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A. INTRODUCTION

This 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 turn 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 comments do not pertain to physical environmental issues, but responses are included to

provide additional information for use by decision makers.

These comments and responses will be incorporated into the Final EIR as a new chapter. EIR
text changes resulting from comments and responses will also be incorporated into the Final EIR,
as indicated in the responses.
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B. LIST OF PERSONS COMMENTING

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

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

Peter E. Bank, President, Rutherford & Chekene (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 Bernasconi, San Francisco, CA (public hearing comments, August 27, 1991)

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

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

Bhimje, San Francisco, CA (public hearing comments, August 29, 1991)

Susan Bierman, (then) San Francisco Planning Commissioner (public hearing comments, August 29,
1991)

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

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

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

Chris Brittle, Manager, Planning, Metropolitan Transportation Commission (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 ALUC 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 comments, cited in Raymond Miller's written comments,
September 3, 1991)
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C/CAG, ALUC (recommendations to C/CAG, incorporated into Raymond Miller's written
comments, September 3, 1991)

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

Honorable Roger Chinn, Chairman, Airport/Community Roundtable (written comments, September
6, 1991)

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

Jerome A. Copelan, Property & Facilities Director, The Americas, Qantas (written comments,
October 14, 1991)

Wendy L. Cosin, Planning and Building Director, City 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, August 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, August 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 Mateo County Transportation Authority (written comments, August 28,

1991, September 9, 1991, and September 20, 1991) (SamTrans staff comments endorsed by the
Inter-City Transportation 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 comments, September 3, 1991; by the San Mateo
County Transportation Authority, cited in Richard Gee's written comments, September 20, 1991;
and by the Brisbane City Council, cited in Honorable Steven W. Waldo's written comments,
September 9, 1991)

Barbara Giel, Chairman, San Francisco Foreign Flag Carriers (written comments,
September 10, 1991)

Sandy Hesnard, Environmental Planner, California Department of Transportation, Division of
Aeronautics (written comments, September 5, 1991)

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

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

Stanford M. Horn, 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,
August 27, 1991, and written comments, September 7, 1991)

Wayne Hu, (then) San Francisco Planning Commissioner (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 SamTrans comments, cited in Bob Bury's written
comments, September 19, 1991)

Diane Jones, Analyst, California State Lands Commission (written comments, August 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, August 29, 1991 and October 17, 1991,
and written comments, October 17, 1991)

Joan A. Kugler, Planning Project 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 1a 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 ofv
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 1, 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

EROJECT 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 & 1II [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. 1
§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)

"...ITam alittle . . . disappointed in [the Axrports 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 fof San Francisco. We want to keep it. We want to keep all business here.
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"It's a head-in-the-sand approach. If you look at the 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 1o 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 passengers, we are going to have to do something different, like we have an
interest, a real interest in seeing transit 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
business if they keep along this particular path. There is just no creativity, no forward looking
kind of activity. I am very disappointed init.. .

"...[T]t is essential for the airport to explain in greater detail -- and we never got the Draft Master
Plan to review. We just have the EIR -- what the goals of the airport are, where they are trying to
go, how 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 disastrous for the SFIA to provide the proposed expansion of facilities
if the problems created make it impossible to fully utilize the airport facilities. . . . To use 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 departments. 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 airport authority have
cleverly engineered the entire setup, including charging San Mateo County a billion dollars to
expand someone else's dream - BART." (Patricia Clark)

"It's like in L.A., where Burbank becomes the airport of choice.” (Commissioner Sewell)
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"...[AJround the U.S. and beyond, virtually every city is working on or has recently completed
major airport improvements. Could San Francisco's planners . . . see merit in allowing our 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 Horn)

€sponse

The group of comments above invites clarification of Airports Commission objectives for
the SFIA Master Plan; questions the SFIA Master Plan's appfoach to meeting its
objectives; and challenges the integrity of unstated Airports Commission objectives for the
SFIA Master Plan. Responses to these issues are presented in three parts.

Clarification of SFIA Airports Commission Master 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 necessary to properly
scope the EIR and/or carry 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 of an 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 how those effects might feasibly be reduced or avoided. The
statement of project sponsor's objectives thus helps to explain, first, what "project” is
evaluated in the EIR and second, how mitigations and alternatives in the EIR relate to the
project.

Under CEQA, if mitigation measures or alternatives would substantially reduce or lessen
any signifiéant 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 EIR.
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 / 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 sunply characterized as mmmg_giﬁgmngy_oiﬁﬂ,ﬁ
landside facilities and expandi : 3 gases in ai
trave] demand. The projects contained in the SFIA Master Plan are not general]y 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 11, policies of the federal government have strongly supported
development of public-use airports and expansion of existing airports' capacities (see
Attachment D of C&R Appendix A, "Summary of Federal Regulatory History").
Determining future facility requirements on the basis of forecast air travel 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 refinement 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 haﬁonal]y 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 landside 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). Modemization 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 Axéa," 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 handling 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./2/ (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."/2/

Thus, while SFIA is planning for substantial growth over the next 15 years, the other Bay
Area Airports are planning for much higher rates 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 (SJIA) -- 138 percent; Concord (Buchanan Field) -- 408 percent; and Sonoma
County -- 32 percent./2/

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

C&R.13



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)./3/ Regarding the commenter's reference to SFIA
expansion plaxis 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 surpassed 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./5/ 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-accéss 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
commenters' argument, that quality of ground access strongly 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 IFR [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. 1.3).

(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 error 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 environmental 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 information 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 SFIA 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 rental 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 gbjectives of the SFIA Master Plan and, according to
CEQA, would more appropriately be considered effects 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 MASTER 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 concerns 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 concerns 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 Danville,
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
aresponse at all. From what we are hearing today, there appears to be a problem."

(Commissioner Hu)

Response

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 of EIR 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). The 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").

The 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 statutory 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 EIR
process has been designed to facilitate resolution of these conflicts”" (SFIA Final Draft

Master Plan, p. 2.1).

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS
Faciliti  Site Pl
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)

"Planning 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. . .

" Airport Support Area Facilities. We believe it is important that the extent of United facilities
being demolished to accommodate Master Plan development be correctly identified (I1.C.
Table 8, pg. 54). This 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 -- 5,000 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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"...[Tlhe list of new development (IV, B., pg. 276) should be revised as follows:

e The 226,440 square foot East Field Cargo/Maintenance Facility should be sized at
262,000 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 231,000 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.

"Terminal 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. The data in II.C. (pg.
26) of the DEIR should reflect approximately 500,000 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.

"NOTE: The listings, areas, square footages and other data in II.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 (II.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./7/ The future growth
of LAX is currently being guided by an April 1 i, 1991 document prepared by the City of
Los Angeles, Department of Airports - Facilities Planning Bureau entitled, "Proposed Plan
for LAX Development To The Year 2000 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: COMPARISON OF ACTIVITY AT LOS ANGELES INTERNATIONAL

AIRPORT AND SFIA

LAX SFOQ

Existing Master Plan Master Plan

1990 —~2000 —2006

Total Aircraft Operations (thousands) 623.8 N/A 5385

Total Passengers (millions) 45.8 65.2 51.3
Domestic 36.0 47.6 4.1
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 reconfiguration. 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 EIR 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 EIR describe the projects contemplated in the SFIA Draft
Master Plan. The proposed expansion of United Airlines Maintenance Operations Center
and the North Tcrminal are not included in the SFIA Master Plan. Section II, Table 8, p.
54 of the EIR 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 EIR 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 EIR 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 pet 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 EIR 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 the appropriateness of the SFIA
Master Plan should be expressed to the Airports Commission and staff.
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Phasing
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.1). 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) ‘

“. .. [1]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 ifit'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)

Response

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, access 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 measures 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 how feasible this project is." (Charles 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, obviously, 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. Because this expansion is so huge and because it is a public project,
San Franciscans and their elected representatives are entitled to a comprehensive financing plan.
None has 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. The total program cost in 1989 dollars (design,
construction, and administration) is $1.68 billion. The current estimated total program
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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 gnvironmental 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./10/

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 expenses. SFIA does not contribute to the City of
San Francisco General Fund above and beyond reimbursements./13/

ACTIVITY PATTERNS AND FORECASTS

Passenger Origins and Preferences

Comments

"In my mind, what is the most important information, and Commissioner Engmann also touched
on it, is who uses the airport. ButI 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 use 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 usage 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 has 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 Clark)

€Sponse

According to SFIA Administration 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 area, San‘
Diego, Santa Barbara, and Palm Springs)./14/

The MTC 1990 Air Passenger Survey provides limited information on the link between
passenger 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 Library in
Oakland.) Table 2.10 on p. 34 of the survey shows that about 70 percent of SFIA
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passengers had "domestic (U.S. outside California) and international" destinations, and
about 30 percent had California destinations. Of the SFIA 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 SFIA passengers with California destinations, about 47 percent were from San
Francisco, 20 percent from San Mateo County, nine percent from Santa Clara 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 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.

About 54 percent of San Jose International Airport (SJIA) 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 p. 85 of the MTC 1990 Air Passenger Survey shows that about 36 percent of
total Bay Area passengers had California destinations; about 59 percent had domestic |
destinations; and about five percent had international destinations. The percentages were
roughly the same for each Bay Area county./15/

These data indicate that passengers using SFIA and MOIA come from a variety of
locations, while most passengers using SJIA come from Santa Clara County. Passenger
choice of airports is related to a variety of factors, the most important of which appear to
be convenience of access and available levels of air service. Research by MTC and others
has shown that flight frequencies are an especially important factor in residents' airport
choice and are critically important to nonresident business travellers./3/ Currently, flight
frequencies vary considerably among the region's air carrier airports, with SFIA offering
the greatest frequency of flights to the greatest number of destinations.

It stands to reason that, in a hypothetical multiple-airport region with uniform levels of,
and costs for, ground access 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 passengér
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.

For M
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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"The 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.

"The 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 current 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-line 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 1, p. 24).
However, it should be noted that, while the SFIA Master Plan anticipated continued
growth in annual passenger totals through 2006, it forecast declining rates 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

C&R.31



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 report 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, TRA Consulting observed several trends that
could affect air travel in the San Francisco region. Air travel trends considered most
important 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) “. . . will be a very high growth
market for the next 10-20 years . . . offsetting any weakness in the domestic market."/2/ As
pointed out above, under Project Sponsor Objectives and Approach, on pp. C&R.13-14
herein, an important element of SFIA Master Plan objectives (and an assumption in SFIA
Master Plan passenger forecasts) is that SFfA should and will capture a majority of the
international component of total passenger growth.

C&R.32



According to preliminary Draft MTC RASP Update working papers, underlying some of
the air travel growth projections 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 SJIA).
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 costé; 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 correctly 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.

Cargo Forecasts
Comment

". .. [Tlhere was an article, I think, in the San Francisco Business Times 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 essential 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 airport." (Commissioner Engmann)

€Sponse

It is difficult to analyze clearly cargo versus passenger traffic, for reasons that will be
described below. However, it is important to remember that although cargo business is
significant, the emphasis at SFIA has been on development of passenger services. The
following discussion of cargo activities at SFIA and issues to consider in planning for
growth in cargo and passenger services will be helpful in responding to this comment.

The EIR (p. 35) describes air freight, or cargo, operations 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 excess capacity in scheduled passenger flights for transporting freight.

Table C&R.2 below, provided by SFIA Administration staff, shows the relationship
between top-cargo and all-cargo tonnage and aircraft operations (landings) at SFIA in 1989
and 1991. SFIA does not regularly tabulate statistics on all-cargo versus top-off cargo
traffic. The data in the table were extracted from landing fee reports and other operational
data. /5/

The table shows that nearly all (98 percent) landings that included cargo were top-off. In
terms of cargo tonnage in 1989 and 1991, roughly 73-79 percent was top-off, and the rest
(21-27 percent) was all-cargo.

On-Airport 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 Express), Japan Airlines (JAL),
DHL and Evergreen. Most top-off carrier operations are concentrated in the north side of
the passenger terminal in the west ficld area; the remaining facilities are adjacent 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 SFIA together occupy approximately 868,000 square feet of building area. Of the 2.9
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 used for
additional air-freight area.

As the EIR notes, on p. 24, total cargo and mail tonnage is forecast 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 forecast to increase by

45 percent (or 96,000 metric tons) by 1996 and by a total of about 55 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 75 percent (or 80,922 metric tons) by 2006.

These forecasts reflect an assessment of past trends in the overall cargo market and in the
division of market share among Bay Area airports. 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 this trend will continue, with the market share
decreasing to 54 percent. The SFIA Master Plan anticipates that international air freight
will continue to be the major growth component of air freight at SFIA, and that SFIA will
continue to be the airport of choice 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 — —

1991

# 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). This 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.
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It is difficult to quantify the actual effects cargo activities have on general passenger traffic
and/or surface vehicle traffic because good statistics are not available comparing the
percentage of cargo that is carried all-cargo to that which is carried top-off. The CASP
does point out some important considerations for understanding cargo versus passenger
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 trade 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 part of the
CASP report. The report notes that SFIA has reached its capacity to provide efficient
cargo facilities on the Airport grounds and has waiting lists 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 are being considered 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 has 30,000 square feet approximately three miles from the
airport, and other carriers (Nippon Cargo Airlines, British Airways, Quantas) use the
warehouse facilities of a third party located off-Airport./16/

The CASP report discusses the use of sites for cargo airports that are separated from
passenger airports. "The thought is that the aviation resource already in place should be
used for the good of the California aviation system. The facts, however, indicate that this
issue is far more complex than it appears.”/16/ The report notes disadvantages of this
concept by stating that "passenger carriers handle 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 airport." 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 costs./16/

APPROVALS REQUIRED
Powers and Re jbiliti
Comments

". .. [T]he airport seems to be an arcane, autonomous, proprietary enterprise, 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.” (Charles 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 Airport Commission when the current airport noise regulations were being
evaluated for adoption. Eleven of the twelve were rejected. This has been the Airport
Commission'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, Airport 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 Mission Bay and some of the office buildings — and those projects have made certain,
or planned to make certain contributions to economic development, job opportunity, whatever --
to what extent can we be involved with the developer of this big project to look at the various
populations of San Francisco participating in a project as huge as this?" (Commissioner Sewell)

Response

As one commenter points out, SFIA is a relatively autonomous enterprise and one that
does have responsibility to its tenants, the airlines. But SFIA is responsible also t0 a wide
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range of other organizations, agencies, and individuals, including the Federal Aviation
Administration, the California Department of Transportation, 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 of EIR 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 (AL.UC) has
authority regarding noise compatibility standards for land uses near SFIA, but has no
anthority 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 accuracy,

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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Commission 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 ILE. 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 45- to 60-day public comment period,
including at least one public hearing on the Draft EIR before the San Francisco City
Planning Commission (the certifving 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 Commission.

