan improvements are fmanced with revenue bonds, 

payment of the bonds would be backed by Airport revenues, with the airlines covering 

debt payment costs not recovered from other Airport users. 

AlRLINE DEREGULATION, HUBBING, AND COMPETITION 

The nan= of the airline service provided at SFIA and the other Bay Alea aiipons is 

influenced by the development of the hub-and-spoke route system. 1be ability to 

"manage" or influence service and demand at these ailpons is also influenced by 

hubbing, and by the pn:sence of barriers to marl<et entry. 

PereJUlation and Hubbin& 

Hubbing is defined a., follows: 

"Hubbing is an operational system in which flights from numerous points arrive 
at and then depan from a common point within a short time frame so that 
passengers arriving from any given point can connect to flights depaning to all 
other points ... "/12/ 
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Most air travel within the U.S. involves hubbing operations./13/ " ... an aiipon in a hub 

and spoke system where a carrier or carriers elect to crossconnect passengers on a 

large scale" is a "cOMecting hub. "/12/ Some of the airports currently used as 

connecting hubs include Denver Stapleton International Airport, Dallas/ Fon Worth 

International Airport, Atlanta Hansfield International Airport, and Memphis 

International Airport. 

SF1A is not a COMecting hub airport; most of the passengers using the Airport are 

coming from or going to locations in the Bay Area. However, United Airlines uses the 

Airpon as a hub for connections among its international, Hawaii, long~haul domestic 

(such as to Chicago or Washington}, and intrastate flights. San Jose International 

Airpon is currently used as a connecting hub by American Airlines. Metropolitan 

Oakland International Airport is not used as a connecting hub. 

Airline Competition 

During the decade following deregulation, the domestic airline industry underwent 

"significant structural and operational change," expanding from 30 large air caniers in 

1978 to 38 carriers in 1984, then, through a series of mergers and acquisitions, 

consolidating into 8 large earners (in 1988-1989)./12/ 

In the past several years, concerns have been raised about the competitiveness of the 

airline industry, and the potential need for "reregulation." The Secretary of 

Transportation commissioned a high-level task force to conduct a comprehensive 

assessment of airline competition. The assessment addressed, among other topics, the 

industry and route structure and the existence of baniers to airline entry into 

markets./12/ 

Industry and Route Structure 

The DOT Task Force study of market structure found that: 

• Competitive airline service to more destinations is provided to more people by 
more airlines. 

• Airline concentration has increased at larg~r airports, and decreased at smaller 
airports. 
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• There has been a "dramatic increase" in the number of maitcts served nationwide. 

• "The hubbing process by its very nature requires a large volume of frequent 
service and this leads naturally to a relatively high degree of concentration. 
Moreover, once hubs are established, carriers have a strong incentive to attempt 
to increase their control of traffic at their connecting hubs. 

• "Vurually all non-hubbing carriers have stopped competing with nonstop service 
in city pairs involving a highly concenttated connecting hub. The number of 
nonstop competitors in city-pairs involving concentrated hubs, therefore, is 
essentially limited to carriers that hub ar either end point. 

• "In view of the substantial load factor advantage enjoyed by dominant carriers at 
highly concentrated connecting hubs, in the absence of price deviations which 
could cause such differences, any expansion of service can be expected to involve 
the least risk where a carrier already has a high degree of concentration and the 
most risk where another carrier has a high degree of concentration ... this would 
seem to encourage carriers to expand service by extending dominance Bl existing 
hubs or creating new hubs rather than by trying to compete at another carrier's 
hub."/12/ 

Barriers to Market Entry 

"Generally, barriers to entry a.re practices or conditions that may impede a firm's 

ability to enter a markct."/14/ Hthcre arc barriers (sec following examples) to the 

entry of airlines at San Jose International Airpon and Metropolitan Oakland 

International Airpon, or if the practices used to operate SFI.A favor the airlines' 

continuation or expansion of service at SFlA, it would be more difficult to change or 

"manage" the service provided at each of the three airports. 

Toe Task Force Study of potential barriers to market entry " ... addresses the availability 

of airpon gates and associated facilities and services that are necessary for air carriers 

to serve an airport." The study found that " ... gate facilities are a potential barrier to 

entry into both the aviation industry and into individual markets for firms al.ready in 

the industry ... Without gate facilities, an air carrier is effectively barred from serving a 

specific market."/! I/ 

Three factors found to contribute to the lack of gate facilities ar aupons are the 

unavailability of gate capacity, the use of exclusive-use leases, and the airlines' right 

to approve aiipon decisions. 
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Underutilized Gate Capacity. "There is very little underutilized terminal and gate 

capacity at the large airpons today ... An airline requires at least one full-service gate to 

serve an airport in a minimum fashion, say as a spoke operation. It needs 

5-10 adjacent gates to stan a hub ... Overall, shon run gate capacity is very limited." A 

survey conducted in 1989 found that SFIA had no gates available at that time, and 

would have 4 gates available 180 days larcr./11/ 

Exclusive-Use Leases. "The 1983 Repon to Congress identified ... (that] aiipon facility 

areas ... are typically leased to carriers on an exclusive basis for extended periods of 

time, usually 15 to 30 years ... " At an airpon with long-tenn, exclusive-use leases, an 

airline trying to introduce service would have to sublease gates from the leaseholder, 

