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1. FAA DECISION

This Record of Decision (ROD) provides final Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
approval for the Federal actions for proposed improvements at Lambert-St. Louis
International Airport (Lambert), including construction and operation of a new air carrier
length runway (12W/30W). The Federal actions and associated airport development
are described in detail in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, Lambert-St. Louis
International Airport, dated December 1997 (FEIS). The Federal actions are
considered in Section 3, Agency Actions, of this ROD. The FAA's decision is based on
the information contained in the FEIS and all other applicable documents available to
the FAA and considered by it, which constitute the administrative record.

This ROD is issued in accordance with the requirements of the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ), 40 CFR 1505.2. The principal features include:

A statement of the agency's decision;

An identification of all the alternatives considered by the FAA in reaching its
decision, with a specification of the alternative or alternatives that are
considered to be environmentally preferable; and

The means adopted (mitigation measures) to avoid or minimize
environmental harm from the alternative selected.

Based on a review of the administrative record and the FEIS approved on December
19, 1997, it is the FAA'’s final determination that the revised Airport Layout Plan (ALP)
for proposed improvements to Lambert, including a new air carrier-length runway,
specifically described in Sections 2, 4 and 5 of this ROD, and identified in the FEIS as
the "FAA’s Preferred Alternative” (Alternative W-1W), is approved. This runway is
designated, for planning purposes, as 12W/30W. In addition, the runway is approved
as eligible for Federal financial assistance and construction.

These approvals of the ALP and eligibility for Federal funding constitute final approval.
The FAA notes that the airport-project sponsor, the St. Louis Airport Authority (STLAA),
has agreed to the various conditions of approval, in particular, the conditions requiring
mitigation measures.

In reaching this determination, careful consideration has been given to: (a) the needs
of Lambert as a part of the national air transportation system and the airport
capacity/delay reduction needs through the year 2015; (b) the aviation safety and
operational objectives of the project in the light of the various aeronautical factors and
judgments presented and (c) the anticipated environmental impacts of the project.
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The FAA has carefully considered all reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.
Although the “No-Action Alternative” had fewer developmental and environmental
impacts than the preferred alternative and was the *“environmentally preferred
alternative,” it failed to achieve the purposes and needs for this project. The other
reasonable development alternative, Alternative S-1, was examined in detail by the
FAA and found to provide capacity and delay reduction benefits slightly higher than
Alternative W-1W, at higher costs and with greater environmental impacts. Alternative
W-1W is more protective than Alternative S-1 of natural resources protected under 49
U.S.C. 47016(c), park and historic resources protected under Section 303 of the
Department of Transportation Act (DOT Section 303, also referred to as Section 4(f))
and Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, and wetlands. For the
reasons summarized in this ROD, and supported by detailed discussion in the FEIS,
the FAA has determined that the agency’s preferred alternative, Alternative W-1W, is
the only possible, prudent and practicable alternative.

A discussion of the leading factors considered by the FAA in reaching this decision
follows.



2. BACKGROUND

Over the past decade, the FAA has worked closely with local and regional officials and
with the STLAA aviation planning staff to investigate ways to accommodate the
increasing passenger and operational activity demands at Lambert. As documented in
Section 1.0, Introduction, of the FEIS, the present airport runway configuration, with two
closely spaced parallel air carrier runways (12L/30R and 12R/30L), is currently
responsible for significant airside delays, particularly during poor weather conditions. It
is forecast that this configuration will be responsible for increasing such delays in the
future.

The FAA has prepared an FEIS to identify the potential environmental effects
associated with the construction and operation of proposed improvements to Lambert.
The City of St. Louis, the owner and operator of Lambert, has completed a Master Plan
Supplement (MPS) that proposes a comprehensive development program for the
expansion of Lambert. The STLAA has submitted an ALP to the FAA for approval and
requested from the FAA the Federal environmental approval necessary to proceed with
the processing of an application for Federal funds.