Concerned Agencies
Comment

"The proposed 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 Caltrans right-of-way. To date, we have seen only
conceptual plans which do not consider Caltrans Design Standards and/or policy. Please contact
Caltrans District 4, Project Development-Peninsula Branch regarding design details for highway
facilities, and/or for any proposals that may affect existing Caltrans highways and/or right-of-
way." (Preston Kelley, Caltrans)

Response

The comment above is consistent with, and further clarifies, the first paragraph on p. 75 of
the EIR. Further relevant action is the responsibility of the Airports Commission and
SFIA staff following action on the Master Plan.
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Comment

". .. Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City and County of San
Francisco is the Lead Agency and the [State Lands] Commission is a Trustee Agency.

"The 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 trust purposes of
waterborne commerce, navigation, fisheries, water-related recreation, habitat preservation, and
open space. The 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 inspections. The State's ungranted
sovereign interests are under this jurisdiction of the State Lands Commission.

"The proposed 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 must be consistent 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 proposed projects
involving the use of tidelands and submerged lands affecting this grant." (Diane Jones, State
Lands Commission)

Response
The following text is added to the EIR, as a new paragraph at the end of p.74:

The proposed 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, has the day-to-day
administration of these lands and the State Lands Commission retains 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.

mme

- "The [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 dock in Seaplane Harbor and portions of
improvements to the North Field Access Road. 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 find, 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 dock 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 oonéidering the expansion of the roadway, we understand that all work would occur on
existing land. Therefore, the Commission must find 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 and 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. 54 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 necessary 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 fish and wildlife resources, water quality, and marshes and
muudflats, and that any significant impacts on the Bay would be mitigated./20a/

In considering the expansion of the roadway, BCDC must find 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 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
Commission, letter, August 5, 1991.

Other Agency Jurisdiction
Comment

"The California Department of Transportation, Division of Acronautics, has reviewed the above-
referenced 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. . ." (Sandy Hesnard,
Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics) ‘

Response

The comment above is consistent with, and further clarifies, text on p. 75 of the EIR. The
following text is added to the EIR, at the end of the second paragraph on p.75:

Since no runway extensions, relocations or additions are included in the SFIA 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:
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/20c/ Hesnard, Sandy, California Department of Transportation, Division of
Aecronautics, letter, September 5, 1991.
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U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, Advisory Circular
No. 150/5070-6A, June 1985.

Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), Regional Airport System Plan (RASP)
Update, preliminary draft working paper, "Chapter 6. Aviation Demand Forecasts," Draft
presented by MTC's outside consultant, TRA Airport Consulting, at the December 4, 1991
quarterly meeting of the MTC Regional Airport Planning Committee (RAPC).
Comparative Bay Area air carrier airport passenger forecasts were compiled from the
respective airport 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).

Roddin, Marc, Manager of Seaport and Airport Planning, Metropolitan Transportation
Commission, interview, April 22, 1992.

Brittle, Chris, Manager, Planning, Metropolitan Transportation Commission, letter to
Barbara Sahm, September 16, 1991.

Costas, John, Assistant Administrator, Planning and Construction, San Francisco
International Airport, letter, March 9, 1992,

Major U.S. airports such as LaGuardia and Washington National continue to operate
despite severely congested ground access conditions.

Shoenfeld, W.M., LAX Deputy Executive Director, January 15, 1992 memo to LAX Board
of Airport Commissioners.

Wells, Rick, Facilities Planning Bureau, Los Angeles Intcmmational Airport, telephone
conversation with SFIA staff, February 12, 1992.

Costas, John, Assistant Administrator, Planning and Construction, San Francisco
International Airport, letter, March 6, 1992.

Board of Supervisors Master Bond Resolution #34-92 adopted January 6, 1992.
John F. Brown & Company, "Traffic and Engineering Report," February 28, 1992.

Buchbinder, Alan, Senior Financial Analyst, Port Authority of New York and New Jersey,
telephone conversation with SFIA staff, February 3, 1992.

Costas, John, Assistant Administrator, Planning and Construction, San Francisco
International Airport, interview, April 9, 1992.
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Costas, John, Assistant Administrator, Planning and Construction, San Francisco

/14/
International Airport, telephone conversation, October 2, 1991.

/15/ Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 1990 Air Passenger Survey, August 1991.

/16/ California Department of Transportation, California Aviation System Plan (CASP),
Executive Summary, August 31, 1991.
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IRFIELD Y AY

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 unways. 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
terms 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. Ihave 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 information 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)

“...[T]he 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 Study. 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 1988./1/

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 interruptions./1/

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. Consequently, 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 I-1 on p.A.174 lists 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 / Airport Land Use Commission (RPC/ALUC) 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 Airport 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 its 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./2/

The study has three phases, each requiring Commission approval to proceed to the next
phase:

PhaseI Determine if noise impacts can be abated by reconfiguring the runways;
preliminary identification of altematives;

Phase II Develop engineering concepts and more detailed analysis of alternative(s)
selected by Commission for further study; and

Phase III 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 possible runway reconfigurations 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. The
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
Roundtable on December 8, 1990, the Roundtable requested the Airport to conduct
additional analysis under the Phase I portion of the study, to further identify the noise
mitigation benefits of the proposed alternative runways. This additional scope of work is
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currently being defined. 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 Roundtable 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 jurisdiction 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 aircraft separation criteria were
considered in the EIR's evaluations of runway capacity.

AIRFIELD CAPACITY, AIRCRAFT DELAY, AND ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Comments

", . .The DEIR treats 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 changcs.. Although the Master Plan states that capacity is
sufficient until the year 2006, the DEIR should independently assess 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
relationship between runway capacity, delays and the further impacts on the environment. If you
talk about some of the delays that they anticipate in the year 2006 in terms 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 mitigations 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 relationship
as to how delays in the airport . . . as people are waiting longer, might affect the transportation
and other aspects of that, which I think there should be some discussion on since they're not
talking about runway expansion. Basically all we're talking 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)

ESpPONsc

The EIR (pp. 65-72) includes summaries of analyses of airfield capacity and delay prepared
for the SFIA Master Plan, San Francisco Bay Area Airports 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 (Appendix J, pp. A.179-180).

The EIR analysis in Appendix J is based on a conservative assumption that the 1990
pattern of peak flight schedules would increase proportionally over the next 15 years.
Under this assumption, the existing runway system is able to accommodate the forecast
level of aircraft operations in the future during good weather conditions (61 percent of the
time) with 2.2 percent of the total daily (average day peak month) flights delayed, and
during less-than-optimal weather conditions (25 percent of the time) with 5.7 percent of the
flights delayed.

These 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 -
industry will be dominated by four to five major airlines that will transport the majority of
future passengers in the U.S. This transition is now occurring by way of mergers and
bankruptcies. This domination and consolidation would reduce the large number of airlines
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that now schedule unprofitable flights during peak hours to maintain a competitive market
presence. Thus, delays may be reduced as an indirect result of market forces.

The effects of average aircraft 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 aircraft delays and transportation 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 traffic using the Airport. 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 less-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 SFIA airfield would not accommodate the number of flights
forecast per hour in 1996 and 2006 with implementation of the SFLA Master Plan, if
such conditions were to persist throughout a 24-hour period. (IFR conditions at
SFIA generally occur over shorter periods; a review of SFIA weather summaries for
1990 showed that in the summer, IFR conditions generally occurred only in the early
morning and late evening hours.) Even if the forecast flights were spread throughout
the entire 24-hour 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
described here.)

The effects of these delays on surface transportation impacts at or near SFIA cannot
be estimated quantitatively. The delays could affect the hourly distribution of trips
made by passengers, people going to the Airport to pick up passengers, and
employees. It is possible that passengers aware of substantial flight delays would
delay their trips to the airport; alternatively, these passengers would experience the
aircraft delay in the SFIA terminal building. People travelling to the Airport to pick
up arriving or drop off departing passengers might also delay their trips to the
Airport, or wait longer in the terminal building for the flight to arrive or depart. 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 distribution of trips could result in the spreading
out of peak forecast travel. The estimates of aircraft delay in Appendix J were
developed assuming that the 1990 pattern of peak flight schedules would increase
proportionally over the next 15 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 redistribution of trips on traffic impacts near the Airport would
depend on the change in the number of trips 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 trips during the peak hours on the
surrounding network, depending on when the aircraft 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 AIRFIELD CAPACITY
Comments

"...I'want to add to the Committee's comments requesting more accurate 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 Francisco 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 issue of airfield capacity and the cumulative effects 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, Exhibit 4.23 shows SFIA 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)

". .. [I]n the new data that was provided from MTC -- and this gets to the question of capacity —
the airport has argued that capacity, airfield capacity at the airport, 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 described as
the annual runway capacity of San Francisco International Airport, 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 increase of over 100,000 operations. If you take the
MTC data and the Master Plan data, this would indicate that the annual service volume of the
airfield will be exceeded, i.e., there is a capacity problem here that has not been addressed. We
raised this issue two years ago, and it is still not addressed." (Curt Holzinger, Airport Noise
Committee)

Response

As correctly 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 California Aviation System Plan (CASP), as noted
on p. 72 of 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 increases in aircraft delays,
and deterioration of levels of service on the airfield (as stated on p. 66 of the EIR.)

In the CASP, however, ". . . it is recognized that for many airports . . . the peak hour.. . .
capacity is 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-hour 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 Plan's 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 the 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 of Integrated 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 Airpbrt 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."/2/ 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."/2/ This function is performed in the
San Francisco Bay Area by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), 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."/2/

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." This 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 "plan
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, witliout 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 power 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 t;mnsportation 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 diversion 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 QOakland 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. 1 would think MTC
would almost be demanding that, or the state, somebody in control. 1 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. 1 think they will have to take that posture
because they don't have the information," (Commissioner Bierman)

“First of all, the EIR 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 EIR 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 boost the economy of the bay region. But
we are not Jooking at the effects of that in their entirety.” (Charles Kroupa)

". . Ibelieve 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.” (Charles Kroupa, public hearing of

10/1791)

", . .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 MTC's Regional Transportation Plan ./52,53/ Forecasts

developed for the 1980 Regional 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 alternatives [ ] for coordinating regional aviation planning,

investments in capacity-increasing and other airport projects, and operations. The
RASP Update will examine airport 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/ Roddin, 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. This information
can be used by decisionmakers within the region, including the airports themselves,
in guiding capital improvement programs and related policy decisions./1, 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 exists 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 $2.1 million)./1b/ 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)./1,1a/

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./1a/

The following note replaces footnote /1/ on p. 260 of the EIR:

/1/  Steve Kiehl, TRA Airport Consulting, telephone conversation, September 16, 1991.
The following notes are added on p. 260 of the EIR:

/1a/  Roddin, Marc, Manager of Seaport and Airport Planning, Metropolitan
Transportation Commission, interview, April 22, 1992.

/1b/ Roddin, Marc, Manager of Seaport and Airport Planning, Metropolitan

Transportation Commission, 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 between 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. 473474, under the Offsite 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. (These 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 environmental 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.

C&R.64



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 dctailéd 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, Caltrans 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 Caltrans 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 transportation in and out of the area,” is partially correct, in that all three studies
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 particular, 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" 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 deléys), 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/MTC 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 recommended that the
plan update consider the long-term (20-25 year) capacity implications of an 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% to a lower share of about 55%, reflecting substantial redistribution of air service to
other airports. The Master Plan forecasts would be more consistent 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 MTC's 1980 Regional Airport 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 Oakland, 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
(Millions of annual passengers - on & off)

Total Bay Area

Time Frame Air Passengers
1995 40.8 - 46.8
2005 48.7 - 58.7

Source: Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Regional Transportation Plan for
the Nine-County San Francisco Bay Area, 1988.

[TABLE 14B]

AIRPORT TRAFFIC ASSIGNMENTS
(Millions of annual air passengers - on & off)

—Levell —level2 —Leveld
Airport Demand Share  Demand Demand Share
San Francisco 19.9 78.7% 300 69.3% 31.0 55.1%
Qakland 2.6 10.1 6.0 139 15.0 26.6
San Jose 2.8 11.2 7.0 16.2 10.0 17.8
Buchanan Field — — 03 06 03 05
Total 25.3 100.0% 433 100.0% 56.3 100.0%

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.
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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. The 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 14B,
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. The 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." 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 and 89 MAP in 2010 for the region (SFIA'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 SJIA, than do the combined Master Plan forecasts./s/

Two sets of forecasts, low and high, were developed by MTC/RAPC and TRA Airport
Consulting for the RASP Update. The MTC/RAPC high forecasts are about 75 MAP for
2005 and about 85 MAP for 2010; 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 15125(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 (BART), 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 advisory and use
of the term "may" indicates that finding ways to reduce the inconsistencies is a permissive
element under CEQA. Public agencies 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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"1.

l|2'

"3.