probably at a higher cost./1 I/ 

SFIA has standardized long-tenn (10-30-year) exclusive-use contracts. "This contract 

is the result of a 1981 lawsuit against the airpon by the airlines."/15/ As of 1990, 20 of 

the 65 carriers serving the airpon leased gates under this contract, and thC remaining 

caniers subleased gates from the airlines, or leased gates from the ai:rpon on a 

month-to-month basis. All gates at SFIA are currently used by some carrier./15/ 

San Jose International Airpon also has long-tenn exclusive-use leases on airpon 

facilities./16/ 

Majority-In-Interest. In many airpon leases, cenain airlines are "given the right, 

through what is called a 'majority-in-interest'~) clause, to approve cenain aiiport 

decisions ... The matters subject to Mil approval ... generally ... involve major decisions 

that affect airport costs, such as capital improvements or expansions, added debt, and 

new bond issues. The 'interest' power also varies, and can range from absolute veto 

power to simply requiring project reviewsJl 1/ 

"The prevalence of Mil tends to be correlated with the type of financing for 
airpons. Under the residual cost method [used at SFIA], airlines take a 
substantial risk, generally as guaranteeing payment of all airpon costs not covered 
by non-airline sources of revenue. In return, they are charged landing fees and 
rates for space that are calculated after all other sources of revenue arc taken into 
account. If car rental, puking, and concession income goes up, an airline's costs 
for use of space can go down. The airlines assume financial risks.and the airlines 
have an interest in seeing that the airpon is operated to minimize the residual 
costs to be covered by the air carriers. "/11/ 
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The signatory carriers at SFIA and San Jose International Airpon operate under 

residual cost use agreements, with the right of MIi approval. M of Spring 1989, SAA 

needed airline approval for large capital projects, adjustrnenu in landing fees or 

terminal rates, new bond sales, or additional rates, fees, or charges./11/ 

"Many use agreements contain a 'no additional rates, fees, or charges' clause that 

prevents the airpon from raising new revenue for a.upon development by levying fees 

on airlines, unless specifically authorized ... " In a 1989 survey, SAA reponed that it 

had restrictions on charging additional rates, fees, and charges, and was prevented 

from changing the method of calculating landing fees./! I/ 

AIR TRAVEL DEMAND 

General Characteristics 

The factors that are usually considered when analyzing or forecasting air travel 

demand include: 

• Purpose of trip. " ... most people use air transpona1ion as a means to achieve some 
other purpose ... Consequently, when trying to estimate passenger demand, it is 
necessary to go into all the various reasons that make a destination city 
attractive ... Passengers. can be divided into categories by looking at the purpose of 
their trip. Typically the simplest of the divisions is into tourist or business 
travel..." /13/ 

• Variability. "Passenger demand for any mode of transportation varies greatly by 
the hour of the day, the day of the week, and in most markets by the season of the 
year." For example, in a vacation travel market, the demand may be significantly 
highCr during the summer than in the other seasons of the year./13,17/ 

• Passenger origins and destinations. 

• Population of the region served by the a.upon. '"The size and composition of the 
area's population - and its potential growth rate - are basic ingredients in creating 
demand for air transportation services."/18/ 

• Employment of the region served by the a.upon. 

• Disposable income. 

• Regional economy. "In addition to overall national and regional economic 
activity, this factor includes consideration of specific, identifiable, local activity 
that distinguishes the geographic area served by the aitpon from the aggregate 
conditions across the region. This factor is panicularly imponant in connection 
with business travel by commercial and general aviation and with iUI' freight 
traffic."/18/ 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Price of airline travel. 

Frequency of service, defined as the convenience of travel between two points . 
"The larger the number of flights the more convenient are the departure and 
arrival times likely to be."/17/ 

Level of service, such as the use of frequent flyer programs, or an airline or 
airpon's on-time perfonnance record. 

Overall travel time./13,17/ 

External factors, such as fuel price changes, changes in the regulatory 
environment, and the granting of new routes for international scrvice./18/ 

Local aviation actions. '"The types of ground access and suppon services 
provided, user charges, and plans for future development can each affect future 
growth of aviation demand. "/18/ 

Demand and Service in a Multiple-Won Rei:ion 

In the San Francisco Bay region, travelers have more than one airpon from which to 

choose: 

"Airpon choice occurs in metropolitan areas that arc served by more than one 
airpon. In such areas, it may happen that a traveler can choose between a closer 
ai.rpon with access travel advantages and a farther airpon with schedule 
frequency advantages."/17/ 

A model used to study airpon choice for travel between the San Francisco and Los 

Angeles metropolitan areas considered the total travel time, the schedule frequency. 

and the air fare. The results of the model showed that " ... business travel is more 

sensitive to schedule frequency and less sensitive to fares than nonbusiness ttaffic."/17 / 

The 1990 Air Passenger Survey conducted by the Metropolitan Transponation 

Commission (MTC) found that "The most commonly cited determinant of airport 

choice, regardless of air party characteristics, was closeness to residence, hotel or 

business." 1be survey also found that "San Francisco and Oakland airpons ••• have a 

greater ponion of respondents [than San Jose] citing service competition [flight 

availability, frequency, and fares] as their main reasons for choosing one of the two 

airpons."/19/ Other MTC survey results can be found in Attaclunent A to this packet. 
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FEDERAL REGULA TORY HISTORY 

The federal government has regulated the aviation industry in the United States from 

the euJy days of domestic air service. In addition to economic and safety controls on 

the airlines, n,guiation has included rules for the development and operation of the 

domestic airway system. the control of air traffic, and the development and operation 

of airpons. The following ''highlights" of federal n,gula1ory history ue included to 

show the extent and complexiry of the n,gula1ory framework within which SFIA snd 

other U.S. airpons opcra1e. 