AIRPORT DESCRIPTION

Lambert is located 12 miles northwest of the St. Louis central business district. The
primary area served by Lambert includes nine counties and the City of St. Louis. This
area is referred to as the St. Louis Metropolitan Statistical Area and encompasses
approximately 5,340 square miles. Five counties and 24 percent of the service area's
population is in lllinois, while four counties, the City of St. Louis, and 76 percent of the
service area's population is in Missouri.

Currently, Lambert has two parallel air carrier runways: 12L/30R and 12R/30L. In
addition, Lambert has two crosswind runways, Runways 6/24 and 17/35, and Runway
13/31, which is a converted taxiway that is only used for small aircraft in visual daytime
conditions. Runway 13/31 will be converted back to a taxiway after the new Runway
12W/30W is operational.

Runway 12R/30L, Lambert’'s longest runway, is 11,018 feet long, and the parallel
Runway 12L/30R is 9,003 feet long. Runways 12R/30L and 12L/30R are separated by
1,300 feet. The airport is reduced to one precision instrument approach during adverse
weather conditions because of the minimal separation of the parallel runways.

Lambert-St. Louis International Airport Environmental Impact Statement
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LAMBERT’'S ROLE

Lambert is the primary commercial air carrier airport in the region and is one of the
nation's major hub airports. It has consistently been ranked among the top 20 (Airport
Council International) most active airports nationally, and in 1996, it ranked 14th in
terms of total passengers (enplaned and deplaned) and 8th in total aircraft operations.
In 1996, Lambert was served by nine scheduled air carriers, six cargo carriers and six
commuter airlines.

Lambert serves as the primary connecting hub for TransWorld Airlines (TWA). In
1996, TWA offered direct service to over 70 cities. Approximately 60 percent of the
enplaning passengers at Lambert were connecting passengers.

AIRPORT MASTER PLANNING PROCESS
Lambert-St. Louis International Airport Master Plan

Between the years 1987 and 1993, the STLAA prepared a comprehensive master plan
study, the “Lambert-St. Louis International Airport Master Plan” (LAMP). The study
developed forecasts of aviation demand through the year 2010 and proposed an airport
development plan to enable Lambert to meet future projected demand levels.

The LAMP study culminated with the identification of a preferred airport development
plan called Alternative F-4. This alternative proposed to rebuild the entire airfield while
the airport continued to operate. Alternative F-4 would have reconfigured and
expanded the airfield by rotating the alignment of the airport's main runway system
clockwise approximately 10 degrees. This configuration involved the construction of
new runways resulting in four parallel Runways (14R/32L, 14L/32R, 13R/31L, and
13L/31R) and the retention of existing crosswind Runway 6/24.

In 1993, a more detailed review of the F-4 concept was accomplished by the STLAA.
This review indicated that the costs to construct the proposed F-4 plan would be
significantly greater than originally anticipated. There were several problems with this
Alternative’s “constructability” (e.g., ability to phase and construct the alternative while
maintaining continuous 24-hour operations, ability to maintain the hub at Lambert, and
ability to operate the terminal and existing runways during construction). In particular,
rotation of the airfield and the staging of its development would severely affect the
ability of Lambert to operate as a hub for several years. The STLAA determined that it
would be prudent to re-examine the development options at Lambert.



Master Plan Supplement

In 1994, the STLAA undertook a review and update to the master planning process at
Lambert. This study, called the Master Plan Supplement (previously identified as
MPS), re-examined the needs of Lambert. It resulted in the recommended course of
development proposed by the STLAA and considered in the FEIS.

Aviation Demand Forecasts

During the development of the MPS, the City of St. Louis developed, refined, and
updated aviation activity forecasts for Lambert, which considered the development and
growth trends in the region, the aviation growth trends regionally and nationally, and
changes in the airline industry. Before facility requirements were determined, the
STLAA submitted forecasts representing unconstrained conditions to the FAA for its
review and approval. The FAA approved the forecasts representing unconstrained
conditions during the development of the MPS. Subsequently, the FAA issued FAA
Safety Notice N7110.157, “Wake Turbulence.” The Safety Notice has the effect of
reducing airport capacity due to the recategorization of certain aircraft types and a
resulting increase in separation standards. Taking into consideration the recently
published guidelines, the FAA recognized that the unconstrained forecasts for the No-
Action Alternative might not be achievable, given the configuration of the current
runways. Therefore, the forecasts for the 2015 No-Action Alternative were adjusted to
represent a constrained condition.