"4,

"S.

"7'

"8.

II9.

"10.

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.

Forecast passenger and cargo demands for individual air-carrier airports based upon
thorough micro-economic analysis.

Inventory all existing buildings, facilities and equipment at all airports (including military)
in the region which might be capable of servicing air carriers.

Inventory present use of airspace in the Region by altitude, time-of-day, day-of-week,
season-of-year and weather conditions.

Analyze present management practices and resource husbandry at individual air-carrier
airports, and specify action necessary to optimize them. . .

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.

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.

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.

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 Commfssion, 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 MTC. Both the MTC 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. Caltrans, 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 airport
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 decisions./6/ 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 airport 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,

C&R.73



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,

"] find that a really big deficiency in the EIR, 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 EIR. And that is the freeways are
going to be jammed to capacity 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 to 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. It's certainly not helpful for policy-makers to try and make those kinds of
decisions." (Commissioner Engmann)

Response

The 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.39-40 herein,
the San Francisco City Planning Commission must make a determination on the EIR's
adequacy on the basis of CEQA standards. While CEQA requires that an EIR provide
decision-makers with information that allows them to make a decision which intelligently
takes account of environmental consequences (CEQA 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 SJIA are still under development and/or environmental 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).
Information 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 OTHER REGIONAL AIRPORTS

Comments

"The DEIR notes that the Metropolitan Transportation Commission in its Regional Airport
Transportation Plan has determined that 31,000,000 passengers per year is San Francisco
Airport's fair share' of regional air traffic. The DEIR 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 21st 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 addrgss 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.” This 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." This and related issues are discussed further below, under Offsite
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 future 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
cach 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.

The 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? This question may be more broadly 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; resident, 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, Béckground 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
controls, 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 changes 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 conditions change in the future? How do changes in the overall economy
affect airline service decisions? (Information 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./7/

The RASP Draft Inventory chapter summarizes the existing physical, operational,
environmental, and policy conditions for each public-use and military airport in the region,
and for the system as a whole. The preliminary draft Capability Assessment working paper
compares 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
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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 IFR [poor weather] conditions."/7/ (See
C&R.Appendix A, Atachment 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 airports./8/. The preliminary
draft Capability Assessment working paper's comparison of "landside” (including
passenger terminal) capacity with demand found that SJIA "...has a terminal capacity
shortfall"; SFIA "...has insufficient domestic and international terminal capacity"; and
MOIA "...has an adequate terminal capacity availability."/7/

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 aifport." 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.” This designation means that the operations of other airports in the region (in
the airspace) must conform with the operations at SFIA./7/

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 Assessment 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
organized./7, 8/

Physical constraints 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./7/

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 a.m.; "[t]his limits the
total daily activity which can occur at the airport, and also creates some congestion during
the moming hours. If continued into the future, the curfew will constrain activity at the
airport and cause increased congestion within the available operating time envelope."/7/
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;

o reconfigure access roads serving the passenger terminal complex;
e construct a new parking garage;
e 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 plan./9/

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, SJIA 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. The 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 about two years to
complete./10/ 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:/7/

Airfield
Extension of runway 12L-30R to 8,900 feet (included in previously adopted
master plan and also the subject of a recent Draft EIR/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. 473 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 Commission (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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/7/  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, personal communication, April 24, 1992.

/9/ Meyer, Loretta, Supervisor, Environmental Review, Port of Oakland, letter, January 30,
1992.

/10/ Greene, Cary, Airport Planner, San Jose International 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 EXPANSION
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 forth 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 the 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 Village Laguna of Laguna 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 buildihg 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 alternative."/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 préjects that could be implemented relatively flexibly. This flexibility makes
possible, but does not guarantee, phasing of development or an overall reduction in the

C&R.87



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
Commission) 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).

OFFSITE ALTERNATIVES: REGIONAL REDISTRIBUTION
Comment

"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." (Chris Brittle, Metropolitan
Transportation Commission)

Response

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 EIR include an offsite alternative to the SFIA Master Plan? As noted in the
previous response, CEQA states that the range of altemétivcs 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 devélopment 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 ar 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 offsite
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 trave] 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.75-85 herein), defining an "optimum shares” or
"regional redistribution” scenario for the airports in thé 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 experté currently 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 previbus
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 airports./3/
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 atool 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
incorporates 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./5/ For example, the model "runs” on alternative BART
extensions are based on assumptions as to speed, fare basis, number of stops, etc. If 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 (RAPC) passenger forecasts for 2010./6/ The
scenarios explore "maximum" passenger shares for the three major air carrier airports,
(referred to herein as "the first model run"), potential "maximum" passenger shares for
civilian air carrier 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 ("Maximum
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 (SJIA) (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 / I-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 when the
1990 shares of the airports (71 percent at SFIA, 12 percent at MOIA, and 17 percent at
SJIA) are projected to 2010. This 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 SJIA, the "Equilibrated Shares" scenario
provides the most useful output from the completed ACCESS runs./5/ 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 SJIA.
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 SJIA -- that is, each of the four airports would provide 25
percent of the regional air-carrier service). The results showed that Travis could attract as
much patronage as MOIA or SJIA does now./3/

C&R.92



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.58-64 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/3/ 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 implementation 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 EIR, 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
Noise
Comment

". . .Broad alternatives 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 would 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 woﬁld
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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; Optimizali

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 alternative 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 alternatives to address future aviation
requirements in the region, as developed for the MTC RASP Update. This 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 cdopcration between the airports and
the airlines. Some of the measures proposed, such as market share shifts between airports,
fleet mix chzingcs 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, congcstion 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 landside 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 staff./7/

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 (relie ving 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

"As to the required exploration of alternatives to this vast expansion plan, the DEIR appears
simply to repeat the conclusions of SFIA administration and staff that there are no viable
alternatives. This approach to exploring alternatives certainly cannot be what the California
legislature contemplated for an environmental impact report on a major project such as this."
(Carol 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 alternatives 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 shrift. 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)
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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 only
"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
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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). Through this
process, the "tradeoffs" involved in the Commission's decision would be disclosed to the

public.
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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 Cities from Airport in perpetuity as protection against further vehicle and Pollution
problems and listed as a necessity against more Pollution." (Jessie Bracker)

"West of Airport Lands being currently used for Airport, lies a large needed Open Space
surrounding the Easterly sides of San Bruno and Millbrae cities. As a Mitigation 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. . .

". . .[TThere 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 Bavshore 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 studies; (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 EIR indicates that the "West of Bayshore site" is not included in the SFIA
Master Plan Project Area. The EIR 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. The 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 EIR. A discussion of the effectiveness of tree planting in
mitigating air pollution appears in Air Quality Mitigation, p. C&R.332 herein. The
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./1/ Discussions of the BART station alternatives and the Alternatives
Analysis/DEIS/DEIR are in the SFIA Master Plan EIR (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
actual 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 SamTrans), 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.

NOTES - 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
The 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. In World War II 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)

Response

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 ALUC for San Mateo County is discussed on
pp.103-105 of the EIR.

Article 3.5, Section 21674 (e) of the State Aeronautics Act (which establishes the Airport
Land Use Commission "to provide for the orderly growth of airports and surrounding
areas") states, "The powers 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 Government./1,2/

Tite 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 uses./1,2/

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
EIR.

EXISTING LAND USE

Comment

"P. 21 Fig 1 - does not show that some Airport lands are within Millbrac. 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 elcquic 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 Park 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 lies "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 about 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. The 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. The 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. The word "West" is part of the title
"West of Bayshore" and is not referring to a direction but a portion of SFIA property. The
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 Millbrae'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 of Influence.
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 adopted Noise Element of the General Plan states that aircraft noise is not
considered a problem for the City of Pacifica/29/ The SFIA 1976 65 dB CNEL

contour did not Cross mto Pac1fica S c1ty hmxts ﬂg__gympm_paggn_mmg

Nevertheless. 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,

NOTES - Land Use and Plans
/1/  Cross, David, Federal Aviation Administration, telephone conversation, March 5, 1992,

/2/  Hopkins, Les, Federal Aviation Administration, telephone conversation, March 9, 1992.
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TRANSPO D IMPACTS

The Notes for this section begin on p. C&R.151.

SETTING

Roadway Network

Comment

"On page 127 the document states that Millbrac Avenue is 'a four-lane arterial running east-west
from I-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." (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 - west, Millbrae Avenue is a [ ] two-lane arterial between 1-280 [ ] and

El Camino Real and a six-lane arterial between Fl Camino Real and Old Bayshore

Highway.

Existing Ground Transportatio

Comment

"P. 131 AC/BART Plus passes, ¢tc. Technically, passage 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. Itis therefore of limited

value for SFO tripmaking.
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"A separate joint SamTrans/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 price
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 good for full credit on SamTrans lines 7B and 3B, and
$0.85 credit on SamTrans 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 EIR are changed to:

SamTrans recenty entered into a fare-coordination agreement with BART that

provides free rides on some 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-Aj circulation (GTC/APM/Roadways
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 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.” (Sandy
Hesnard, Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics)
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"Terminal 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.).
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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-Aj Parki
Comment

"...We are 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 (II.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 SFIA. . .

"Parking. The parking provisions described in the DEIR (II.C., Section 9, pg. 56; IV.B., pg. 324,
and Tables 46 and 47, 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
lots 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. This 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. II-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. 104 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. 4649, 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 demolished tenant
facilities and parking. This project was not requested by United Airlines during
development of the SFLA Master Plan (United Airlines October 28, 1988 and August 18,
1989 letters - Comments on Master Plan Working Papers B and 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 International 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 Terminal roof parking.
However, it does provide additional close-in terminal parking on the top floor of the
Ground Transportation Center adjacent to the New International Terminal.

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 Terminal 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 short-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 théy 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 use 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:

"The Project would require an jrreversible commitment of financial resources to the
development of the Project elements . . the Project would require an irreversible

commitment to satisfying mobility needs primarily through automobile accessibility.'

"In short, the Project defined in MTC's RTP EIR establishes that Bay Area transportation
requirements are programmed 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 Jand use and
transportation plans in a manner much like a frazzled 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 CONDITIONS
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 were
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 ABAG'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 area.
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Trip.G ion
Comment

"P. XI-A-165 Table G4 - 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 EIR traffic
counts were taken; thus, the EIR 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 thc 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
ifi
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.

C&R.122



However, the EIR fails to analyze the impacts upon the segment of Highway 101 lying within
Belmont. Segments both north and south of Belmont are analyzed 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 Avenue, California
Drive / Millbrae Avenue 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 report does not adequately address the Old Bayshore 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 both 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 Avenue in Belmont.

Currently the segment of US 101 between Holly Street and Ralston Avenue operates at
LOS D in both the a.m, and p.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 LOS E during the a.m. peak hour and remain at LOS D during the p,m. peak hour. With
the addition of project traffic, this US 101 segment would continue to operate at LOS E
during the 2.1, peak hour and degrade from LOS D to LOS E during the p.m. peak hour.

The segment of US 101 between Ralston Avenue and Hillsdale Boulevard currently
operates at LOS E in both the a.m, and p.m. 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.m, p.eak hour and would remain at LOS E in
the p.m. peak hour. With the addition of project-generated traffic, this US 101 segment
would operate at LOS F during both the 2.m. and p.m. peak hours.
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In 2006, with forecast growth traffic, the US 101 segments immediately north and south of
Ralston Avenue would operate at LOS E during the g, m. peak hour and LOS F during the
p.1n. 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 advantziges. 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 a.m, 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 p.m. 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 g.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 p,m, peak hour in
2006, the project would add 554 trips at the Old Bayshore Highway / Millbrae Avenue
intersection, including 70 additional vehicles onto Old Bayshore Highway.
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TABLE 40: EXISTING LEVEL OF SERVICE - FREEWAY MAINLINE SEGMENTS

1990 1990
Segment AM, Peak Hour/a/ P.M, Peak Hour/b/
Vol. Vol.
Total Per Total Per
From To Yolume/¢/ Lane LOS Yolume/c/ Lane LOS

U.S. 101 (Bayshore Freeway)

5,575
6,388
6,773
7,269
7.859
8,363
8,169
8,517
9,059
7,588
6,911
6,930
7,046

3,040
3,205
3,369
4,232
4,191
6,204
6,122
7,889
35,259
6,368

Willow Rd.

(SR 84) Marsh Road
Whipple Ave. Holly Street
Holly Street Ralston Avenue
Ralston Avenue  Hillsdale Blvd.
Hillsdale Blvd. SR 92
3rd Ave. Poplar/Dore Ave.
Broadway Millbrae Ave.
Millbrae Ave. SFIA
SFIA San Bruno/I-380
1-380 Grand Ave.
Oyster Pt. Blvd. Candlestick Park
Candlestick Park  Third Street
1-280 Army Street
1-280 (Junipero Serra Freeway)

SR 84/SR 114 Farm Hill Blvd.
Edgewood Road SR 92
Hayne Road Trousdale Drive
Larkspur Drive SR 35
San Bruno Ave. 1-380
1-380 Sneath Lane
Sneath Ln. Avalon Drive
Serramonte Blvd. SR 1 South
SR 1 North Alemany/SR 82
St. Mary's US 101
Key: LOS Per-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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1,394
1,597
1,693
1,817
1,965
2,091
2,042
2,129
2,265
1,897
1,728
1,733
1,762

760

801

842
1,058
1,048
1,551
1,531
1,972
1,315
1,592

A-C

moomTmTTMEROO

5,302
6,075
6,440
7,102
7,474
7,953
7,769
8,100
8,616
7,216
6,572
6,591
6,701

3,480
3,668
3,856
4,843
4,796
7,100
7,006
9,028
6,019
7,288

1,326
1,519
1,610
1,776
1,869
1,988
1,942
2,025
2,154
1,804
1,643
1,648
1,675

870

917

964
1,211
1,199
1,775
1,752
2,257
1,505
1,822
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TABLE 40: EXISTING LEVEL OF SERVICE - FREEWAY MAINLINE SEGMENTS
(CONTINUED)

NOTES:

/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 & I-280 during the
P.M. Peak Hour and therefore represents the worst-case traffic condition.

