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INTRODUCTION

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 acting as lead agencies under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
respectively, 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. The EIS must be complete before the
FAA can consider approval of a revised airport layout plan that
incorporates the proposed reconfiguration or any SFO requests for
federal funding or passenger facility charges to finance the
reconfiguration.

As part of their efforts in preparing the EIR/EIS, the OER, FAA,
and SFO meet monthly with representatives of other agencies
involved in project review and approval. These agencies include the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Bay Conservation and
Development Commission (BCDC), the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), the California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), and the San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Some of these agencies
will use information provided by the EIR/EIS in making their decisions
regarding SFO’s requests for permits or other approval actions. No
approvals may be granted until appropriate environmental reviews
are complete.

This status summary provides an update on OER, FAA, and SFO
activities with regard to the EIR/EIS since the Status Summary | of
March 2000 and the public meetings held in April and May 2000.
This summary includes detailed information about the scope of
ongoing investigations regarding potential project impacts on Bay
hydrology and water quality and on natural resources that depend
on the Bay. Future summaries will provide similar detail regarding
the scope and the status of other ongoing investigations (for example,
noise and air quality analyses).




WE’VE BEEN BUSY

Since March, project alternatives have been refined through planning
studies conducted by SFO and the alternatives review process conducted
by the FAA and OER. SFO planning studies are providing estimates of the
ability of each project alternative to improve existing and future SFO airfield
operations. FAA and OER's alternatives review process has focussed on
the ability of each alternative to meet the project's purpose and need.
The purpose of the project is to reduce existing and projected flight delays
and accommodate existing and anticipated aircraft, as well as projected
flight demand, thereby achieving efficient airport operations under all
weather conditions while addressing SFO's goal of reducing human
exposure to noise. All of the alternatives currently planned for detailed
analysis in the EIR/EIS are described in the next section of this summary.

The FAA, OER, and their consultants have initiated studies for the EIR/
EIS in many environmental issue areas. To date, these studies have largely
focussed on the collection of baseline environmental data where such
information does not exist in the literature or resource agency files. Studies
have also focussed on the development of impact assessment
methodologies including computer models to predict possible changes in
the physical environment with implementation of project atternatives. This
status summary discusses progress on the environmental studies being
conducted for hydrology, water quality, and biological resources.

In April 2000, SFO retained five teams of designers and contractors to
develop design concepts and feasible construction techniques for the
runway platforms that would be required for any of the “build” runway
reconfiguration alternatives. The teams submitted their plans to SFO in
July 2000. Airport staff and a Blue Ribbon Panel of independent engineering
experts are presently evaluating the submittals. All of the plans propose
fill, piles, or a combination of fill and piles for construction of the runway
platform or platforms. SFO is likely to combine the best ideas from each
of the design and construction submittals to develop a preferred
construction procedure for the runway platform or platforms.

This summer was also an active one for the Regional Airport Planning
Committee (RAPC). RAPC is the committee of the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC) responsible for coordinating airport
planning for the San Francisco Bay Area. This summer, RAPC completed
its update of the 1994 Regional Airport System Plan (RASP), and in
September published its assessment of future aviation growth in the Bay
Area and alternatives for serving that growth. The RASP 2000 Update
will be subsequently incorporated into MTC's Regional Transportation
Plan as the airport element of that plan.

UPDATE ON EIR/EIS ALTERNATIVES

The FAA and OER have evaluated a wide range of alternatives to the
proposed project including other modes of transportation, new commercial
airports, use of other existing commercial airports, commercial use of
Federal and military airfields, systems management, technological solutions,
and additional runway reconfigurations. This evaluation resulted in some
refinement of the alternatives proposed for inclusion in the EIR/EIS.

Specifically, the alternative identified in March 2000 as Alternative 3B
has been eliminated from further consideration because it would be similar
to Alternative A3, which will be included in the EIR/EIS, but Alternative 3B
would have greater operational limitations. Also, at the request of agency
representatives, an alternative known as BX-2 was included for
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consideration. This alternative, which is described further below, is expected
to represent a middle ground (in terms of impacts and benefits) between
Alternative A3 on one side and Alternatives BX Refined and F2 on the
other side.

The six alternatives currently being considered for detailed evaluation in
the EIR/EIS are presented below.

Alternative |: No Action/No Project Alternative

NEPA and CEQA require analysis of the No Action/No Project
Alternative. This alternative will form a basis of comparison with other
EIR/EIS alternatives. The No Action/No Project Alterative does not
include reconfiguration of the SFO airfield. This alternative includes
reasonably foreseeable planned and programmed technological
improvements (e.g, Precision Runway Monitor radar) with separate and
independent utility from the current project that would occur even if the
proposed airfield layout changes do not.

At the current time, it is assumed that implementation and use of a
Simultaneous Offset Instrumentation Approach/Precision Runway
Monitoring (SOIA/PRM) system will occur at SFO regardless of whether
the reconfiguration project proceeds, and thus this procedure and
technology will be included in the No Action/No Project Alternative and
all other altemnatives, as appropriate. The FAA is currently evaluating
implementation of SOIA/PRM at SFO as a “stand alone” project in an
Environmental Assessment pursuant to NEPA. Accordingly, the FAA has
not made a final decision regarding use of SOIA/PRM at SFO. Should
FAA determine that SOIA/PRM will not be implemented there, this
procedure/technology will not be included in the No Action Alternative,
but would be considered for inclusion in Alternative Two (Systems
Management) instead.

Alternative 2: Systems Management Alternative

The Systems Management Alternative has been the subject of intensive
study by FAA and OER to determine its component parts. California
Senate Bill 1562 (SB 1562) also refers to components of this alternative.
Both technologies and systems management techniques have been
considered.

Potential future technological enhancements that could be feasible and
effective at reducing delays and/or noise at SFO within the time frame of
the project will be incorporated into the No Action Atternative and all
other alternatives, not just in Alternative Two. The list of feasible and
effective technologies includes SOIA/PRM, as noted under the No Action
Alternative above, and may also include other technologies such as Global
Positioning System, Wide Area Augmentation System, Local Area
Augmentation System, and Traffic Management Advisor. Other than these
technologies, FAA has not identified any potential technologies for inclusion
in Alternative Two that would be both effective in achieving the project
objectives, and feasible to implement within the next [0 to |5 years. New
and emerging technologies that have been studied for this alternative are
described in the accompanying table.

A range of potential systems management techniques was studied for
this alternative. These techniques ranged from strict airport access






