Early ReiwJarion (J 925-1934 l 

Federal n,gula1ion of the aviation industry began with the Air Mail Act of 1925 (the 

Kelly Act) and the Air Corrunerce Act of 1926. The Kelly Act n,sulted in the transfer 

of airmail operations from the Post Office Department to private carriers. (Regular air 

passenger service was not established before 1925; most regularly scheduled air 

services were ainnail flights conducted by the Post Office Department.) The Air 

Commerce Act " ... initiated the development of civil airways and navigational aids and 

provided for safety regulations requiring that airplanes, pilots, and navigational 
facilities be registered, examined, and certificated." The Air Conuncrce Act made the 

aeronautics branch of the Department of Conuncrce responsible for " ... promoting and 

fostering the development of commercial aviation as well as for regulating the 

business aspects of air transponation. "/1,2/ 

"Until the early 1920s, a substantial number of airpons in the United States had been 

privately owned and opemed." Cong,ess concluded, in developing the Air Conunerce 

Act, that " ... the control and operations of airpons were ... the n,sponsibiliry of 

municipal authorities."/1,2/ 

" ... the Air Mail Act of 1934 (the Black-McKellar Act) ... set up a thn,efold control 
of the air transpon industry: (I) airmail contracts wen, to be awarded by the Post 
Office Department; (2) the Interstate Conunerce Conunission was put in charge 
of aetting 'fair and n,asonable' airmail rates; and (3) the Department of 
Commerce was made n,sponsiblc for the n,guiation of safery and the 
maintenance, operation, and development of the airway system .•. The act also 
established the five-man Federal Aviation Commission to stndy federal aviation 
policy and recmruncnd future policy. The most important reconuncndation of this 
commission was the creation of a separate agency for economic regulation of the 
civil air transpon industty."/1,2/ 
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Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 

The Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 established economic regulation of the airlines: 

•,iie Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 placed the development, regulatlon, and 
control of air caniers under the jurisdiction of the Civil Aeronautics Authority 
(later .known as the Civil Aeronautics Board, or CAB). This authority~ for the 
fust time, subjected the airlines to rigorous economic regulation. Caniers that 
wanted to offer commercial service were now required to obtain from the CAB a 
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity, specifying the points to be 
served and the seI'Vices to be provided... The CAB exercised complete power to 
determine 'fair and reasonable' rates for the transportation of passengers, 
property, and mail. The CAB also had the power to regulate competition; to 
decide on consolidations, mergen, and acquisitions ... "/1,2/ 

An Air Safety Board within the CAB was created to promulgate Civil Air 

Regulations. However, enforcement of the regulations was the responsibility of the 

aeronautics division of the Commerce Department. The aeronautics division was also 

" ... made responsible for the operation of the airways and control towers and the 

administration of funds for the developmeni of airports."/!/ 

"The prohibition against federal construcrion of airports, a pan of the Air 
Conunerce Acr of 1926, had been omitted... The Civil Aeronautics Act directed 
the administrator to make a field survey of existing aiJports and present a 
feconunendation to Congress in 1939 on whether the government should 
participate in the construction, improvement, development, or maintenance of the 
national system of aiJpons."(}./ 

1be administrator recommended that the " ... development and maintenance of an 

adequate system of aiJports was in the national interest ... "/!/ Congress appropriated 

$40 million for the development of aiJpons in 1940./2/ 

Transponation Act of 1940 

The Transportation Act of 1940 established the Civil Aeronautics Board (,eplacing the 

Civil Aeronautics Authority) and the Civil Aeronautics Administration (CAA, which 

was the predecessor JO the Federal Aviation Agency, which later became the Federal 

Aviation Administration). The CAB was RSpODSible for economic regulation; the 

CAA was nosponsible for safety regulation. The CAA's authority was extended during 

World War U to include air traffic control of all IUWays.f]./ 
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World War II 

World War II affected U.S. aupon development: 

" ... defense considerations led to the decision to upgrade existing airpons and to 
develop new aiiports ... Congress ... appropriated specific funds to construct and 
improve airpons that were considered vital for national defense. After the war, 
the Federal Airpon Act of 1946 increased the size of the ai,pons program by 
providing $500 million over the next 7 years. The recipients of federal funds 
were required to comply with the new standards established by the CAA, such as 
site location, aupon layout, lighting, and the safety of approaches."/1,2/ 

The air traffic control system was upgraded after World War II, including the 

establishment of approach control facilities, use of long•range radar, establishment of 

an accurate navigation system and installation of insuument landing systems, and 

improvements in communications equipment. The Office of Air Traffic Control was 

established in I 956./I/ 

Federal Aviation Act of 1958 

The Federal Aviation Act of 1958 amended and replaced the Civil Aeronautics Act of 

1938: 

