STATUS SUMMARY 1 - MARCH 2000

Additional public input is requested on the alternatives to be considered in the Environmental Impact Report/Environmental impact
Statement (EIR/EIS) for SFO's airfield reconfiguration project. The text and illustrations included herein are intended to summarize
the current status of the EIR/EIS, and will be explained further at public information workshops scheduled for the end of April and
beginning of May 2000. Dates and locations are listed below.

e 7:00 PM - 9:00 PM Aptil 24 San Rafael (Marin Civic Center)

e 7:00 PM - 9:00 PM April 26 San Francisco City Hall (Light Court)

« 12:00 Noon - 2:00 PM  April 29 Palo Alto (Lucie Stern Community Center)

e 7:00 PM - 9:00 PM May 1 Millbrae (Green Hills Elementary School Gymnasium)
s 7:00 PM - 9:00 PM May 3  Oakland (Lakeside Park Garden Center Vista Room)

Please attend the public information workshops to learn more, and provide any additional suggestions regarding the environmental
analysis of the proposed airfield reconfiguration project. Written comments regarding the environmental assessment, including

alternatives, may also be sent to the contact persons listed at the end of this summary by no later than May 19, 2000.
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AGENCIES INVOLVED

The San Francisco International Airport (SFO) proposes to reconfigure its airfield, and requires approval from the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) to do so. The San Francisco Planning Department's Office of Environmental Review (OER) and the FAA are
actin i ifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
to prepare an Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS). The EIR must be complete before the
Airport Commission can consider adopting a reconfiguration alternative, and the EIS must be complete before the FAA can consider
approval of a revised airport layout plan that incorporates the proposed reconfiguration and any SFO requests for federal funding or
passenger facility charges to finance the reconfiguration.

Other Federal agencies involved in project review and approval include the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS), and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). These agencies have agreed to be “cooperating
agencies” with the FAA under NEPA for preparation of the EIS. Ultimately, if an alternative is selected that requires dredging and/or
Bay fill, the Corps must approve permits for the project before SFO can proceed. Other agencies that will be consulted during
preparation of the EIS regarding potential effects of the proposed project include the National Marine Fisheries Service and the
Office of the California State Historic Preservation Officer.

State, regional, and local agencies who will be asked to approve permits for or review the project before it can be implemented (i.e.,
Responsible Agencies) include the following: Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), California State Water
Resources Contro! Board, San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), California Department of Fish and
Game, State Lands Commission, Bay Area Air Quality Management District, and California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).

Additional agencies that may be consulted with or requested to take approval actions regarding the project, including potential
borrow, dredge material disposal, and mitigation sites (see pp. 9 - 10), include the following:

U.S. Coast Guard Clty of Foster City California Department of Resources City of Millbrae
California Coastal Commission  City of Burlingame Alameda County City of Brisbane
San Mateo County CEty of San Bruno Sonoma County City of Novato
Solano County g:t&’ ::3;:‘9?:’“' :n::i:%i:i’g County City of Richmond
Santa Clara County City of Berkeley City of Oakland City of Corte Madera
Napa County ) City of Fremont City of Newark City of Menlo Park
C!ty of South San Francisco City of Mountain View City of Palo Alto Port of Oakland

City of Hayward City of Sunnyvale City of Redwood City

City of Milpitas Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary  City of San Mateo

City of East Palo Alto U.S. Department of the interior City of San Jose




PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND STATEMENT OF
PURPOSE AND NEED

SFO has identified the following primary objectives of their
project:

» Reduce existing and future flight delays in all weather con-
ditions

s Reduce human exposure to aircraft noise

» Accommodate existing and anticipated new large aircraft

For purposes of the EIR/E!S, the FAA, OER, and SFO have
been working with State and Federal agencies to define a con-
cise statement of the project's “Purpose and Need” as required
under NEPA. The statement of purpose is as follows:

The purpose of the project is to reduce existing and projected
flight delays and accommodate existing and anticipated air-
craft, as well as projected flight demand, thereby achieving
efficient airport operations under all weather conditions while
addressing the airport’'s goal of reducing human exposure to
noise.