The MPS revised forecasts indicate that in the year 2015, Lambert has the potential to
accommodate approximately 632,000 aircraft operations with the selected action, as
compared to 595,000 aircraft operations without the proposed improvements. The
FAA’'s revised 2015 No-Action constrained forecast for Lambert was 532,000
operations. The forecasts used in the FEIS and the FAA’'s Terminal Area Forecasts
(TAF) are within the same range. Although the TAF are slightly higher than the FEIS
forecasts, the differences are within a range that FAA considers to be insignificant and
within the range of acceptable aviation forecasting.

Facility Requirements and Alternatives Analysis

A facility requirements analysis was accomplished to identify the shortfalls of the
existing airport and to identify development items that would enable Lambert to
effectively solve the shortfalls and meet projected demand levels. The analysis
examined major components of the airport, including runways, airspace, terminals and
ground transportation. This evaluation confirmed that Lambert needed an east-west
parallel runway system capable of accommodating simultaneous independent
Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) approaches.



The MPS included a comprehensive re-evaluation of possible development options,
including an analysis of the alternatives studied as part of the previous LAMP. It was
determined that the use of a Precision Runway Monitor (PRM) would enable
consideration of runway development alternatives, which were rejected in previous
studies. PRM is a system comprised of a rapid update radar, an enhanced color
graphic monitor, and software package which aids the air traffic controller in more
accurately monitoring the position of aircraft on final approach to a runway. PRM is the
primary tool that has allowed the FAA to approve simultaneous independent instrument
approaches to parallel runways spaced as little as 3,000 feet apart (3,400 feet for
straight-in approaches). The PRM allows sufficient runway separation to allow
simultaneous independent IFR approaches during marginal visual and instrument
meteorological conditions. The alternatives analysis process considered operational,
financial and environmental factors. From an initial list of more than 40 development
concepts, the STLAA selected the airport development alternative, designated
Alternative W-1W, as its preferred alternative.

THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS TO LAMBERT

The STLAA has proposed airside and landside improvements to Lambert to enable the
airport to meet projected levels of activity. The City’'s preferred development
alternative, known as W-1W, includes a new parallel runway (12W/30W), 9,000 feet
long by 150 feet wide, located at the southwestern side of Lambert in the City of
Bridgeton. This runway will be located parallel to and 4,100 feet from existing runway
12L/30R with a staggered threshold of approximately 12,100 feet. This runway has
been proposed to improve airfield capacity during both visual meteorological conditions
(VMC) and instrument meteorological conditions (IMC).

The two parallel runways at Lambert, which are 1,300 feet apart, are too close together
to allow simultaneous independent approaches. With the proposed improvements, the
weighted hourly capacity at Lambert will be increased. With the use of a PRM, the
separation of the new runway from the existing runways will be of sufficient distance to
allow the airport to accommodate simultaneous independent approaches during IMC.
Lambert does not currently have this capability. This feature will allow Lambert to
reduce delay times, improve adverse weather capabilities, enhance capacity, and
continue to accommodate hubbing operations such as the system TWA is now using at
Lambert.

Other associated actions include property acquisition, terminal expansion, roadway
improvements, and relocation of several airport tenant operations. A summary of the
major components of the development plan and the proposed phasing is provided in
Section 5, Alternatives Analysis, of this ROD.



EIS PROCESS

On August 17, 1995, the FAA began the public phase of the environmental process
involving STLAA site-specific development proposals, which included a new runway for
Lambert, by announcing in the Federal Register (60 Fed. Reg. 42938) its intent to
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), and by requesting scoping
comments. Scoping meetings were held with the general public and with Federal, state
and local agencies on September 6 and 7, 1995. See FEIS Section 7.0, regarding
public involvement, and FEIS Appendix J, for a summary of scoping comments.