-rhe new act established the Federal Aviation Agency (FAA) as a separate 
government agency .. Jts functions were to regulate airspace; to ac:quire, operate, 
and develop air navigation facilities; and to prescribe air traffic rules for all 
aircraft. The safety regulations became known as the Federal Aviation 
Regulations (FARs). Although regulation of safety was under the jurisdiction of 
the FAA, investigation of civil aircraft accidents was still the responsibility of the 
CAB. The CAB's economic regulatory authority was left unchanged."/1,2/ 

Toe FAA was also given the authority to approve the siting of aupons and to 

administer airpon development funds.fl/ 

Creation of Department o[D:wportatiOi'l COOT> 

Toe U.S. Department ofTransponation was created in 1966: 

• ... to provide total transponation planning, policy guidance, and protection of the 
public interest • with the aim of achieving an integrated national transponation 
system based on economic criteria rather than on modal preferences... The FAA 
(now Federal Aviation Administration) was reorganized and became part of the 
DOT. In the area of air safety, the FAA administrator was given cabinet•level 
functions, powers, and duties. 1be Air Safety Board became the Narional 
Transponation Safety Board .. ."/1,2/ 
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Air_pon Development in the 1970s 

In the 1970s, Congress authorized funding for a.upon development: 

"In 1970, the Airport and Airway Development Act and the Airport and Airway 
Revenue Act were passed to allow for the expansion, improvement, and funding 
of airways and airport systems ... Toe Airport Development Aid Program (ADAP), 
pan of the Airport and Airway Development Act, allowed an expenditure of $2.5 
billion for the improvement of existing airport facilities and for the construction 
of new ai,ports. Under the Airport and Airway Revenue Act, the Airport and 
Airway Trust Fund was established with money collected from the users of the 
system."/1,2/ 

Airline DereiU!ation Act of 1978 

Toe Airline Deregulation Act was " ... intended 'to amend the Federal Aviation Act of 

1958, to encourage, develop and attain an air transportation system which relics on 

competitive market forces to detemtlne the quality, variety, and price of air services 

and for other pwposcs. "' Fonner policy had been '" ... oriented towards the creation 

and govcnuncntal promotion of an air transportation system and the protection of the 

air transport industry through essentially public utility-type regulation.' It was often 

interpreted as allowing or even requiring anticompetitive policies. "/2/ 

Under the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, the CAB granted certificates to airlines for 

proposed service " ... only if it found that the ... service was 'required by the public 

convenience and necessity.' The board also had to find that the airline was 'fit, 

willing, and able' to perform the service ... " Certificates were granted through 

"complicated and time-consuming procedures." Under deregulation, airlines arc still 

required to obtain certificates of fitness from the Depamncnt of Transportation, but 

other controls over airline entry into (and exit from) most domestic markets have been 

eliminated. (Service to certain small communities is regulated under the Essential Air 

Service program.)/!/ 

Deregulation was achieved in phases. Passenger airline operations were deregulated 

as of October 1978. The CAB's authority to assign air routes ceased in 1982; 

authority relating to rate making was terminated in 1983. The CAB ceased to exist as 

of January I 98S; its remaining responsibilities (such as~ regulation of international 

transportation) were transferred to the Department of Transportation. (DOT approval 

of airline mergers ceased in 1988; mergers are subject to the antittust laws 

administered by the Department of Justice.)/1,2/ 
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Airport and Airways Improvement Act of 1982 

Funding authorization for airpon development under ADAP (established by the 1970 

Airport and Airway Development Act) expired in 1980. The Airport and Airways 

Improvement Act of 1982, enacted to implement the FAA's National Airspace System 

Plan for Facilities, Equipment and Associaled Development, autht>rizcd funding for 

airport development under the Airport Improvement Program (Af.P)./1,2/ 

Recent Le&islation 

Airport and Airway Safety and Capacity Expansion Act of 1987 

The Act amends the Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982 "for the purpose of 

extending the authorization of appropriations for airport Md airway improvements, 

and for other purposes." Concerns expressed by Congress during the drafting of the 

legislation include the large, unspent balance in the Airport and Airway Trust Fund, 

the need for continued development of the national airport and airway system 

(especially airport capacity and air traffic control modernization), and the need to 

make further progress in achieving airport noise compatibility./3/ 

The Act: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Authorizes $8.7 billion through Fiscal Year 1992 for the Airport Improvement 
and Noise Abatement Programs; 

Authorizes SS.3 billion through Fiscal Year 1992 for the FAA's Facilities and 
Equipment programs, to implement the FAA 's plan for the modernization of the 
air traffic control system; 

Sets fonh formulas for the apportionment of federal funds; 

Amends the federal grMt assurances regarding the provision of access on a 
nondiscriminatory basis, the protection of temtinal airspace, the requirement that 
airport revenues must be spent on the airport, and the disposal of land purchased 
with federal funds for noise mitigation; 

Permits the issuance of a Lener of Intent to fund an airport project in future years; 

Provides thm if an airport is not making reasonable progress toward developing or 
implementing a noise compatibility program, 10 percent of the funds apportioned 
to the airport shall be made available to lOCal government for noise mitigation 
programs; 

Provides for a higher federal share for the funding of noise projects at cenain 
airpons; 

A-6 
C&R.A.145 



• Requires the FAA Administrator "to conduct a study of innovative noise 
abatement proposals that are not currently eligible for federal assistance"; 

• Includes provisions and requirements for cenain individual a.irpons; 