The need for the project has been identified as follows:

+ SFO patrons currently experience operational delays dur-
ing bad weather

» Operational delays are expected to be experienced by SFO
patrons in the future during good and bad weather

e Delays at SFO have National Airspace System (NAS) and
regional airspace and transportation impacts

+ Community concerns over aircraft noise

» Local residents want additional relief from aircraft noise be-
yond the requirements of California Title 21 and FAA noise
guidelines (e.g., residents want the use and enjoyment of
outdoor areas within the 65 CNEL zone)

o Future categories of large aircraft that are anticipated at
SFO require restrictions on aircraft ground movements or
larger separations between taxiways.

EIR/EIS ALTERNATIVE SCREENING PROCESS

Consideration of possible ways to reconfigure the airfield at
SFO began in 1990 when the San Francisco Airport Commis-
sion undertook a runway reconfiguration study at the request
of the Airport/Community Roundtable. The Roundtable is a
21-member group of representatives from communities af-
fected by aircraft noise from SFO, which has as its objective
identifying ways to reduce noise. In 1998-99, an SFO feasibil-
ity study identified 32 potential airfield reconfiguration alterna-
tives to reduce noise, reduce flight delays, and accommodate
new large aircraft. The SFO feasibility study suggested six al-
ternatives for detailed analysis, and ultimately recommended
two options for further evaluation. SFO is continuing its plan-
ning efforts and expects to select its proposed reconfiguration

alternative later this year.

A wide range of potential alternatives to SFOs proposed
reconfiguration were suggested by the public and govern-
ment agencies during the public input or “scoping” period for
the EIR/EIS. All of the suggested alternatives and alterna-
tive-components (i.e., actions that are not stand-alone alter-
natives but could be part of an alternative) are being as-
sessed objectively by FAA and OER to determine a reason-
able range of feasible alternatives to carry forward into the
EIR/EIS analysis. As part of this assessment, the prelimi-
nary feasibility of suggested alternatives was initially consid-
ered by asking the following questions:

o Could the airport maintain a reasonable level of service
during construction of the alternative?

« Would the alternative be technologically feasible to imple-
ment within the next 10 years?

e Could the alternative be implemented consistent with Fed-
eral and State requirements?

¢ |s there adequate airspace capacity o safely implement
the alternative?

As part of this assessment, OER and FAA are considering
how to logically combine the suggested alternatives and al-
ternative-components that passed an initial evaluation of over-
all feasibility into a set of alternatives that could potentially
meet some or all of the project objectives. These alterna-
tives have been further evaluated to eliminate those that are
clearly infeasible based on technological or environmental
constraints, or which would fail to effectively meet the stated
purpose and need for the proposed project.

Alternatives that are under consideration for the EIR/EIS are
presented on pages 4 through 8. These include:

s Alternative 1 — No Action

e Alternative 2 — System Management and Technological
Enhancements Alternatives

e Runway Reconfiguration Alternatives 3A and 3B (3A is
the same as SFO’s Alternative A3)

¢ Runway Reconfiguration Alternative 4 (this is the same
as SFO's Alternative BX Refined)

e Runway Reconfiguration Alternative 5 (this is the same
as SFQO's Alternative F2)

Alternatives which have been considered and eliminated from
further detailed study are described on pages 7 and 8, along
with reasons for their elimination. Decisions regarding inclu-
sion or elimination of alternatives from the EIR/EIS are sub-
ject to change and refinement as more information becomes
available. Relevant information includes public and agency
comments, forecasts of future air travel demand, and results
of preliminary impact assessments and refined planning stud-
ies. It should be noted that State and Federal agencies in-
volved in ongoing consultation have not yet concurred with
the range of alternatives presented.


