On October 4, 1996, a Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) was published in the Federal Register (61 Fed. Reg. 51939). Public
comments were taken on the DEIS from the date of its release until January 17, 1997.
A public hearing was held on October 28, 1996. Appendix V of the FEIS contains a
summary of comments and responses on the DEIS, which were received from the
public and government agencies during the hearing as well as through the mail.

The FEIS was approved by the FAA on December 19, 1997, and released to the public
on December 22, 1997. The FEIS addressed areas of public concern by way of
modifications to the DEIS text and specific responses to public comments.

Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.10, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
published a notice of the availability of the approved FEIS in the Federal Register on
January 2, 1998 (63 Fed. Reg. 75). According to CEQ regulations, the FAA was
required to wait a minimum of 30 days after the notice of availability of the approved
FEIS before issuing its ROD. That 30-day waiting period has passed.

Although the FAA did not solicit public comment on the FEIS, several public agencies,
community groups, and citizens submitted written comments for agency consideration.
The FAA has to the extent practicable considered all comments received on the FEIS.
Appendices A, B, C, D, E and G of the ROD respond to substantive agency and public
comments on the FEIS and any new significant issues that have arisen.



3. AGENCY ACTIONS

The Federal actions are:

1. The approval of revisions to the ALP for construction and operation of
proposed Runway 12W/30W and associated improvements, listed in full
in Section 3.4.3 of the FEIS;

2. The Federal environmental approval necessary to proceed with
processing of an application for Federal funding for those development
items qualifying under the former Airport and Airway Improvement Act of
1982, as amended and recodified at 49 U.S.C. 47101 et seq.; and

3. The approval of associated safety actions.

The City of St. Louis may also submit an amendment to its passenger facility charge
(PFC) application to the FAA in order to use such PFC revenues for eligible portions of
the proposed project. Although future projects other than Runway 12W/30W are
depicted on the ALP, the City of St. Louis is requesting final environmental approval
only for the runway and associated projects assessed as part of Phase | through the
year 2000 and Phase Il (2002-2015) in the FEIS. It is recognized that other projects
may require additional environmental analysis when ripe for decision at a later date and
will only be conditionally approved by the FAA on the ALP at this time.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), a cooperating agency for the FEIS, will be
responsible for permitting processes under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. In addition, the U.S. Air Force (USAF) and
the U.S. Navy (Navy) will be preparing separate RODs, when appropriate, for the
relocation of their facilities. The necessary approval actions required by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) are included in Section 8, Cooperating Agencies, of
this ROD.

The necessary FAA determinations and approvals are summarized below:

a. Determination of project eligibility for Federal grant-in-aid funds (49 U.S.C.
Section 47101, et. seq.) and PFC funds (49 U.S.C. Section 40117), for land acquisition
and relocation (49 CFR Part 24), site preparation, runway, taxiway, runway safety area,
and other airfield construction, terminal and related landside development, navigational
and landing aids, roadway improvements and environmental mitigation.

b. Determination regarding air quality conformance of the proposed facility with
applicable air quality standards under the Clean Air Act, as amended (42 U.S.C.
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Section 7506, Section 176 (c¢) (1), and 40 CFR Part 93). (The FAA issued a Final
General Conformity Determination and published a notice in the St. Louis Post
Dispatch on June 29, 1998.)

c. Approvals for establishment of new instrument landing systems (ILS) and
associated approach lighting systems and navigational aids, including use of a PRM,
as appropriate, for the new runway, the existing runways, and the airport as a whole
(49 U.S.C. Section 44502 (a) (1)).

d. Decisions to develop air traffic control and airspace management procedures
to effect the safe and efficient movement of air traffic to and from the proposed new
runway. This includes the development of a system for the routing of arriving and
departing traffic and the design, establishment, and publication of standardized flight
operating procedures, including instrument approach procedures and standard
instrument departure procedures (49 U.S.C. Section 40103 (b)).

e. Determinations, through the aeronautical study process, under 14 CFR Part
77, regarding obstructions to navigable airspace (49 U.S.C. Section 40103 (b) and
40113).

f. Determinations under 14 CFR Part 157 as to whether the FAA objects to the
airport development proposal from an airspace perspective, based upon aeronautical
studies (49 U.S.C. Section 40113 (a)).

g. Determinations under the 49 U.S.C. Sections 47106 and 47107 pertaining to
FAA funding of airport development (including approval of a revised ALP, 49 U.S.C.
Section 47107 (a) (16)), environmental approval (42 U.S.C. Sections 4321-4347, and
40 CFR Section 1500-1508), and approvals under various executive orders discussed
in the ROD.

h. A certification that the proposed facility is reasonably necessary for use in air
commerce or for the national defense (49 U.S.C. Section 44502 (b)).

i. FAA review and approval of amended Airport Certification Manual (14 CFR
Part 139).