Modifies existing law regarding the Essential Air Service program; and 

• Extends excise taxes through December 31, 1990, with a "nigger" that the 1990 
taxes be reduced if the total appropriations for airpon improvements, facilities 
and equipment, and research, engineering and developmem are less than 
85 percent of the total amounts authorized for these prograrm./3/ 

Aiiport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 

Among the fmdings in the Act are tha1 

"(l) aviation noise management is crucial to the continued increase in airpon 
capacity; (2) commwtity noise concerns have led to uncoordinated and 
inconsistent restti.ctions on aviation which could impede the national air 
transportation system; (3) a noise policy must be implemented at the national 
level;"/4/ 

The Act requires that the Secretary of Transponation "shall issue regulations 

establishing a national noise policy ... " The policy " ... shall be based on a detailed 

economic analysis of the impact of the phaseout date for Stage 2 aircraft on 

competition in the airline industry ... " The Act establishes December 31, 1999 as the 

phaseout date for Stage 2 aircraft (for turbojet aircraft with a maximum weight of more 

than 75,000 pounds), with a possible waiver through 2003. The noise policy shall 

include a schedule for phased-in compliance, with interim deadlines./4/ 

On September 24, 1991, the FAA issued the regulations required by the Act. FAA's 

initial proposed rule would have required the phasing out of each airline's Stage 2 

aircraft according to the following schedule: 25 percent by the end of 1994; 50 percent 

by 1996; 75 percent by 1998; and I 00 pen:ent by the year 2000. However, the airline 

industry argued for a more fiexible approach, and the Secretary of Transportation 

" ... ordered that the timetable be made more flexible out of concern for the economic 

viability of the airlines." As a result, the rule " ... allows airlines. if they choose, to 

move toward compliance by first increasing the numbers of quieter aircraft in their 

fleets, rather than by starting right away to eliminate the noisier ones." The adopted 

deadlines are that 55 percent of an airline's entire fleet must be Stage 3 aircraft by 

1994, 65 pen:ent by 1996, and 75 percent by 1998./5/ 
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The Acr also requires that the national policy include a "program for reviewing aiipon 

noise and access restrictions on operations of Stage 2 and Stage 3 aircraft." Any 

aiiport noise or access restriction on the operation of Stage 3 aircraft effective after 

October 1990 is prohibited unless " .. .it has been agreed to by the airport proprietor and 

all aircraft operaton" or has been approved by the Secretary of Transportation. A 

restriction on Stage 2 aircraft is allowed only if the airport operator conducts a 

cost-benefit analysis of the restriction and allows adequate time for public comment. 

Compliance with these provisions is tied to the receipt of federal funds and the 

eligibility to impose and collect "passenger facility charges."/4/ 

FUNcnONS OF REGULA TORY AGENOES 

The regulatory history presented in the previous section provides the framework for 

the current regulation of SFIA. The agencies most involved with the regulation of 

SFIA activities are the Federal A via ti on Administration and the California Depamnent 

of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics. Information on these agencies' functions 

is included to show the extent to which the operation of SFIA is subject to federal and 

state regulation. 

Federal 

Federal Aviation Administration 

The FAA participates directly and indirectly in the operation of the Airport through its 

cstablislunent and operation of the air traffic control (ATC) system; its regulation of 

aircraft and airlines, ailport design and construction, and day-to.day aspects of a.i.rpon 

management; and its administration of funds. The FAA performs the following 

functions: 

• "Encourages the establistunent of civil airways, landing &Ras, and other air 
facilities; 

• "Designates federal airways; acquires, establishes, operates, and conducts 
research and development; and maintains air navigation facilities along such civil 
airways; 

• "Makes provision for the control and protection of air traffic moving in air 
commerce; 

• "Undenakcs or supervises technical development work in the field of aeronautics 
and the development of aeronautical facilities"; 
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Develops and enforces the Federal Aviation Regulations, including the following: 

aircraft noise certification (Pan. 36) 
ai,pon noise compatibility programs (Pan 150) 
rules for funding eligibility and fund procurement (Pan 152) 
acquisition of U.S. land for airpons (Pans 153, 154) 
release of federal airpon property for public use (Pan 155) 
reporting actions relating to construction, alteration, activation, and 
deactivation of airpons (Pan 157); 

• "Provides for aircraft registration; 

• "Requires notice and issues orders with respect to hazards to air commerce"; and 

• "Issues opcrai:ing certificates to airports serving air carriers [under FAR Pan. 
139]."/i ,6/ 

The FAA also develops the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems and directs 

the federal aiiport aid program. "In this connection it perfonns the following functions: 

• "Provides advisory assistance on airport planning, design, constraction, 
management, operation, and maintenance; 

• "Develops and establishes standards, government planning methods, and 
procedures (for airport planning, design, and construction, and management, 
operations, and maintenance); 

• "Develops and reconunends principles for incorporation in state and local 
legislation"; and 

• "Secures compliance with statutory and contractual requirements relative to 
airport operation practices, conditions, and arrangements. "/2,6/ 

Department of Transportation 

As discussed on page A-5 above, the Department of Transportation regulates air 

service to small communities under the Essential Air Service program, and enforces 

economic controls on international air transportai:ion. 

The California Depamnent of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics issues permits 

for the operation of airports in the state. (State permitting is conducted separately 

from the federal cenification of ai,pons under FAR Pan 139.)/7/ 
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Any changes to "airside" facilities at an aiipon require a revision to the state permit. 