/c/  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 Avenue 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 intermediate points were adjusted to be consistent with
the actual 1989 counts at the two endpoints.

SOURCE: Caltrans District 4, and DKS Associates.

As shown in the tables, critical-movement traffic at the Old Bayshore Highway / Millbrae
Avenue intersection is projected to increase by 29 percent in the a.m. peak hour and

12 percent in the p.m, 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 a.[, peak hour and an additional 16 percent in the
p.n. 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
a.n. peak hour and 36 percent in the p.m, 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

YEAR 1996
From

To

U.S. 101 (Bayshore Freeway)

Willow Rd (SR 84)
Whipple Avenue
Holly Street
Ralston Avenue

Hillsdale Boulevard
3rd Avenue
Broadway
Millbrae Avenue
SFIA

1-380

Oyster Pt. Blvd
Candlestick Park
1-280

Marsh Road
Holly Street
Ralston Avenue
Hilisdale Bivd.

SR

Poplar/Dore Avenue
Millbrae Ave.

SFIA

San Bruno Av/1-380
Grand Avenue
Candlestick Park
Third Street

Army Street

1-280 (Junipero Serra Freeway)

SR 84/SR 114
Edgewood Road
Hayne Road
Larkspur Drive
San Bruno Avenue
1-380

Sneath Ln.
Serramonte Blvd
SR 1 North

St. Mary's

{(Continued)

Farm Hill Boulevard
SR 92

Trousdale Drive

SR 35

1-380

Sneath Lane

Avalon Drive

SR 1 South
Alemany Blvd/SR 82
uUs 101

Northbound

--Forecast Growth--

Yol

5,798
6,644
7,044
7,560

8,173
8.698
8,496
8,858
9,421
7.892
7,187
7,207
7,328

3,162
3,333
3,504
4,401
4,359
6,452
6,367
8,205
5,469
6,623

--Plus Project--

--Forecast Growth--

Southbound

--Plus Project--

VPL* LOS Yol VPL LOS Yol YPL LOS Vol YPL LOS

1,450
1,661
1,761
1,890

2,043
2,174
2,124
2214
2,355
1,973
1,797
1,802
1,832

790

833

876
1,100
1,090
1,613
1,592
2,051
1,367
1,656

mmm™TT™ ™™ ™™

A-C

"mmg

A-C
AC
A-C

6,231
7,099
7,476
8,015

8.653
9,202
9,027
9417
9.534
8414
7,683
7,678

1,775

3472
3,654
3,834
4,742
4,710
6,642
6,551
8,383
5,643
6,791

1,558
1,775
1,869
2,004

2,163
2,301
2,257
2,354
2,384
2,103
1,921
1,920
1,944

868

913

959
1,185
1,177
1,661
1,638
2,096
1411
1,698

D 5514
E 6318
‘E 6,688
F 7,386
F 7973
F 8271
F 8,080
F 8424
F 896!
F  7.505
F 63835
F 6855
F 6969
A-C 3,619
A-C 3815
A-C 4,010
A-C 5,037
A-C 4988
D 7,384
D 7,286
F 9,389
A-C 6,260
D 7,580

1,379
1,580
1,674
1,847

1,943
2,068
2,020
2,106
2,240
1,876
1,709
1,714
1,742

905

954
1,003
1,259
1,247
1,846
1,822
2,347
1,565
1,895

A-C
D
D
E

mMoomTTTDT

5.970
6,798
7,153
7,866

8.278
8,803
8.639
9,013
9,096
8.152
7.450
7.439
7.524

3,956
4,162
4,369
5,406
5,369
7,616
7511
9,607
6,472
7,785

1,492
1,699
1,788
1,966

2,069
2,201
2,160
2,253
2,274
2,038
1,862
1,860
1,881

989
1,041
1,092
1,352
1,342
1,904
1,878
2,402
1,618
1,946

mmoo
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TABLE 41: 1996 AND 2006 PROJECT IMPACTS ON FREEWAY MAINLINE SEGMENTS (Continued)

YEAR 2006
Erom

To

U.S. 101 (Bayshore Freeway)

Willow Rd (SR 84)
Whipple Avenue
Holly Street
Ralston Avenue
Hillsdale Boulevard
3rd Avenue
Broadway
Millbrae Avenue
SFIA ’
1-380

Opyster Pt. Blvd
Candlestick Park
1-280

Marsh Road

Holly Street
Ralston Avenue
Hillsdale Bivd.

SR 92

Poplar/Dore Avenue
Millbrae Ave.

SFIA

San Bruno Av/1-380
Grand Avenue
Candlestick Park
Third Street

Army Street

1-280 (Junipero Serra Freeway)

SR 84/SR 114
Edgewood Road
Hayne Road
Larkspur Drive
San Bruno Avenue
1-380

Sneath Ln.
Serramonte Blvd
SR 1 North

St. Mary's

(Continued)

Farm Hill Boulevard
SR92

Trousdale Drive

SR 35

1-380

Sneath Lane

Avalon Drive

SR 1 South

Alemany Blvd/SR 82
US 101

-------------- A .M. Peak Hour/a/---~---===----
Northbound

--Forecast Growth--

--Plus Project--

--Forecast Growth--

P.M. Peak Hour/b/--------------
Southbound

--Plus Project--

Yol  VPL* LOS Mol VPL LOS Yol YPL LOS Yol  ¥PL LOS

6,188
7,091
7,518
8,069
8,723
9,283
9,068
9,454

10,055

8423
7,671
7,692
7,821

3,374
3,558
3,740
4,698
4,652
6,886
6,795
8,757
5.837
7,068

1,547
1,773
1,880
2,017
2,181
2,321
2,267
2,363
2,514
2,106
1,918
1,923
1,955

844

889

935
1,174
1,163
1,722
1,699
2,189
1,459
1,767

MMM MM TMEmY

A-C
A-C
A-C

6,967
7910
8,296
8,888
9,586
10,191
10,023
10,460
10,212
9,387
8,587
8,562
8,648

3,855
4,053
4,250
5,224
5,195
7,249
7,148
9,098
6,169
7,390

1,742
1,978
2,074
2,222
2,397
2,548
2,506
2,615
2,553
2,347
2,147
2,141
2,162

964
1,013
1,063
1,306
1,299
1.812
1,787
2,275
1,542
1,847

5.885
6,743
7,148
- 7,883
8.296
8,828
8,624
8.991
9,564
8,010
7,295
7316
7438

e B e R e B B R B B |

A-C 3,863
A-C 4,071
A-C 4,280
A-C 5,376
A-C 5324
E 7881
E 7,977
F 10,021
D 6,681
E 8,090

1,471
1,686
1,787
1,971
2,074
2,207
2,156
2,248
2,391
2,002
1,824
1,829
1,860

966
1,018
1,070
1,344
1,331
1,970
1,944
2,505
1,670
2,022

mommomommTmTmMmo

6,692
7.593
7,955
8,733
9,190
9,769
9,614
10,034
9,747
9.203
8,428
8,393
8,461

4,374
4,599
4,824
5,936
5,902
8,330
8212
10,444
7,091
8,487

1.673
1,898
1,989
2,183
2,298
2,442
2404
2,509
2437
2,301
2,107
2,098
2,115

1,094
1,150
1,206
1,484
1,475
2,083
2,053
2,611
1,773
2,122
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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

fa/  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.

M/ 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: DKS Associates




Level of Service

Comments

"...It's not really clear how this ground transportation center is going to work 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. 1
wasn't frightened because I know how to do it. But with the traffic increasing, I notice some 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 168,000
vehicular traffic daily in 2006. This would still amount to an increase of 52 percent over 1990
traffic.

"Highway 101 from Third Avenue to I-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. The 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 LOS E during the a.m. peak
hour." (Richard Gee, SamTrans)

Response

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 Avenue with Rollins
Road and El Camino Real require mitigation today to address existing deficiencies during
the a.m. 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 neighboring 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

Ereeways
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 Horn)

Response

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 I-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 EIR) identifies potential impacts of
projected downtown growth at regional screenlines as follows: Bay Bridge (1-80), 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 p.m. 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 p.m, 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 p.m, 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 p.m, 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 stil! 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 /985 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
aum, and p.m. 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 /d/ is indicated next to the column heading for LOS for both the g.m. and the
p.m. peak hours.

Footnote /d/ is added as follows:

/d/ Even in segments where the calculations indicate LOS E or F, field
observations show that traffic flows well (LOS D or better).
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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. This 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 itself) 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. The 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.

L San Francisco Arterial
Comment
"pp. 125-152 Environmental Setting; Transportation [and] pp. 265-330 Environmental Impacts:

Transportation, General Comment. Any major facility such as SFO has broad regional impacts,
not just impacts in the immediate proxiinity 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 south 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 terms 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

The 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 Airport 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
terminals 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. . .

"...[Tlhey'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. . .

"T'd also like to point out that our plan takes Caltrain type service. It will actually 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 Commission 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 can just
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 you'll 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
appropriatély 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 SFI1A 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 (I-380 corridor to an ‘external' BART station on
the airport's West of Bayshore property) and Alternative 6 (I-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/CalTrain 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)

C&R.139



"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 I-380. This alternative would be identical to
Alternative 3 but would continue underground from the Tanforan Station and pass under
the CalTrain tracks paralleling I-380 on the north side. It would bypass part of San Bruno
to the east. The alignment would proceed under I-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 [of]
I-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." (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 THE PEOPLE OF SAN MATEO 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. This 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 area, 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.

"The 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 Avenue 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. This 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 altematives descriptions on page 267 of the EIR are augmented to include the
following (inserted after the second bulleted item):

e 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 I-380 on the north side. It
would bypass part of San Bruno to the east. The alignment would proceed under

C&R.141



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.

e 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. If BART 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 Jocations. 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 Joadings 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 a,m, peak-hour, and 560 p.m. 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
/ 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. This parking
facility would be located in Lot DD, which is proposed in the SFIA Master Plan to be a
long-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 lot. 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 1-380./1/
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 3, peak hour. These changes would not result in changes to LOS.
(The 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.m, 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
elements./2/
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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 / Draft EIS/EIR was released in March
1992, and is undergoing public review as of early May 1992.

APM/BART 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. (See p. 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 throughout the terminal buildings.

The 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. The 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 arriving
and departing passengers at the SFIA BART station; most likely this will be determined
when a more accurate BART-t0-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 SFIA

The 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 101, neighborhood impacts, and possible 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
possible 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 potential
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

"This 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
doit, 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 commute 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 C47 aircraft that I had just unloaded 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 abox 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). If I 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 structure 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 hecause
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 ] notice there are quite a few bikers, that people use bicycles to transport themselves
back and forth to work. Iam not sure that that was addressed at all in any studies that I have
looked through so far." (Edwin Works)

Response

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 passenger 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 Avenue or Millbrae Avenue.

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 hours. This service would help both air passengers and airport employees.
Because BART is being extended to SFIA, bicyclists could bike to BART from their

C&R.149



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 their bikes to the terminal or

employment location at SFLA.

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 terminal 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).

NOTES - Transportation Setting and Impacts

1/

12/

13/

Metropolitan Transportation Commission, written communication to DKS Associates,
February 24, 1992,

Metropolitan Transportation Commission, written communication, op. cit., based on
information from Parsons Brinkerhoff, 1991.

Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Train to Plane, Issue No. 3, October, 1991.
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ANSPORTATI N

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.”" (Raymond Miller, C/CAG)

"SFIA must assist in funding the planned improvements at the I-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
(SamTrans) staff regarding traffic and transportation impacts. C/CAG strongly supports the
SamTrans 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.” (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. This 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 SamTrans 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 of the 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. This 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/Terminal 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 terminal 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/Transit/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
Airport are inadequate. This 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 C f Transit E .

"The Airport should participate in the capital costs of required transit infrastructure to serve
Airport 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 Canital Costs of Transit Expansi

"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 EIR 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 Milibrae)

"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 capital costs necessary to provide the needed transit services by SamTrans,
CalTrain, and BART, in order to provide the means 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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“The 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 EIR 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 EIR 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 concurrence 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
SF1A 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 alternatives 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 Avenue and south of Millbrac Avenue, the project's impacts would not be
measurable at intersections beyond (north of) San Bruno Avenue and (south of) Millbrae

Avenue.

The programmed improvements of Caltrans, 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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Millbrag
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"The first has to do with the fact that the EIR says that the impact on the Rollins Road-Millbrae
Avenue intersection is not mitigable. And we feel that with the proper copcern 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
Avenue, 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 already 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.

The 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 required. 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 bulieted item on p. 417 of the EIR is deleted.

HOV Lanes
Comments

"The document fails to mention any financing mechanisms for the proposed mitigations. San
Francisco International Airport (SFIA) improvements which affect State facilities should be
mitigated by SFIA, or the lead agency. The document needs to address impacts on State
facilities due to the project and cumulative area development. Mitigation measures must be
discussed. For example, who will fund improvements such as High Occupancy Vehicle Lanes
(HOVLs), freeway é.nd highway (Route 101 and 82) modification, widening, and construction of

freeway ramps?

"We have the following questions and comments regarding details of mitigation measures:

"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). Caltrans does not unilaterally decide whether to
construct/implement HOVLs. Other agencies, such as the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA), Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), and the local traffic authority are
also involved. Caltrans 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 Clara Counties.
In Santa Clara County, these HOV facilities are for 2+ occupancy in Santa Clara. The policies of
HOVL occupancy are incompatible.