J.  FAA determination that there would be no undue burden (unusual
circumstances) barring the sponsor from obtaining a Section 404 permit for the filling of
wetlands.



k. FAA determination that there would be no undue burden (unusual
circumstances) barring the sponsor from obtaining a National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit for stormwater and wastewater discharges.
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4. PURPOSE AND NEED

The identification of a proposed action's purpose and need is the primary foundation for
the identification of reasonable alternatives and the evaluation of the impacts of the

development.

In exercising its authority and in the public interest, the FAA considers

assigning, maintaining and enhancing safety and security as its highest priority (49
U.S.C. 40101(d)). This is the FAA's first consideration in evaluating the purpose and
need for any proposed airport improvements.

The purpose of the proposed action is to:

1.

Enable Lambert to effectively and safely accommodate projected levels of
aviation activity at an acceptable level of delay by:

Increasing airfield capacity.

Improving visual flight rules (VFR) capacity.

Allowing dual simultaneous independent IFR arrival operations.

Decreasing delays.

Enhance the National Airspace System (NAS) by:

- Reducing delays nationwide.
- Increasing airfield capacity.

Recognize the importance of the economic benefits provided by Lambert
and allow the local communities and the region to continue to reap those
economic benefits.

Facilitate the airline hub at St. Louis, which is vital to alleviating projected
shortfalls in capacity at Lambert and in the NAS. This is interrelated with
all of the above purposes for the proposed project.

The proposed action is needed because:

1.

The existing airport is severely constrained and it is projected that the
airport will be unable to adequately meet projected levels of demand
without incurring unacceptable operational delays;

Lambert-St. Louis International Airport Environmental Impact Statement
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2. As an important component of the NAS, Lambert cannot be allowed to
become a “bottleneck,” because it would have detrimental ripple effects
throughout the airspace system; and

3. The airport serves an important function in providing economic benefits
important to the airport sponsor and the region.

INCREASED AIRFIELD CAPACITY

The 9,000-foot length of Runway 12W/30W will accommodate the operation of most of
the aircraft types currently operating and projected to operate at Lambert. Both ends of
Runway 12W/30W will be equipped with an ILS. In addition, the PRM, which is to be
installed for the existing airfield, will be used for the new runway.

The increased airfield capacity provided by Runway 12W/30W will substantially reduce
the existing and projected average annual delay time per aircraft operation. These
estimated decreases in delay time will result in annual savings in aircraft delay costs.
Conversely, estimated aircraft taxiing distances and time will slightly increase aircraft
operating costs as a result of Runway 12W/30W. Taken together, there will be an
estimated net savings in aircraft delay costs and taxiing costs of close to $100 million in
the year 2005 and approaching $300 million in the year 2015.

PASSENGER HUB EFFICIENCY

The continued use of Lambert as an effective major airline hub will be constrained if the
airport facilities are not expanded to accommodate future demand. One key airside
feature associated with other hub airports that is absent from Lambert is simultaneous
independent IFR arrival capability (including marginal VFR). The lack of independent
IFR arrival capability greatly impacts the ability of a hub airline in St. Louis to effectively
meet projected demand. Without an improvement in IFR and marginal VFR operating
capability, the reliability of services at Lambert will be increasingly burdened during the
periods of the year when IFR and marginal VFR weather conditions occur
(approximately 14 percent of the year). Without terminal and airfield expansion
capabilities, it will be difficult for Lambert to continue as an effective hub airport. This
lack of facilities and expansion capabilities will result in increased delay times,
decreases in airport capacity, and increased costs to the airlines and the traveling
public.