Changes to landside facilities, such as those proposed under the SF1A Master Plan, do 

not require a revision to the permit.(7/ 

The Division of Aeronautics conducts yearly inspectiQns for compliance with the 
pennit. The Division also enforces the Federal Aviation Regulations, which were 

adopted by ·the state under the Sw.e Aeronautics Act. The Code gives authority to the 

Division to develop additional regulations under Title 21 of the California Code of 

Regulations./7 / 

NOTES • Appendix A 

/1/ Taneja, Nawal K., Introduction ro Civil Aviarion, l..cxington Books, 1987. 

(2/ Smith, Donald I., Jolul D. Odegard, and William Shea, Airport Planning and 
Management, Wadsworth Publishing Company, 1984. 

/3/ Aiipon and Airway Safety and Capacity Expansion Act of 1987, Public Law 
100-223, House Repon and House ConfCrence Report. 

/4/ Aiipon Noise and Capacity Act of 1990. 

/SI "FAA Eases Plan to Phase Out Noisy Jets Amid Strong Pressure," New York 
Times, September 25, 1991. 

/6/ Horonjeff, Roben, and Francis X. McKelvey, Planning and Design of Airports, 
McGraw Hill, Third Edition, 1983. 

(7/ Gargas, Dan, Aviation Consultant, Caltrans Division of Aeronautics, telephone 
conversation, September 19, 1991. 
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GoallGI H. Mc&A, 

Dear Hs. Sahm: 

The HTC staff have reviewed the San Francisco International Airport 
(SFO) Master Plan DEIR. The DEIR Is a detailed and comprehensive 
document addressing proposed Improvements at the Airport to the year 
2006. The environmental document discusses forecasted traffic 
activity, airport development plans, and environmental Impacts 
related to transportation, noise, air quality and other Issues. As 
the regional transportation planning agency, HTC must develop and 
adopt a Regional Airport System Plan. The last regional airport 
plan was adopted In 1980, and the forecasts have been periodically 
reviewed and updated since that time (see below). HTC Is now 
engaged In the comprehensive review and updating of the 1980 plan. 
The new RAP will examine airport system alternatives for 2005 and 
2010. 

HTC recently transmitted Information to you under separate cover 
Including: results of the 1990 HTC Air Passenger Survey at SFO, 
Oakland, and San Jose Airports, a memo to the Regional Airport 
Planning Conmlttee on reconmended regional air passenger forecasts 
(February 22, 1991), and a handout to the same convnlttee on the 
preliminary airport system alternatives (distributed at the 
September 6, 1991 RAPC meeting). Specific HTC staff convnents on the 
San Francisco International Airport Master Plan DEIR are provided 
below: 

forecasts and Reglonal Traffic Allocatlons 
• The EIR would benefit from an·expanded discussion of regional 

airport system alternatives Including the compatibility of SFO 
airport Improvement proposals with Improvement proposals being 
developed In other ongoing airport master plan studies at Oakland 
and San Jose Airports. The DEIR should provide some discussion 
of how airline and airport facility Investments and airline 
service decisions (such as creating new airline 'hubs' for 
connecting flights) could either reinforce or change air service 
patterns at Bay Area airports. 

--- o For clarification, the current regional airport plan air 
,....,o.o- passenger forecasts and airport traffic assignments are different 
---- than those shown on page l 1D (see attached excerpts for the HTC 

w..-,.H.. Regional Transportation Plan). 
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• The regional air passenger forecasts were last revised in 1986, 
and the airport traffic assignments were last revised in 1987. 
Note that the actual 1990 airport traffic shares for the Bay Area 
airports (page 120) are quite close to the recommended traffic 
allocations in the regional airport plan, i.e., the traffic 
allocations associated with a Bay Area traffic level of 43 
Million Annual Passengers (MAP). 

• The current regional airport plan recommends that Oakland and San 
Jose Airports serve a larger share of regional air traffic as air 
travel demand increases in the future. These recommendations 
stem from extensive previous analysis showing this strategy is 
essential to: balance available runway and airspace capacity 
(i.e., reduce excessive aircraft and passenger delays), provide 
more convenient and accessible air service to the Bay Area's 
population, provide noise relief to Bay Area residents, and to 
minimize vehicle travel and air pollution for ground trips to and 
from Bay Area airports. One of the reasons the Plan is now being 
revised is to coordinate ongoing airport master plan proposals 
for SFO, Oakland and San Jose Airports. San Francisco's master 
plan, for example proposes to serve 51.3 MAP In 2006, whereas the 
current policy limit In the regional airport plan is 31 HAP; 
similar conflicts with the regional airport plan exist at the 
other Bay Area airports. The question of how much additional 
airport capacity is needed and the optimum share of traffic for 
each airport Is the subject of the current Regional Airport 
System Plan update due to be completed In the Spring of 1992. 
Airport system alternatives for the update study are now being 
defined through discussions with the ABAG/MTC Regional Airport 
Planning Committee CRAPC). San Francisco Airport's Master Plan 
should be consistent with the regional plan. 