"Proposed HOVLs from San Francisco to existing HOVLs along Route 101 beginning at
Whipple Avenue are not in MTC's Master Plan,

"Referring 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 should 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, Caltrans)

H 6'

Create HOV lanes out of existing traffic ~ "This is not a valid mitigation by the Airport

lanes on Highway 101. as SFIA has no control on its implementation.
In addition, Caltrans policy prohibits the
conversion of existing mixed flow lanes into
HOV lanes." (Richard Gee, SamTrans)

Response

The authors of the DEIR recognize that Caltrans policy currently 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. Currently, the San Mateo County Congestion Management
Program (CMP) includes only auxiliary lanes along US 101 throughout San Mateo
County. The auxiliary lane projects are identified as 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 10 note that under
CEQA, the EIR is not required to address funding. See p. 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 taxis and
shuttles by air passengers. This would be part of a Transportation System Management
(TSM) program desigaed to reduce travel throughout the day by privale 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 lanes 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 comridor. A 3+ occupancy
HOV lane would not serve many taxis coming to SFIA, which often carry only one
passenger. Shuttle vans and buses would still 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.

\j \ I Circulasi

Comments
"Mitigations Proposed by SFIA” “SamT nts"

"3.  Widening two SFIA roads. "This would onty benefit the internal Airport
circulation without mitigation of the traffic on
the freeways and local agencies' streets.

"10. Modify freeway ramps to serve the "To be viable, written approval should be
Ground Transportation Center, and obtained from Caltrans and included in the
providing direct ramp connections to the EIR.

HOV lanes.

"11.

Installing variable message signs internal "This measure would be a benefit to internal

to the Ground Transportation Center and ~ Airport traffic circulation with little effect on

Short-Term Garage. the freeways and local streets.” (Richard Gee,
SamTrans)

"P. 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)

Respanse

Widening the SFLA 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. The mitigation is directed
mainly, however, at dealing with the impacts to SFIA internal circulation.

Direct ramps to the Ground Transportation Center from HOV lanes would allow buses,
shuttles, taxis and carpools preferred access into the airport and perhaps encoumge more
passengers and employees to use the HOV lanes. Itis 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.

The Ground Transportation Center (GTC) is not referred to in the EIR as a "mitigation to
neighboring vicinities.” It is designed to serve internal SFIA circulation, and the access to
and egress from US 101 and I-380. Neighboring 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 oato local roadways, park on them,
or divert on and off of them.

Widening US 101

Comment

"7.  Widen Highway 101 to eight lanes south  "The widening has been completed. Because
of San Carlos. of its distance from SFIA, the widening has

no significant mitipation of the traffic in the
Airport area.” (Richard Gee, SamTrans)
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Response

The commenter correctly notes that the mitigation measure has been implemented since the
preparation of the DEIR. 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, Also, 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.

General

Comments

"That the mitigation measures [should] convincingly demonstrate 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, Inter-
City TSM 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. lmpacts that could not be eliminated 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 should 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. Congestion Management Program

"The Airport 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 foruin for producing a deficiency plan. Because under the congestion management
plan, the impacts that are associated with transportation 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 (C/CAG) 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 1o 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. Congestion Management Program

"In addition, the Airport should participate in the San Mateo County Congestion Management
Program. Airport passenger trips, as well as employeé 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 Transportation] Authority believes that the Airport should definitely be
subject to the Congestion Management Plan for San Mateo County." (Richard Gee, SamTrans)

" ... Mitigations addressing cooperative funding of needed improvements like participation in
the San Mateo County Congestion Management Plan should be included in the Final EIR."
(Dennis Argyres, City of Burlingame)

Response

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 2 CMP (Section
65089a). The CMP must contain (1) a designation of 2 CMP roadway system; (2) traffic
level 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 land 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 appartionments to a city or
county which is not in conformance with the CMP (Section 65089.3).

The San Mateo County CMP calls for land use restrictions and a trip reduction ordinance
that would force private employers to comply with CMP trip reduction objectives such as
staggered work hours, telecommuting, parking management programs, and required use of
public trapsportation. 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 violate state law (letter 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 that a local ordinance
is invalid if it conflicts with state law or occupies a subject of statewide concern; she takes
the position that the operation of the Airport is a matter of statewide concern because it is
subject to extensive federal regulations 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
"regulate 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 specifically 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 trip-reduction ordinance, is adding 1o 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 transit-incentive programs. This 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 that 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 Airport 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
implementation of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District Clean Air program. The
Airport also has 2 representative on a Samtrans subcommitiee which is working to improve
its service scheduling for better transit service to the Airport.

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM MANAGEMENT

Comments

"Although we disagree 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 raffic." (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 pa.rﬁcipatc:

III.

"I recommend the Airport be included in the San Mateo County TSM Program. The Airpaort
employers should meet the 25% TSM goal to mitigate the impact of the increase in employee
traffic if this cannot be demoanstrated as effectively accomplished 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 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.  Transporiation System Management Program

" Although we disagree that the propesed incentives/disincentives are adequate, we support the
Airport's participation in Transportation System Management and recommend the Airport be
included 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 Counrty, and destined to grow larger under the
Airport Master Plan, The Airport employers should 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 (TSM). 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)

"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 of TSM." (Richard Gee, SamTrans)

"Specific mitigation measures that need greater elaboration include...

"..  defining a workable and effective commuie 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.” (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 administered 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 could participate. Chapter 4 of the TSM Plan
contajns evaluation 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 along the US 101 and El Camino corridors;

° Transportation 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 ¢lements 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.

SFIA is currently preparing a trip reduction ordinance. It would require Jarge airport
employers (100+ employees) to appoint a transportation coordinator and establish policies
that would increase transit use. The County's TSM goal of having 25 percent of all
employees commute $0 work by means other than a single-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 goal.
However, SFIA should 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 regional
air quality plan which would establish average vehicle ridership rules for individual
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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 empioyees 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 SFIA would use include:

L] Staggered Work Hours;

. Telecommuting (e.2., employees working at home one day (or more) a week);
. Compressed Work Weeks (e.g., four 10-hour days);

. Ridesharing;

. Increasing transit attractiveness (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 changing facilities, bicycle paths, pedestrian paths, HOV lanes); 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 needs 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 SFIA, San Mateo County, the City and County of San Francisco,
SamTrans, BART, CalTrain, shuttle/van/taxi companies that serve SFIA, and other
public agencies whose services or regulatory functions would affect the mode of
travel chosen by employees and air passengers. The objective of the TSM program
would 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 SFLA, public and private agencies
must plan and coordinate more efficient, effective, and reliable transit and transportation
systems." (Preston Kelley, Caltrans)

H

" n
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"14. Generally enhancing transit services. "This measure calls for increased transit
service by BART, CalTrain, MUNI Metro
and SamTrans." (Richard Gee, SamTrans)
Response

The comments are consistent with the information provided in the EIR.
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MUNI Service to SFIA
Comment

"p. 320 SE MUNI SFQ Service via 19th Avepue. MUNI, SamTrans, MTC and SFO staff have
been exploring the feasibility of extending MUNI's 28-NINETEENTH AVENUE 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. (The extension would
also serve other major destinations atong the way, such as Seton and Serramonte.) The
implementation of this proposal would probably be in conjunction with the discontinuance or
restructuring of SamTrans' 3B line.

"It is important to note that this service is pot 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 SFQ; this would
typically be a time-consuming and circuitous, three-transfer/four-ride trip, 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 28-10-SFO proposal may have value as mitigation to western SF traffic impacts,

"p- 416 Mitigation Measures: Other Agencies. 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 should 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 MUNTI's 28-NINETEENTH AVENUE bus line to SF1A would provide a useful
transit connection from the airport to neighborhoods 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. This line currently terminates at the Daly City BART station, and with
the proposed extension of BART to SFIA, only one transfer would be required. However,
until the BART extension has been completed, extending this line would serve as a
valuable link for both air passengers and airport employees. Even after the completion of
the BART extension to SFIA, the extension of the 28-NINETEENTH AVENUE would
continue to serve airport employees, who otherwise would not have good access to public
transit. MUNI has no plans to extend the 28-NINETEENTH A VENUE line at this time;
its short range transit plan states that the extension of this line is under consideration.

\PM C ion to Transi
Comments

"P. 13 - Under additional measures to address impacts (to be added) . . . If BART is built to
Airport Internal Station, Airport 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 fo Airport but not from Airport to
BART to gohome. It has to go both directions, you know! . ..

". . .Also although document says Passenger "Bags” can be taken care of to get 1o Airport. There
is no way to get the Bags from Airport fo 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 SFIA BART station and the Ground Transportation Center.' It is critical that this
mitigation be detailed. David Calver from Parsons Brinckerhoff stated that the proposed
Automated People Mover (APM) system t0 be constructed by SFIA was definitely a dedicated
rail line, not a bus line,” (George Foscardo, City of San Bruno)

"Mitigations Proposed by SFIA" "SamTrans Staff Comments”

"1. Build a new Ground Transportation “This would be an effective mitigation only if
Center, served by a People Mover that BART is extended to the vicinity of SFIA
distributes air passengers and employees  with a convenient connection to the CalTrain.
to the terminal buildings. 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 ~ "This would be desirable if the BART Station

or bus facility to connect SFIA to the is located west of 101 along with a CalTrain

BART Station west of 101. cross-platform transfer facility.” (Richard
Gee, SamTrans)

Response

The BART extension to SFIA is discussed on pp. C&R.139-145 herein. Many of the
details have yet 1o 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/CalTrain station). As noted in another response, BART
baggage handling is more important for departing passengers (becanse of flight schedules)
than for arriving passengers. Additiona) discussion on the subject of baggage handling
appears on p. C&R.144 herein.

The 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 Peopie
Mover. Improving internal circulation at SFIA could reduce traffic backups onto US 101.
The People Mover would provide access to all areas of SFIA, and provide a connection to
any mass transit station that comes into the vicinity of SFIA. 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 SFIA 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
CalTrain/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 CalTrain
service, the right-of-way would be necessary to provide unrestricted access between SFIA
and the BART station.
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CalTrain Servi
Comments

"On page 5 the report states "The proposed project would affect existing transit and shuttle
services to SFIA such as that both systems would require expansion to serve the increased
demand.’ It is atready true that transit services in particular do not meet the needs of passengers
and persons 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 real
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.
1 was told that they are really interested and anxious about . . . the possibility of a CalTrain
station at the airport, much of which is not clear from the Environmental Impact Report.”

(Commissioner Engmann})

"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 MTC and City and
County of San Francisco data) that my Transit Link System proposal provides superior service
compared to BART in that it can be built in three rather than eleven years and save taxpayers
more than $2.7 billion.” (Dehnert Queen, Small Business Development Corporation)

Response

The Master Plan includes a transit (APM) connection to a multi-modal station west of the
Airport. The EIR notes that this station should include both 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 gerial Joop is not proposed in the Master Plan nor is it proposed as a
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mitigation measure in the EIR, since it would penalize non-airport travellers and would not
effectively serve enough Airport destinations (see response on pp. C&R.138-139).

Airport Staff confirm that there has been no consideration by SFIA of plans to bring
CalTrain into the terminal area (East of Bayshore).

The Airport has jndicated that it would connect the Automated People Mover to any form
of mass transit that comes into the "West of Bayshare" 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 part of any TSM program,

E ine Transit Use. Improving Servi
Comments

" . .[Olne way of mitigating the traffic impacts is to, 'encourage passengers to use transit.” Once
again, 1 don't think there is 8 meaningful analysis of how we are going to encourage passengers
to do that, Would giving some incentives, some rebates in terms 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

{ransit on 8 competitive footing with auto access.” (Chris Brittle, Metropolitan
Transportation Commission)

C&R.178



"Traditional reliance on the automobile must be discarded, and SFIA staff must work with the
mass transit agencies to develop alternatives to the automobile. This applies to airport
employees as well as travelers. SFIA staff should work with SamTrans staff to modify airport
buses so they can handle carry-on liggage. Also, SFIA staff should be working with CalTrain
staff to improve CalTrain service. This should include more frequent trains, better access to
downtown San Francisco, and shuttle service between SFIA and the nearest CalTrain station."
(Jim Wheeler, Sierra Club, Loma Prieta Chapter)

"P. 414 - Economiic disincentives for Single Occupants should not happen. That is
discrimination on Workers." (Jessie Bracker)

||5.

Adding park and ride lots on "This is not a valid mitigation by the Airport
Highway 101. as SFI1A has no control of its implementation.

If SFIA has definite locations and intends to
finance the projects, more information should
be provided.” (Richard Gee, SamTrans)

Response

Many of the mitigation measures are aimed ar encouraging transit use to the Airport 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 later among the implementing

agencies.