From a national perspective, it is in the interest of the FAA to maintain an airline hub at
Lambert. The FAA believes that due to its central location in the U.S. and its local
market, St. Louis is a natural hubbing location. St. Louis is the only place within
hundreds of miles in any direction where there are both a very large air travel
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origination/destination market and airport capacity that can handle substantial hubbing
activity. Keeping the traffic that now hubs at St. Louis flowing smoothly and efficiently
is critical to the entire national aviation system.

MULTIPLE AIRPORT SYSTEMS

Shifting some of Lambert’s operations to another airport to relieve existing and future
forecast capacity problems has been debated and studied for several years. Recent
studies have found that, even though there are nearby available facilities capable of
handling commercial jet traffic, such as Scott Air Force Base/Mid-America Airport (Scott
AFB/MAA), the overflow of commercial jet operations from Lambert to other airports in
the region would not efficiently solve the capacity problem because most of the aviation
activity is associated with airline hubbing. The lack of a sponsor for airport expansion
in another political jurisdiction is a reality that the FAA is authorized to consider under
CEQ regulations. Correspondence from St. Clair County, the operator of MAA (which
is a joint-use facility with SCOTT AFB), indicates that St. Clair supports Lambert as the
regional hub.

Use of multiple airports would complicate the hubbing issue, because an adequate
level of peak-hour operations required to maintain hubbing operations at one location
might not be obtainable if traffic were split between two airports. In this case, both
airports would lose. In addition, a threshold of 10 to 12 million originating passengers
is needed for a community to support a second commercial service airport. The St.
Louis forecasts indicate that originating passengers for the St. Louis metropolitan area
in the year 2015 would be approximately 8.7 million, below the threshold for a second
commercial service airport.

The continued use of Lambert as a major airline hub is in question, unless expanded to
accommodate future demand. St. Louis competes with other airline hubs that are being
or have been expanded. Unless more operational capability is provided, Lambert’s
ability to compete will be limited.

ECONOMIC BENEFITS

Lambert plays an important role in supporting the economic goals of the St. Louis
metropolitan region. Over the years, Lambert has evolved into one of the largest
employment and income centers in the region. The proposed Runway 12W/30W
project will strengthen Lambert as a major economic asset that serves as a vital link to
the nation and world, as well as a significant employment and income center.
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5. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

In addition to the relevant environmental statutes, the FAA in its consideration of
alternatives, has been mindful of its statutory charter to encourage the development of
civil aeronautics and safety of air commerce in the United States (49 U.S.C. 40104).
FAA has also considered the congressional policy declaration that airport construction
and improvement projects that increase the capacity of facilities to accommodate
passenger and cargo traffic be undertaken to the maximum feasible extent so that
safety and efficiency increase and delays decrease (49 U.S.C. 47101(a)(7)).

While the FAA does not have the authority to control or direct the actions and decisions
of the STLAA relative to planning for this project, it does have the authority to withhold
project approval, including Federal funding and the other Federal actions discussed in
this ROD. It was from this perspective that the various alternatives were considered in
terms of evaluating and comparing their impacts to determine whether there was an
alternative superior to that proposed by STLAA, or whether STLAA's proposal would
cause impacts warranting disapproval of the Federal actions discussed in this ROD,
including the withholding of Federal funds for the project.

The FAA identified numerous alternatives to the proposal (reference FEIS Section 3.2).
During this exploration of alternatives, all reasonable alternatives were carefully
examined, ranging from doing nothing to specific runway alignments at Lambert. After
considering all reasonable alternatives, the FAA selected the construction of Runway
12W/30W and associated projects as the agency’s preferred alternative in the FEIS.
The FAA identified Alternative X-1, the No-Action Alternative, as the environmentally
preferable alternative. Other alternatives were eliminated for a variety of reasons as
discussed below.