• MTC' s "expected" forecast for the Bay Area 1s 62.6 HAP In 2005 
and 70.7 MAP in 2010; these projections employ different 
methodologies than either the FAA forecast or the CASP forecast. 
However, the A8AG/MTC Regional Airport Planning Committee has 
also recommended that the plan update consider the long-term 
(20-25 year) capacity Implications of a air passenger demand 
level of 84 MAP--which Is similar to the forecast In the 
California Airport System Plan. 

• In terms of airport system alternatives. the Regional Airport 
System Plan update will be looking at alternatives In which SFO's 
share of regional air traffic will most likely vary between the 
current 70'L to a lower share of about 55'1., reflecting substantial 
redistribution of air service to other airports. The Master Plan 
forecasts would be more consistent with retention of the current 
share. 

Transnortat1on Impacts 

• The EIR Indicates several highway segments and local 
intersections will deteriorate to Level of Service Fas a result 
of projected future air traffic growth resulting from the 
master plan. HTC has reviewed the traffic data and 
assumptions in the DEIR and finds the methodologies and 
assumptions to be reasonable, given the air passenger 
forecast, Including such factors as the air passenger and 
employee mode split, the projected use of the proposed BART 
extension to SFO, and the impact of the BART extension on airport 
parklog requirements. 
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• Since the DEIR was prepared two additional BART extension 
alternatives were added to those previously under study by MTC: 
Alternative 5 (I-380 corridor to an 11 external 11 BART station on 
the airport's Hest of Bayshore property) and Alternative 6 CI-380 
corridor to an 11 1nternal° station under the Airport's main 
garage). The decision on which alignment will be the preferred 
alignment to SFO will be a joint decision by HTC, BART, and 
SamTrans. This study assumes the Airport will finance, construct 
and operate an Automated People Hover system to the A External 11 

SFO BART/CalTrain Station if this alignment is selected as the 
pr2ferred alternative. Potential airport contributions to the 
capital and operating cost of the proposed BART extension will be 
evaluated by HTC in the ongoing BART extension study. 

• The Transportation Impacts section does not adequately 
describe the mitigation of airport surface traffic impacts 
other than the impact of the proposed BART extension (and this is 
only discussed in relation to local intersections and parking 
demand; a discussion of the impacts on freeway segments would 
a 1 so be warranted). 

• Specific mitigation measures that need greater elaboration 
include: 

- airport coordination activities with local agencies, including 
the San Mateo County Congestion Management Agency (CMA), to 
establish and maintain traffic LOS standards on key freeways and 
airport access routes as well as participation with the CMA in 
the development of deficiency plans to address unacceptable 
levels of service at intersections near the Airport 

- assistance in the planning and development of off-airport 
terminals (page 114 discusses this concept, but it is not listed 
on pages 12 - 13 which sunvnarize potential transportation 
mitigation measures) 

- ~evelopment of a pricing policy for parking which 
reduces auto access to the airport and encourages the use of 
tTansit and other high occupancy vehicle services 

- prefeTential access for public transit operators to the 
terminal curbside to place public transit on a competitive 
footing with auto access 

- defining a workable and effective commute alternatives program 
for airport employees given past experience which has shown how 
difficult it is for a majority of employees with different shifts 
and work hours to use carpools and transit 

Noise: 

• The growth in aircraft size appears to be higher than current 
industry trends would indicate. 

• It would also be helpful if the noise impact information is 
reported both in terms of population and dwelling units within 
various noise contours. 
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Air Oua)jty: 

• The Bay Area Air Quality Management District has recently revised 
its recommendations for estimating future CO ambient background 
levels. These revisions will significantly affect the CO 
concentration analysis in Table 55 and the conclusions reached in 
that table. 

• The EIR would benefit from a discussion cf the regional <ozone) 
and local <carbon monoxide) reductions that would be achieved by 
increased use cf transit and ridesharing modes by air passengers 
and airport employees. Also, the Airport should be aware cf 
transportation control measures CTCHs) adopted by HTC in February 
1990 as Contingency Measures for the 1982 Bay Area Air Quality 
Plan and proposed TCHs in the BAAQHD's 1991 Clean Air Plan to 
meet state air quality standards which may affect the 
transportation impacts discussed in the DEIR. 

Should you have any questions about these ccnments, we would be 
pleased to provide additional information. 

CB:jlr 
8942p/1 l 

Sincerely, 

Chris Brittle 
Manager, Planning 
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THE REGIONAL AIRPORT PLAN 

In 1977, the Regional Airport Planning Conunittee CRAPCJ, a joint advisory 
committee of HTC and ABAG, began a major review of the Regional Airport Plan 
CRAPJ--which provides long-range guidelines for development of air passenger, 
air cargo, and general aviation facilities In the Bay Area. The airport map 
following this text locates the facilities identified In the RAP. In accor­
dance with Policy 5.6, the RAP shall guide HTC In Its decisions concerning 
airport plans and development proposals. The RAP has the following major 
prcv1 s i ens: 

Al rport 

San Francisco 
Oakland 
San Jose 

Expansion of the major air carr1er airoorts. Airline service at 
San Francisco International Airport, Metropolitan Oakland 
International Airport, and San Jose Municipal Airport should be 
consistent with the regional plan and with master plans prepared 
for these airports. The regional plan recommends that airport 
Improvement programs and local land use decisions be guided by 
the regional projections of air passenger demand and airport 
traffic assignments shown below: 

PROJECTEO BAY AREA AIR PASSENGER DEMAND 
(Millions of annual passengers - on & off) 