Some of the components, which would fall under a Transportation System Management
(TSM) program, include: a parking pricing strategy which encourages carpooling and
discourages single-occupant vehicles, baggage handling capabilities on public-transit
vehicles and at 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 Jocations 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 access for public-transit operators is being considered within the
framework of the GTC design, HOV lanes and incentives for transit usage. Whether
access 1o the terminal curbside would still be allowed or concentrated in the GTC,
preferential 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. This mitigation measure would reduce airport traffic
impacts as employees would make use of the lots rather than continue individually into the
congested airport 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 potential value as an
implementable mitigation measure,

Trapsit Use and Proposed Parking jn SFIA Master Flan
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,
Caltrans)

“The EIR should address alternatives 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. The mitigation measures to decrease traffic generation are totally
inadequate. Many alternatives 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, (then) City Manager, City of Belmont)
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"2.  Adding stalls in Ajrport parking facilities “This would be counter to any traffic
(7,000 by 1996, 930 more by 2006). mitigation by encouraging the use of private
vehicles to the Airport. This does not
mitigate the increased traffic on the freeways
and local streets.” (Richard Gee, SamTrans)

"Parking at SF1A should 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 schedule of the People Mover should be accelerated so the
entire system would be operational by 1996. United Airline employees and other airport
employees woutid be able to gse CalTrain or SamTrans to get to the External Station and then
take the People mover 1o their workplace. This would negate the requirement for additional
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 goals here in the San Mateo County as well as those goals and ‘rules’ soon to be adopted by
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.” (Bob Bury, Chair, Inter-City TSM Authority)

Response

Increasing the parking at SFIA can be implemented so that TSM goals are still met and the
use of single-occupant vehicles is discouraged. Several 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 dernand. This 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 potential for successful implementation of
carpool and vanpool programs and increased transit ridership lies mainly with Airport
employees. Also, the extension of BART to SFLA would 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 employees, rather than the air passengers, were faced with the parking
deficit, long-term trip reduction goals would be achieved. In order for this to occur, the
allotment of parking spaces would have to be altered so that fewer spaces are assigned to
airport employees and the corresponding number reassigned to air passengers. Parking
spaces in the proposed new parking facilities should therefore be reallocated in favor of air
passengers, as TSM program elements could be expected to reduce employee parking
demand more than air passenger parking demand. The expansion of parking supply at
SFIA should be phased to allow evaluation of the effectiveness of expanded TSM
programs and transit improvements before the addition of parking (adding parking before
or simultaneous with TSM programs and (ransit improvements may itself undermine the
relative attractiveness of alternatives to single-occupant automobile travel).

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 evaluation 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 antomobile travel).

Add the identical 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 far 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 circulation and reduce the total number of
vehicle miles traveled by air passengers. The parking pricing palicy, as noted by the
mitigation measures on p. 414 of the EIR, would be adjusted so that carpocl and high
occupancy vehicles have preferential parking rates and spaces. If the trip reduction goals
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 using a single-occupant 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 SFIA in a statistically significant way.
Another methodology for conducting parking analysis would have been to apply the
reduced automobile mode 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, including 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. This would negate the need for vehicles
to circulate into the Airport and then, upon getting turned away, travel to one of the off-
Airport 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 useful in directing motorists to the nearest available parking location,
thus minimizing circulating vehicles (this has proven successful around the Oakland -
Alameda County Coliseum and along I-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 al! contribute towards the goals of trip reduction and parking
reduction at SFIA.

£.Site Registrati
Comments

"I personally think that the mitigation section is the worst mitigation section I have ever seen in
an EIR. 1don'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 Jocations. 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 should be given to this alternative.” (Janet Fogarty, Mayor,
and Robert Treseler, City of Millbrae)

Response

In response to these comments, the following discussion of the potential for off-site air
terminals to mitigate traffic congestion in the vicinity of the Airport is added at the end of
EIR Appendix G, p. X1.A.167: '

OFF-SITE AIR TERMINALS
Technical Aspects

The term "off-airport terminal” encompasses a variety of possible arrangements to
get air passengers to (and from) an airport from remote locations. Depeading upon
the layout of the airport, characteristics of travellers, arigins 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;

Ticket sales;

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 airport
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 1o sell tickets, check in bags, and have customers select seats, The basic
coach service and one airline ticket agent still remain. Other girporter services to
SFIA are described in Section Il (Environmental Setting) of the EIR, on pp. 130 -
134.

Issues Affecting Feasibility

The potential 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

e Density of the market near the off-Airport termjnal._

The recent experience of the Marin 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. This 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 mosty 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.
o The 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,

1n the Los Angeles area, the Van Nuys FlyAway Service is operated by the Los
Angeles Department of Airports. This is an express bus service from the San
Fernando Valiey to Los Angeles International Airport which has seven air carriers
providing ticketing at the terminal; baggage cannot be checked. This service recently
reduced fares from nine dollars to four dollars. Apparendy, 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 SF1A 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. This would include opening new terminals and starting
new coach services.

» Determine the level of bonus services such as baggage check-in and ticketing
that could 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
would be diverted from private automobiles, or other transit services.

Caltrans is currently funding a research project at the Institute for Transportation -
Studles at the Umversxty of Callforma at Berkeley, titled: Feasibijlity Study for a

ig ; am. Io part of this research
pro_]ect, air passenger survey data taken by the Mctropohtan Transportation
Commission (MTC) 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 additional off-Airport terminals exists, SFIA
would then be in a position to participate in efforts to increase the level of
ofi-Airport terminal activity.

If ofi-Airport terminal services were initiated successfully, it would have the
potential to reduce vehicle congestion at Airport approaches and regional routes to
and from the airport. It is impossibie to quantify the effects of such actions without a
specific service under consideration.

Institutional 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-result of this prohibition, SFIA has not been able to take advantage of a
Caltrans demonstration project relating to off-Airport terminals. Therefore, for SF1A
to engage directly in any activity related to implementing an off-Airport terminal
would involve an amendment to the Airport's charter.

Alternatively, it might be possible for Caltrans to work with a private operator or an
existing transit agency {e.g., SamTrans, AC Transit) to improve transit/off-Airport
terminal services to SFIA.

On the basis of available information, it appears that adding off-Airport terminal
capacity could 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 decisions 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 transit mode share are already suggested in the EIR.
Any efforts to increase transit mode share would increase the atiractiveness to private
businesses to expand on or implement new off-Airport terminal services.

High-Speed Rail
Comment
"12, Requiring right-of-way reservation for “There is no information in the EIR on the
future high speed rail, location of the corridor, financing, or who
will be the implementing agency. This
should not be included as a mitigation for the
traffic generated by SFIA until more details
are available." (Richard Gee, SamTrans)
Response

The right-of-way reservation through SFIA, referenced on pages 13 and 415 of the EIR, is
for the BART extension if an SFIA internal station is chosen. The “West of Bayshore”
property adjacent to US 101, across from SFIA, 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 Rai! Passenger Development Plan 1991 Through 1996 Fiscal Years, as required
by Section 14036 of the Government Code. The report concluded that in order to provide
a fully integrated rail system in the California Corridor, service ultimately should be
provided to the Central Valley along with Southemn Pacific, Sante Fe, and Union Pacific
Rail Lines. The Southern Pacific portion of this rail system would be adjacent to SFIA
along the US 101 corridor in San Mateo County.
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In the California Transportation Commission's Eighth Annual Report to California
Legislature, dated December 1991, high-speed rail was identified as an effective alternative
to the stare's airports and interregional highway system. The Commission, on the basts of
a recommendation from its Technical Advisory Committee on Aeronautics, requested the
Department of Transportation 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, sponsored by Caltrans
and the federal Department of Transportation, concluded that high-speed trains could be
traveling between San Francisco and Los Angeles in only 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 potential routes that the trains could take. According
to arecent article in the San Francisco Chronicle (March 12, 1992), the trains could cruise
at Jower speed and run on existing rail lines on the Peninsula. This would allow trains to
leave San Francisco over a right-of-way shared with the existing Peninsula commuter

trains and stop near San Francisco International Airport and Palo Alto.

The multi-modal connection among BART, Caltrans, SamTrans and the Airport would be
enhanced with a connection to high-speed rail service. The suggested mitigation measure
points out that high-speed rail is a viable issue that is currently being addressed by Caltrans
and the California Transportation Commission.

PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLES

Comments

"On page 136, the document states: mmm“mmmwmm

mmmmmngﬂmws_mnms_mjﬂ& Pedestrian movement should become a major
mode of tansportahon as the SFIA Master Pian strives mmmgmmpmgm

"We strongly urge adoption of pedestrian-sensitive development policies which would encourage
walking and transit uses. The proposed 960,000-square-foot, multi-level Rental Car
Garage/Ground 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 predominantly for
automobile/rental car shops, garages, and parking spaces as the document proposes on page 55.

"The document should more aggressively promote integrating pedestrian facilities than the

statement on page 323 indicates. It states: 'Design review should focus on minimizing 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 mode 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)

"13. Providing bicycle travel lanes, "In view of the large transportation demand to
be generated by SFIA, bicycle lanes would
not be a significant mitigation." (Richard
Gee, SamTrans)

Response

Pedestrian considerations should 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
Project-1 M (1996) Identified in this R
SFIA

. Incorporate, into the GTC design, safe and convenient 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. Although the number
of air passengers and airport employees who would actually bike 1o SFIA might be
relatively small, every mitigation measure that contributes towards reducing automobile
trips is valuable. With respect to the effectiveness of bicycle mitigations, their significance

is a2 matter of opinion.

FLIGHT DISTRIBUTION

Comment

"Mitigations about having the airlines distribute their flights in perhaps a better pattern is not
discussed at all, and the impact it might have on peak traffic. That is not discussed. There is
really no crunch mitigations, things that really would be meaningful, discussed in here that the
Airports Commission could have some control over. I would like to see that." (Commissioner

Engmann)

Response

SFIA does not have the legal right to designate flight hours for individual airlines using the
Airport. A discussion of legal restrictions on Airport Administraion appears in
Attachment D of C&R Appendix A, "Background to Airport Operations.”

Appendix J of the EIR (pp. XI. A.179-A.180) includes & comparison of forecast hourly
activity at SFIA in 1996 and 2006 with potential airfield capacity during visual flight
condions. The forecasts of hourly activity were developed assuming that the relative
distribution of activity throughout the day would be the same in 1996 and 2006 as in 1990.

According to Tables J-1 and J-2 in Appendix J, in 1996 and 2006 there would (86 percent
of the time) be no more than one hour of delay for any flight, under all visual conditions.

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
conditions (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 SFIA, 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 period. 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 SFLA-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 becanse of the
perception that their flights are during "off-peak” periods. This could result in increased
automobile use and assoctated impacts, which are counter to all of the mitigation measures
presented in the EIR.

IMPACTS OF MITIGATION MEASURES
Comments

(5e) P. 13 - Under additional 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 Additionpal Measures to address impacts; from listed impacts measures to be
addressed that 1 believe should be dropped. --- 2nd (Park and ride lots on 101 should be erased) -
3rd(HOV lanes) should not 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 belief) 6th Requiring exclusive rights-of-way rail or Bus
facility that connects SFIA to BART's planned station west of US 101 -gshould be dropped. ‘That
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is only one of alternatives being studied and would be cause of much more traffic vehicle trips
into area which in turn causes more Pollution - 9th Requiring right-of-way reservations for furure
high speed rail - should be dropped. Such station would bring even more congested Traffic and
worse Pollution to an already overburdened area.

"P. 14 - 7th and 8th should be dropped - because it is not safe!” (Jessie Bracker)

"In my opinion many of the suggested Mitigation Measures listed would nof be Mitigation
Measures but instead would be additions to the Pollution Problem and should be listed as such.
Some of those are - 1) Add more Janes 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 BARTSs 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, I-280
and I-380 interchanges in San Mateo County, create park-and-ride lots for commuters through
lot-construction 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 locat streets. 1n 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. This 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 implementahle mitigation measure. If the implementing agencies decide
to create park-and-ride lots along the US 101 cormridor, careful atiention 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 minimizing impacts to local roadways and neighborhoods.
Park-and-ride lots along the US 101 corridor do not have to be located in the immediate
SFIA 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 potentially be throughout the Bay
Area, depending on schedules and residential locations,

The responses on pp. 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 alterpative transportation 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 local areas outside the Airport. The SFIA 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. The roads would continue
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 congestion along
Atrport roadways would disrupt the overall circulation throughout the Airport, including
the terminal area and parking locations.

Exclusive right-of-way for a rail or bus connection from SFIA to a BART station west of
US 101 would be a meaningful mitigation measure only if the BART and/or CalTrain
station were to be located there. Detailed discussion of the BART alternatives, access to
BART stations, potential for joint airport/commuter stations and impacts of BART are
discussed in the response on pp. C&R.139-145 herein,

Other mitigation measures that would have impacts of their own include increasing the
transit service on CalTrain, BART, MUNI and SamTrans, 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 additional

services,
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ISE AND 1

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 DEIR that significant changes in ioad factors will
occur, and significantly influence total operations, is overly optimistic and appears 1o be an
atiempt 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 Brintle, Metropolitan Transportation Commission)

Response

Page 335 of the EIR discusses the method used to develop forecast operations at SFIA.
Forecasts of annusal and average day operations by aircraft type were developed specifically
for the EIR because no detailed operations forecasts were developed for the SFIA 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 SFIA Master Plan concludes that SFLA 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 intemational service, total revenue passenger 1oad
factors for all airlines were about 63 percent for federal fiscal year 1990 (October 1, 1989-
September 30, 1990}, and about 62 percent for fiscal year 1991. Flights serving
international destinations had higher load 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 2001./2/

The FAA's estimated airline load factors reflect the proportion of the airlines’ aircraft
seating capacity (total seats on all aircraft) that is sold and utilized: that is, how full the
aircraft are./1/ 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.
"Through" 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 should 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 limit.)

A direct compariscn of the airline and SFIA load factors may not be valid, however.
Systemwide airline load factors may be different from the load factors for a particular
airport. 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 would be higher than the systemwide airline load factor. Other factors that may
influence an individual airport's load factor include the extent of competition at the airport,
types of travellers served, and constraints op airside and landside capacity (which would
result in increased load factors because the airport 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 would increase due to
limited airside capacity.
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Table 10 of the EIR also shows the SFIA Master Plan forecast of aircraft size (defined as
average seats per aircraft) during the average day of the peak month of aircraft activity.
This 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. The types of aircraft used in the FAA forecasts were
condensed to correspond more closely with the types of aircraft operating at SFIA in 1990
(and to betier 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 developed for the SFIA Master Plan were used to
determine the total number of aircraft seats needed. Because the number of SFIA
passengers is forecast to increase, and the FAA national forecast shows some of the older
aircraft being retired, additional aircraft will be needed at SFIA 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 rends 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. This 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 FAA)/3/ (If the proportion of total operations performed
pationally 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 farecasts 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 SFIA. A
comparison of those forecasts with the SFIA 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
aircrafi size and lower load factors.