The DEIS alternatives evaluation utilized a three-tiered evaluation process that
concentrated on the purpose and need for the proposed project. The first tier
evaluated whether the various alternatives met the purpose and need criteria
established in Section 2.0 of the DEIS. Alternatives that satisfied these criteria were
retained for evaluation under the second tier of analysis. The second tier evaluated the
"constructability” (ability to phase and construct the alternative while maintaining
continuous 24-hour operations, ability to maintain the hub at Lambert, and ability to
operate the terminal and existing runways during construction), and the benefit/cost
ratio (BCR) of the alternatives (BCR of less than “1” indicates costs outweigh economic
benefits, greater than “1” indicates economic benefits outweigh costs). Alternatives
that met these criteria were retained for evaluation under the third tier of analysis. The
third tier evaluated multiple specific criteria relating to operational efficiency (taxi times,
delay times), cost per passenger (lower costs vs. higher costs) and environmental
impacts (noise, land use, social, etc.).

Lambert-St. Louis International Airport Environmental Impact Statement
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As part of Tier 3, the FAA analyzed the best representative alternatives from the
remaining families of alternative runway alignments. The best representative selected
for detailed analysis within each family was the best overall environmentally,
particularly as to resources protected under special purpose environmental laws. This
approach is consistent with guidance in CEQ’s Forty Questions (Question 1), which
provides that: “When there are potentially a very large number of alternatives, only a
reasonable number of examples, covering the full spectrum of alternatives, must be
analyzed and compared in the EIS. ... What constitutes a reasonable range of
alternatives depends on the nature of the proposal and the facts in each case.”

Alternatives that met the criteria under the third tier of analysis, were the best in their
families and had the least overall environmental impact were retained for detailed
analysis in subsequent sections of the DEIS. Table S.1 contains a summary of the
tiered analysis used in the alternatives analysis for the DEIS (Appendix J of this ROD,
FEIS Summary).

The alternatives explored in the FEIS include the following:

REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES EXAMINED AND ELIMINATED FROM
DETAILED ANALYSIS

Other modes of transportation, including surface transportation
alternatives such as rail, bus and automobiles.

Construct a new airport to replace Lambert.

A multiple-airport system with a supplemental airport in addition to
Lambert.

Airfield alignment alternatives:
North Airfield Alternatives: N-1, NE-1, NE-1a
West Airfield Alternatives: W-1E, W-2
South Airfield Alternatives: Modified S-1
Canted Airfield Alternative: C-1

Other on-airport alternatives:
Bridgeton’s Lambert 2020 Plan
Hyland Plan
Alternative runway lengths
Existing facility with advanced navigational aids
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These alternatives were rejected for the following reasons:

1.

Other modes of transportation do not fulfill the main needs for improving
Lambert. They do not meet local aviation needs, nor enhance the
economic contribution of Lambert to the region, or strengthen Lambert's
role in the NAS. Other modes, including automobiles, buses and rail,
have a complementary role to air travel, not a replacement one. Further,
the other modes do not provide the fast, flexible and efficient long-
distance transportation needed by the public and provided by Lambert.

The construction of a new regional airport is not a viable solution to
satisfy the projected capacity deficiency at Lambert in the foreseeable
future due to time and cost requirements.

Although several other airports exist in the region, none--individually or
collectively--can adequately accommodate the anticipated traffic from
Lambert, fulfilling the need for the new runway. Multiple reasons are
responsible: airline hubbing, lack of facilities at other airports, detrimental
environmental impacts and airspace conflicts and constraints.

Although several on-airport runway alignment alternatives were
considered, most were eliminated from detailed study. The FEIS
examined in detail only those alternatives that provide for a similar
magnitude of development and have the capability of providing
simultaneous independent IFR arrival operations, which are considered
critical to the operation of the airline hub. The airfield alignment
alternatives and other on-airport alternatives not retained for detailed
study were considered either: (a) to be infeasible and/or imprudent (in the
case of alternatives not retained at Tiers 1 or 2), or (b) to present
equivalent or greater impacts to parks and wetlands (in the case of
alternatives not retained at Tier 3, the “best in family” comparison).