Time Frame 
1995 
2005 

AIRPORT TRAFFIC ASSIGNMENTS 

Tota 1 Bay Area 
t,1 r Passengers 

40.B - 46.B 
48.7 - 58.7 

(Millions of annual air passengers - on & offl 

Level 1 Le~el Z Level 3 
Demand Share Demand Share Demand Share 

19.9 78.7'/. 30.0 69.3'/. 31.0 55. 1'/. 
2.6 10. 1 6.0 13.9 15.0 26.6 
2.8 11.2 7.0 16.2 10.0 17.B 

Buchanan Field -- .J!.J ~ ...Q,__3 0,5 

Total ~ ~ !U ~ .s.u. JCC.Q1 

Level 1 represents the 1981 traffic level and traffic distribu­
tion among the airports. Levels 2 and 3 represent shares 
derived from policies In the RAP and airport master plans. Air 
passenger assignments fer intermediate levels of Bay Area demand 
may be determined by Interpolation between the three levels of 
demand shown in the table. The RAP recommends a redistribution 
of additional airline service to Oakland and San Jose airports-­
although with the changes that have occurred in airline regula­
tion, local agencies will find -it·more difficult to effect such 
changes in airline service. Also. the plan recognizes the 
potential for scheduled airline jet service at smaller. 
coJTL~unity airports which have historically handled general 
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ASSOCIATION OF BAY AREA GOVER~NT§ I 
Mailing Address:• P.O. B01: 2050 • Oakland, CA e{io4i'bso S?;' / 

September 18, 1991 

Barbara Sahm 
The Environmental Review Officer 
City and County of San Francisco 
450 McAllister Street, Sixth Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

c., v "> /s~ 

;. .? ~ .... ,lttf 
i:.f 

RE: DEIR for San Francisco International Airport Kaster Plan 

Dear Ks. Sahm: 

Thank you for sending the Draft Environmental Impact lleport on the above project 
for our review. ARAG staff comments are directed to the DEIR'• analysis of 
possible impacts to the jobs/housing balance, the analysis of alternatives, and 
the interrelationship that should exist between the San Francisco Airport and 
regional airport planning. 

The DEIR states implementation of the SFIA Kaster Plan would add about 4,600 new 
jobs by 1996 or about 8,900 new jobs by 2006 (pg. 10). This would create a demand 
for 3,460 dwelling units by 1996 or 6,850 units by 2006. The DEIR projects 2,450 
of these units would be in San Mateo County, 1,940 in San Franciaco and 810 in 
Alameda County. Decision makers need to know the projected income of these 
employees and how housing that is afford.able to them will be provided. Most 
airport employees cannot afford to live in San Mateo County. 

Only three alternatives are analyzed in the DEIR: the. no-project alternative, the 
on-site alternative and the off-site alternative. It would be helpful if another 
alternative were included that would serve more passengers than the no-project 
alternative but less than the Kaster Plan. 

The DEIR points out (pg. 258) that SFIA passenger forecasts for the near-term 
(42.3 million annual passengers in 1996) and for the long-term (51.3 million 
annual passengers in 2006) exceed KTC/ARAG-recommended allocations for SFIA (27 to 
31 million annual passengers in 1997). The Regional Airport Plan is currently 
being updated. In view of the major regional impacts of the expansion 1ought in 
the Kaster Plan, we recommend any decision await the development, public debate 
and final approval of the Regional Airport Plan. The DBgnitude of the proposed 
expansion makes conformity with the Regional Airport Plan 1.mperative. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this DEIR. If you have any questions, 
pleas contact Ann Berry at 464-7919. 

Since lyJ;) ' 
Ga Bing~ 
Planning Director 

C&R.A.159 
Representing City and County Governments ol the San Francisco Bay Area 
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oE15fFi"TMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DIVISION OF AERONAUTICS 
1130 K STREET. 4th FLOOR 
MAIL: P.O. BOX M2873 
~Fl.AMENTO, CA iW-273--0001 
(916) 322.3090 
TOD (916) .US-5945 

Hs. Barbara w. Sahm 

September 5, 1991 

City and County of San Francisco 
450 McAllister Street, Sixth Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Ms. Sahm: 

The City l County of San Francisco's DEIR for the 
San Ecancisco International Aicoort Master Plan; SCH 190030535 

PETE WILSON,~ 

The California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, has 
reviewed the above-referen~ed document with respect to the Division's area of 
expertise as required by CEQA. Since no runway extension, relocations or 
additions are included in this proposal, the State Airport Permit for 
San Francisco International Airport should not be affected. We do, however, 
offer the following conments for your consideration. 

The Division supports the proposed plans for an Automated People Mover 
(APM) system at San Francisco International Airport. However, we do note that 
it appears that with the exception of private automobile passenger drop-off, 
vehicles that previously proceeded directly to the terminal buildings 
(taxi/limo, shuttle van, shuttle bus and Sam Trans bus) would now go to the 
Ground Transportation Center, with the occupants then using the Automated People 
Hover to access the terminal buildings. 

Will all curb side drop-off be discontinued for these alternative modes of 
travel? If so, we suggest that further consideration be given to the potential 
impact on the shuttle, bus and taxi/limo services if private vehicles are still 
allowed to drop-off passengers at the curb. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this proposal. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
Environmental Planner 

cc: State Clearinghouse 
San Francisco International Airport 
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