Appendix C of the EIR includes an analysis of the sensitivity of cumulative noise impacts
1o differences in the number of aircraft operations. The analysis compared the SFIA
Master Plan forecasts to forecasts prepared by the FAA and CASP, and included the
development of CNEL contours and calculation of CNEL values. The 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 aircrafi in the fleet.

‘Therefore, even if future aircraft sizes and load factors are lower than forecast 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 (light
frequency) would increase, though these additional flights would be performed by
generally quieter aircraft.

SFIA FLIGHT PROCEDURES AND RUNWAY USE
Relationshio to Inf ion P 1 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 Figure 19 (p. 159) were developed
through discussions with the SFIA ATC personnel, reviewing radar data, and a review of the
Standard Instrument Departures (SIDs). The Figure explains that the flight corridors it depicts
are actually up to several 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 1o be on the track. In contrast, Figure 19 tracks are composites which no pilot is
required to fly as depicted nor would a pilot be abie 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 airport vicinity.

"The fact is that all aircraft departing SFO on an IFR clearance are given and have accepted a
departure clearance. It would be either in the form of a published SID or a verbal clearance 1o
accept radar vectors. Often, and particularty 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 airport vicinity. . .

"Figure 19 shows that 32% of flights use a routing [that] closely foliows 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 only be 2.53% of the time. Actual use of the Shoreline is numerically insufficient to
create & 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 should be represented in the diagram. Of departures using Runways 28, now less than 9%
of total operations, only a small minority use the Shoreline Departure (0.3%).” (Duane Spence,
Airport Mitigation Coalition)

Response

Fagure 19 on p. 159 of the EIR shows generalized flight tracks for aircraft using SFIA.
Pages 158 and 160 of the EIR include a discussion of Figure 19 and of some of the
Standard Instrument Departures (SIDs) used at the Airport. Appendix C of the 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 control facilities,
including the Airport Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) at SFIA, the Bay Terminal Radar
Approach Coatrol (TRACON) facility at Metropolitan Oakland International Airport

(MO} A), and the Oakland Air Route Traffic Control Center (ARTCC) in Fremont, The
ATCT at SFIA provides services for arriving aircraft within about five miles of the Airport.
The Bay TRACON 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./4,5/ The ARTCC has a service area extending south to Paso
Robles, California, east to the middle of Nevada, north to the Oregon/California border,
and west across the Pacific Ocean./4/

Prior to departure from SFIA, the aircraft pilot files a flight plan 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 Flight 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 consideration
when the SID is assigned./4/

The pilot calls "Clearance Delivery” 30 minutes before takeoff to obtain clearance of the
flight plan. Ground Control at the ATCT will clear 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 reports to the Bay TRACON for instructions. The pilot follows the
instructions of the TRACON until the aircraft is out of the TRACON service area, when it
is "handed off™ to the ARTCC./4/

A vector is a radar heading issued to an aircraft to provide navigational guidance. Among
other procedures, vectoring is used by air raffic controllers to maintain the required
separation among aircraft./6/

Almost all of the airline aircraft departures from SFIA are assigned and use STDs.
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 used
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to separate aircrafi is if two aircraft are flying on the same SID and it appears that the
second aircraft will overtake the first. According to ATCT staff, vectoring is used at
specific times for specific situations such as the one noted here; when it is used, it is of
short duration./4/

The Bay TRACON uses vectoring for more SFIA 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 used for aircraft beyond five miles north of SFIA, because
vectoring does not provide for efficient use of the airspace after that point./7/

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 aircrafi following
the same SID would not necessarily follow the same flight path, however. Aircraft have
widely varying performance characteristics, and climb and turn 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 SFIA are "pilot navigation” SIDs, which
require the pilot to be primarily responsible for navigation on the SID route /6/

As an example, the EUGEN Four SID instructs aircrafi to make a turn 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 turns 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
"generalized" tracks because the model 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 acal
paths of departing aircraft. As noted in the discussion presented above, these paths
represent aircraft following SIDs and radar vectors. An aircraft departing from SFIA
would not necessarily fly exactly one of the departure tracks shown in the figure. As the
SFIA 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 available for review
in the Department 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
Airport Traffic Control Tower personnel; a review of Airport [} flight 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 1R heading east over the East Bay was used approximately
32 percent of the time in 1950. 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

coITect percentages,
Eederal Control Over SFIA Procedures
( ommernt

"Three years ago, Mr. Turpen promised noiseless aircraft. That is what he was alluding to.
Reducefd] 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, he is hiding behind, Mr. Turpen is
hiding behind the FAA. T am given the answer, the airport has no jurisdiction over flight plans.
The flight plans are dictated by FAA. 1 have been repeatedly and repeatedly told that.

"1 want to see whether the EIR says there is any control of the airport of the flight plans. There
must be. Who 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)
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Response

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
political subdivision thereof and no interstate agency or other political agency of two or
more states gha | any 1 e, regulation, sta ist
having the force and effect of law relating to rates, routes, 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 regutations 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.

O] SNTOLCE LA OT) dnaard, Or OtNer provisio

e

The responsibilities of the FAA (and aircraft pilots, who make the ultimate decisions
regarding the operation of, or procedures used by, a particutar 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 development 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 would 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 future as in 1990, Additiopal
information 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 Cosin,
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
Waldo, Mayor of Brisbane)

"Mr. Kroupa touched briefly on the issue of where will the new flights be accommodated. In San
Francisco, we have always been told that as more aircraft use the airport, the planes have to fan
out further and further north, which would imply that the bulk 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 proportional 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 Holzinger)

"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 analysis 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 also assumed to stay constant (page 339). This
assumption contlicts with explanations this Committee has been given about the increased air
wraffic over Saa 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 propartionally among flight tracks; but may in fact be concentrated in
areas further from the airport. The DEIR needs to address these concerns and provide mare
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complete information about the noise analysis and its underlying assumptions.” (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 analysis states that night time operations, runway use, and flight path
use remain constant; yet the DEIR also shows that 25% of the time there will be a 31% increase
in night operations (page 338); it proposes 10 use Runways IL/IR more than now, and the
assumption that flight path usage will remain constant direcfly conflicts with explanations I have
received from the airport and FAA as to where additional flights must be directed due to airspace
limitations.” (Curt Holzinger)

Response

As shown in Table 1, p. 24 of the EIR, international passengers using SFIA 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 constitute the majority of all SFIA 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 all aircraft
departures or arrivals using the various runways at SF1A. 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-hau) destinations
(over 1,500 miles from SF1A) 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. Therefore, 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 could
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increasingly serve SFIA-Pacific Rim routes. These aircraft have performance
characteristics that allow them to use Runways 1L 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 contours.

Table C-1A 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 developed on the basis of SFIA minway 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 1950. Several of the commenters 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 SFIA departures,
for specific purposes. The conditions under which aircraft depart SFIA limit the
opportunities to use vectoring.

According to the Bay TRACON, if SFIA traffic becomes more congested, the length of
time 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 periods./7/ 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 SFIA Master Plan improvements).
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TABLE C-1A: 1990 AND ASSUMED FUTURE RUNWAY USE BY AIRCRAFT

CATEGORY AND TIME OF DAY

Runw
Type Time/a/ 1R 1L 10L 10R 1SL 19R 28L 28R
B-747 Short Range/ty Day X% 4% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 49%
Evening 25% 24% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 49%
Night 5% 25% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 40%
B-747 Long Range/c/ Day 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Evening 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Night 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 80%
All Others/d/ Day 46% 46% 2% 2% 0% 0% 2% 2%
Evening 46% 46% 2% 2% 0% 0% 2% 2%
Night 41% 41% 8% 8% 0% 0% 1% 1%

100%

100%

100%

100% .

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

fa/ 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.
/o/  With destinations of 1,500 miles or fewer from SFIA.
/c/  With destinations greater than 1,500 miles from SFIA.
/d/  All other airline aircraft.

SOURCE: Ken Eldred Engineering and Environmental Science Associates, Inc.,

based on SFIA runway use data for 1989,
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As noted on p. C&R.200, aircraft departing SFIA travel over wide areas in the Airport
vicinity. This characteristic of SFLA departures was factored into the operational
assumptions, including locations and use of flight tracks, used to develop the CNEL
contours in the EIR. The characteristic is reflected also in the SFLA 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 commenters 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 resultin a
substantial increase in evening or nighttime flights. These 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 Jess-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) that 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 measurement data from the SFIA remote monitoring
stations reflect aircraft operations during all types of weather conditions, including poor
weather conditions (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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SHIFT TO STAGE 3 AIRCRAFT
motions Behind Shift to S 3
Comments

". . .Also, the environmental document must comprehensively discuss what leads to the
conclusion that larger, gquieter 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
Tan-Banico, City of Daly City)

"Another issue is, on Page 339, as I understand it, the San Fraocisco 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 that 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 International Airport (SFO). While some opportunities for reduction in noise
exposure may exist through additional modifications in flight tracks, preferential 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,
Airport/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 technological improvements expected to occur during this period. The achievement
of these improvements depends on airline investment in alternative aircraft. . ." (Onnolee Trapp,
Leagues of Women Voters of San Mateo County)

", . JFrom 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 Association of International Airlines)
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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, The most stringent level is Stage 3, which applies
to aircraft for which applications for type certification were submitted after November

1975. The Jess 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 at 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. The 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 Abatement Regulation, adopted in February 1988
and amended in June 1991, contains the following provisions (paraphrased):

A gradual scheduled phase-out of Stage 2 aircraft, including requirements that at Jeast 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 1, 1994; at least 75 percent after January

1, 1999, and 100 percent as of January 1, 2000. (Section 4(B))

A requirement that the percentag of Stage 2 operations at SFIA performed by a particular
airline cannot increase during a specified quarter, based on the same quarter during the
previous year. {Section 4(B)le)/11/

SFIA 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./12/

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 at SFIA (and
pationwide). The 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 legisiation providing for the phasing
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out of Stage 2 aircraft nationwide/5/ The legislation includes a final deadline of
December 31, 1999, for the operation of Stage 2 aircraft, with a possible extension
through Decembcr 2003 if ccrta.m condmons arc met. [ ] Qn_SQmM

md_mc_a;__cgmagg_ng there would be 1o Stage ; a1rcra.ftscrv1ng SFIA in 2006. [ ]
Yith a 100 percent Stage 3 fleet in 2006, the CNEL contours shown in this section

would probably be about one dBA smaller than forecast.

The following note is inserted after note /5/ on p. 352 of the EIR;

/5a/ "FAA Eases Plan to Phase Out Noisy Jets Amid Strong 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. The use of expanded sound insulation programs to mitigate residual noise impacts
is discussed on pp. C&R.282-287 herein.

Page 335 of the EIR explains the conclusion that larger aircraft will be used in the future.
Operations are forecast in the SFIA Master Plan to increase less than passengers becanse 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 SFIA 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 international markets.

The airlines are, in fact, investing in new quieter aircraft. According 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 1, 1991, that backlog had increased
to 3,674 aircraft./13/
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lati iD to Air ' i Noise Lev
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 levels. The statement may be correct,
but it depends upon whether or not the 1ake-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.: 36-1D; 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 33%;

“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 [II] aircraft being quieter than Stage [I1] aircraft to account
for 1ower noise levels, However, it is known that some Stage III aircraft are noisier than stage I,
and produce noise levels which will be significant. This fact, the aircraft types involved, their
expected flight paths and noise levels should be disclosed. . ." (Curt Holzinger)

"Mitigation through use of Stage III aircraft is suggested in the DEIR. The DEIR assumes that
pewer Stage L1 aircraft are quieter than older Stage II aircraft. While this assumption may have
some validity, Table C-5 in the DEIR discloses that Stage III 747 aircraft are only marginally
guieter than Stage Il 727-200, one of the noisiest in the existing fleet. Stage III aircraft will
continue to have significant impacts, especially single event, which are not disclosed.” (Bruce
Krell, Forest Hill Association)

"Mitigation through use of Stage Il aircraft is suggested in the DEIR. The DEIR assumes that
newer Stage III aircraft are quieter than older Stage II 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 IT 727-200, one of the noisiest in the existing fleet. Stage III ajrcraft will
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continue 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 ITI
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 IT, 747 aircraft is only 2 to 3 decibels quieter than the Stage I1 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. . ." (Timothy 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)

Response

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 accounts 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 fty 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. The noise of a two-engine aircraft 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
SFIA Master Plan. The operations forecasts reflect SFIA 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 SFIA in 1996
and 2006 range in size from the B Ae-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 recertificated 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 permits a power
cutback, and the "sideline” measurement test requires takeoff at full power). A comparison
of the sideline noise levels for the aircraft serving SFIA shows that all of the Stage 3
aircraft serving the Airport are quieter than the Stage 2 aircrafi. (This conclusion is based
on a comparison of only the heaviest atrcraft 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 0 in 2006.

On p. 344 of the EIR, it is stated that the noisiest aircraft overflights to and from SFIA
would likely be by B-747 aircraft. To the extent that total operations by B-747-400 aircraft
increase in the future, residents under the departure path for Runway 28R would experience
an increase in the occurrence of the single-event noise 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 experieace a reduction of both single-
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 result in lower
cumulative 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 development of the contours.

The B-747-200 used as an example in Tables C4 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 four 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,
deletions are indicated by brackets):

Of the four aircraft studied, the Boeing 727 (B-727) produced the highest departure

naise levels; the Boeing 747-200, a Stage 2 aircraft. and Boging 737-300 and 767 [ 1,

both 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 generally result in lower
single-event (and cumulative) noise levels in communities near the Airport.

Relationship.to CNEL C {Land U

Comment

"On page 2 the report states that airlines will be required to use higher capacity aircraft. Ina
separate information release, the airport recently announced that future aircraft would be quieter
to allow development (the suggestion was for new housing) of previcusly unusabie land around
the airport. This is an important point, as that part of the peninsula is already at or above
capacity in residents and services." (Patricia Clark)
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Response

SFIA'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 detecmine 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

pireraft Noise C M
Comments

"Re: Nojse - 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 8/27/91)

"P. XI-A-50 to A-53 - Noise - If those diagrams are correct of Typical noise cone eads, how can
Contour Line Maps of noise in Millbrae be correct?" (Jessie Bracker)

“Figure 20 (Page 161, Volume T) 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 Naise 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 data gathered from fixed
monitors, whether continuous or not, can always be challenged as 'not being representative.’ 1
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. A48, Appendix C of the EIR, the contours shown on pp. A.50-A.53
represent the sound exposure levels (SEL) 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 cumnulative
noise levels produced by all of the aircraft serving SFIA. 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
long narrow spike in the contour represents the landing noise; the rounder part of the
contour represents takeoff noise. The generic nature of the SEL contours is explained on
p. A48, 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. A48 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 produced during Ianding; the rounder end of the contour represents the noise
produced during takeoff.

There are two ways to estimate the cumulative noise from aircraft operations in the vicinity
of SFIA: the use of computer models, and direct measurement at the 27 remote monitoring
stations. Computer models are used to estimate the historic, existing, and future noise
environment (under forecast 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 reported to the California Department of
Transportation. (Direct noise measurements can be used to provide information on only
historic and existing noise levels; computer modelling must be used to estimate future
noise levels and to compare existing and future noise levels.)

As stated on p. 160 of the EIR, the CNEL contours developed for 1990 (and 1996 and
2006 under the SFIA Master Plan and alternatives) were calculated by the Integrated Noise
Model (INM). The INM is used for almost all studies of civil airport noise in the United
States. The 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 guarterly 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 greater inaccuracy in the EIR contours in locations far from the

monitoring stations.

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 Brittie, Metropolitan Transportation

Commission)

Response

Table 52, Estimated Resident Population Exposed to Aircraft Noise CNEL 65 and Above,
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.

CNELI - Sensitive R
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 Schoal and 2 Convalescent
Hospitals.” (Jessie Bracker)
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TABLE 52:.  ESTIMATED RESIDENT POPULATION/HOUSEHOLDS EXPOSED
TO AIRCRAFT NOISE CNEL 65 AND ABOVE, 1990, 1996, AND 2006/a/

Resident Population/Households E V.ol

Estimated1990 Forecastie/

Noise Exposure

Range (CNELYd/ Population  Households 1996 2006
Pop, Houscholds  Pop.  Households

CNEL 75+ 340 133 0 0 0 0
CNEL 70-75 1,980 7 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

NOTE: Numbers shown reflect only the homes within the CNEL 65 contour. Some homes
included in totals may no Jonger be "impacted” because they have been sound insulated.

fa/  Estimated on the basis of the CNEL contours shown in Figures 20, 32, and 33, pp. 161,
340, and 345.

/&y 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.

/c/ Estimated on the basis of ABAG Persons Per Household (PPH) statistic for 1990, and
projections for 1995 and 2005.

/d/  CNEL= community noise equivalent level.

/e/  Assuming implementation of the SFIA Master Plan.

SOURCE: Environmental Science Associates, Inc.

" ..Ihave a child in Lincoln school, and in February, during one of these episodes of bad
weather, 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 }ook at our schools and what it's doing to our children while
they're sitting in the classroom and trying to iearn, The teachers cannot be heard over the noise of
those planes taking off down the Peninsula.” (Jack Hickethier)
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TABLE C-10: SENSITIVE RECEPTORS WITHIN 65 to 70 and 70 to 75 dBA, CNEL NOISE
CONTOURS/a/

1990 Existing Base
-7 ntour

Millbrae Nursery School
Millbrae Serra Convalescent Hospital
Sheltering Pines Convalescent Hospital

65-70 dBA Contour

Chadbourne School
Fire Station

Belle Air School
Avalon School

Taylor School*

Green Hills School*
South San Francisco High School*
Los Cerritos School*
EI Rancho School*
Alta Loma School*
Lincoln School*
Millbrae City Hall
Millbrae City Library

1996 Project and No-Project Alternative
$5-70 dBA Contour

Chadbourne Schoaol

Mills High Schoal*

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 City Hall

Millbrae City Library
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TABLE C-10: SENSITIVE RECEPTORS WITHIN 65 o 70 and 70 to 75 dBA, CNEL NOISE
CONTOURS/a/ (CONTINUED)

2006 Ne 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 Hosptial®
Millbrae Serra Convalescent Hospital*

NOTES:
/a/ Other than residences.
*On border of contour,

SOURCE: Enviornmental Science Associates, Inc.

Response

Table C-10, Sensitive Receptors Within 65 to 70 dBA, CNEL Noise Contours, on p. A.58,
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 exposed to aircraft noise of CNEL 65 and above
(Table 52, p. 341 of the EIR).

The effects of overflights on human activities are discussed in Appendix C of the EIR and
on p. C&R.249 herein.

NE - Specifi
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 should be noted that the CNEL noise exposure levels are expected to be reduced at all the
monitor locations by the year 2006 with the exception of Monitor 4 in South San Francisco and
Monitar 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. This is the only location where this will
occur.” (Roger Chinn, Airport/Community Roundtable}

"On page 343 where the results 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 Carmichael, City of Foster City)

Response

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 ([ ]
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 levels are forecast to increase 0.1 dBA,
CNEL from 1990 to 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, Jocated near the "Shoreline Departure” flight path for
Runway 28R, noise levels 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 levels would pot 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 foliowing replaces the third bulleted item on p. 343 of the EIR (revisions are
underlined);

At stations 20-21 and 23-26, located in Daly City and San Francisco, noise levels are
forecast to decrease (on average) 3.0 dBA, CNEL from 1990 to 1996 and 4.9 dB A,
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 measured CNEL at the

monitoring station in Brishane (Station 7) to be 2.0 dB A 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 model.
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L Im - iect v, No-
Comments

“There are mixed messages in the section on Noise (IV.-C). This section continually determines
that the Project will result in a decrease in noise (both CNEL and single-event noise). This
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 becanse of the
phasing out of the noisier, Stage 2 aircraft using SFIA' (DEIR, p. 346).

"What is really needed in this EIR is an analysis of the increased aircraft ftights caused by the
project. The EIR states (on pp. 346-347) that ‘The effect of the SFIA Master Plan on aircraft
noise exposure cannot be determined without comparing forecast aircraft noise levels in 1996 and
2006 with and without implementation of the SFLA Master Plan. (The No-Project Alternative is
evaluated in Chapter IX. Alternatives, beginning on p. 439)".

“What happens when one reads the alternatives is that we learn very little (page 452).
* *The increased aircraft operations (in 1996) under the project would require additional
" 'fn 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).

» Eyen 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 further decrease from
project impacts, and with Variant 2, noise impacts would decrease even more.’

*This 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 help to
stabilize or decrease future poise levels.
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"The residents of Pacifica have anxiously awaited the quieter aircraft and are not pleased that the
SF1A 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
clearly that the project will be increasing future noise levels (not compared to 1991, but when
compared to the No-Project scenarios) maybe more mitigatons could have been identified that
would have helped 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 future
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 1996 and 298 by 2006 with the project. As noted on p. 347 of the EIR, . . .
implementation of the SFIA Master Plan would . . . allow SFIA to serve an increased
number of passengers and aircraft operations.” The increase in operations allowed by the
implementation of the SFIA Master Plan (over the No-Project Alternative, Variant 1) is
shown in Tables 68 and 69, pp. 441-446 of the EIR.

The 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 summarized on p. 347 of the EIR: ... the increase in operations aliowed by the
proposed project would have virtually no effect on cumulative noise levels because the
additional operations would all be performed by quieter, Stage 3 aircrafi." 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 naisier, low-bypass engine aircraft.
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Tables 10 and 11 in the "Addendum to Noise Analysis" report in Appendix C show
calculated CNEL values under the SFIA Master Plan "constrained” and "unconstrained”
scenarios. (The constrained scenario corresponds to the No-Project, Variant 1 alternafive
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
dailly aircraft operations in 2006, 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 SFIA Master Plan can be determined.
The increases at the SFLA remote monitoring stations range from 0.6 to 1.2 dBA, with an
average increase of 0.9 dBA. The increases are similar at the selected study locations. An
increase of 0.9 dBA 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.

The 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 meedngs
when Mr. Turpen first unleashed his planes over our neighborhoods, over the Excelsior 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. 1 got only
answers, well, we wrote down your complaints. That's all we got.

"Even now, every day, I am woken up every single night. 1 would like to know Mr. Turpen's

telephone number s0 I can call him and wake him once a night. That isallJask. Sothat]can
ring his home phone, 1 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 1 have been trying to work within
the system for over 25 years. We do still get a lot of noise after midnight. And even though it
seems like noise has been shifted, it's the numbers because now the operations have increased so
considerably." (Rose Urbach)

"l am mostly concerned with naise 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 a m. It's continuous. One has to live under this umbrella of naise 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 planes 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. This 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 analyzed 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 SF1A. 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.
The data and information used as the basis for the discussion of the noise setting in the EIR
were collected from SFIA 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 SF1A 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 additional flights would be
performed by Stage 3 aircraft.

L

Mmen

“_. . [T]here are significant omissions [in the DEIR]. I congratulate Barbara Sahm on
recognizing the major one, and that is that the noise analysis 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 Ares, if you talk to people on the
Peninsula, 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 flights per
year, from around 300,000 to 400,000. What the current document says in terms of noise
analysis 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 show 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:
»]. 'The 'CNEL'is an inadequate standard for measuring noise impact.” (David Deakin)

"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
measurements (SNEL) are we submit, more meaningful criteria of the environmental issue. The
65 CNEL contour is arbitrarily set as the definition of the noise problem 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;

It 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 seasonal variations,

It does not address the frequency of aircraft overflights.

"Due to these flaws, it is possible to greatly increase both the number of overflights and the total
amount of noise energy in an area, without any change being reflected in the CNEL number.
This may happen, for example, if additional overflights are each slightly quieter than the existing
average overflight. Obviously, the addition of hundreds of overflights constitutes a significant
impact (even if each individual flight is slightly quieter); yet the CNEL measure would show no

impact.

"The Committee finds that the CNEL measure is deficient and can not disciose all significant
impacts. The noise analysis should be expanded and supplemented with additional noise

descriptors." (Timothy Treacy, Airpart Noise Committee)
"We view attempts of the DEIR to address the noise issue (DEIR, pages 331, gt seq.) as

completely inadequate. The DEIR recognizes that implementation of the Master Plan will result
in additional 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 basis of the DEIR noise analysis. In this regard, the DEIR omits any
consideration of single naise 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 nojse 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)

", ..1think the only way we are going to stop this is that encugh 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 peaceful, but we will make sure that if you don't stop
this right now and have a proper analysis in terms 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. 1
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.” (Bhimije)

Response

The 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 calculates average noise Jevels, it does not explicitly identify noise levels from
single aircraft flyovers (sound exposure levels, or SEL), although it incorporates them in
the calculation.

The computer model used for the noise analyses in the EIR calculates 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 along a specified
path. When used to calculate 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 total 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 Jogarithmic scale (a logarithmic scale is used
to describe sound levels because sound pressures extend over a very large range). Because
CNEL is calculated logarithmically, each flight is not counted equally when all of the
flights are added. Two general rules of thumb to use when thinking about "adding” noise
levels are 1) adding two equal 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 total noise level the same as (or slightly higher than) the higher of the two levels.

Because CNEL is calculated logarithmically, 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 SFIA
operations are affected by the forecast increases in Stage 3 aircraft operations, and the
expected phase-out of Stage 2 aircraft

The general 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 caused 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
attitude 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 its 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, SFIA 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 Transport Association of
America v, Crotti, (N.D. Cal 1975) 389 F Supp. 58, the Federal District Court (Northern
District, California) held that the state's effort to regulate single-event noise was an
unlawful exercise of the police power into the exclusive federal domain of control over
aircraft flights and operation and air space mapagement and utilization.

Recent case law supports the use of 65 cael data in evaluating airport-related noise
impacts. In arecent case from the United States Court of Appeals involving the Seattle-

Tacoma International Airport, No. 90-70253 Seatfle Community Council Federation v,

Federal Aviation Administration, 92 D.A.R. 4813 (Sth 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. Ina similar case from the United States Court of Appeals involving the

Louisville, Kentucky airport, No, 91-:3222 Communitjes. Inc, v. Busey v, Skinner, 1992
U.S. App. LEXIS 1746 (5th Cir. Feb, 13, 1992), the Court affirmed the FAA's decision to

use the 65Ldn, rather than single-event noise data, to determine its statutory obligations
under the National Environmental Policy Act, the Natiopal Historic Preservation Act or the
Airport and Airway Improvement Act with reference to single-event information. (1992
WL 23222 atp. 4.)
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SFIA staff note that, notwithstanding the above 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 cutside the 65 CNEL contour. The Airport Noise
Regulations have had the effect of excluding the proposed operation of a retrofitted Boeing
707 aircraft. This has resulted in the FAA's withholding of approximately $70,000,000 of
Airport Improvement Funds from San Francisco. Since 1981, the Airport 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. Additional 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 levels of individual 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 departing from SFIA
were estimated for the 27 remote monitoring stations and the 20 study Jocations
i wn _in ngi in Tabhl - -

Duration of Fliet
Comment

"o, [O}n the decibel levels 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 -- 2 727 taking off may take 30 seconds. A 747 taking off maybe takes three 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 waking 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