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL

No-Action Alternative (X-1)

The No-Action Alternative would not accomplish the critical elements of the purpose
and need that the selected alternative will provide. The No-Action Alternative (X-1) is
depicted in Figure S.1 of the FEIS Summary (Appendix J of this ROD). Although the
No-Action Alternative would be the least disruptive in terms of development impacts, it
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would not solve the capacity needs or delays existing at Lambert Airport, and thus
would not achieve the purposes and needs for the proposed action. The No-Action
Alternative would not provide capacity, delay reductions nor benefits to the community.
In addition, the No-Action Alternative would not give Lambert the necessary operating
flexibility provided by the selected alternative. To do nothing would, under some
circumstances, actually exacerbate environmental conditions; for example, selection of
the No-Action Alternative would worsen air quality as compared to the selected
alternative. The environmental impacts associated with Alternative X-1 include
increased air emissions and energy consumption due to added delay.

Alternative S-1

Alternative S-1 consists of the following developments, which would be initiated and/or
completed by the year 2002:

Land acquisition (approximately 1,332 acres) and associated relocation of
homes and businesses.

Construction of a new 9,000-foot parallel runway south of highway 1-70.
The new runway would be laterally separated by at least 5,500 feet from
existing Runway 12L/30R. Although a PRM, for enhanced air traffic
control of existing operations, has been installed at Lambert (projected
commissioning scheduled for November 1998), Alternative S-1 would not
require the use of a PRM.

Construction of two new dual taxiway bridges across I-70.

Construction of related taxiways, lighting, navigational aids, grading,
drainage and utility relocations.

Implementation of air traffic control procedures below 3,000 feet above
ground level (AGL).

Renovation and expansion of existing terminal facilities and associated
aprons.

Demolition of portions of the East Terminal Complex for Connector
Taxiway construction.

Relocation of airline support facilities.
Implementation of mitigation measures and acquisition of permits.

Improvements to I-70/Airport Terminal Interchange.
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Relocation of the Missouri Air National Guard (MoOANG) and Navy/Marine
Corps Reserve facilities.

Realignment of McDonnell Boulevard, Lambert International Boulevard,
and portions of the Metro Link light rail.

Closure of numerous local roads between I-70 and what would become
Lambert’'s new southern boundary.

Alternative S-1 also has one Phase Il project that would be developed between the
years 2002 and 2015:

Construction of new landside terminal facilities, west of the existing
terminal, possibly located at the current location of the MoANG and
Navy/Marine Corps Reserve facilities. A portion of the terminal facilities
may be located west of Runway 6/24.

The S-1 Alternative is depicted in Figure S.2 of the FEIS Summary (Appendix J of this
ROD).

The S-1 concept was refined during the DEIS to ensure that the proposed parallel
taxiways over I-70 would meet FAA design criteria. It was found that both pairs of
taxiways would need to be shifted in order to meet FAA taxiway grade criteria of 1.5
percent. The shift in the east pair would require demolition of the East Terminal
Complex and relocation of a portion of the Metro Link commuter rail system. The shift
in the west pair from a perpendicular alignment to a slightly northwest diagonal
alignment was also necessary to allow the taxiways to clear I-70 and meet FAA taxiway
grade criteria.

Operational Considerations

Operationally, Alternative S-1 fulfills all of the first tier purpose and need review criteria,
because it would allow dual simultaneous IFR arrival operations during IMC, improve
VFR capacity at Lambert, help enhance the NAS, allow the passenger hub to remain at
Lambert, and would be consistent with local planning and economic goals.

Of the reasonable alternatives retained for detailed evaluation, the FAA acknowledges
that Alternative S-1 is superior from an operational standpoint. Alternative S-1 has a
shorter stagger of runway threshold locations than Alternative W-1W. The absence of
this stagger eliminates the double dependency of departures from the future center
runway (existing Runway 12R/30L) with arrivals on the outboard runways (30R and
30W) in west flow conditions. Alternative S-1 would be more airfield-efficient and
would reduce taxi times when compared to Alternative W-1W.
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Financial Feasibility

A detailed analysis of the financial implications of each of the reasonable alternatives
was prepared as part of the MPS. The results of this analysis indicate that for
Alternative S-1, year 2015, the total savings in annual aircraft operating cost is
calculated to be $329 million, cost per passenger is projected at $13, total construction
cost is estimated to be $2.4 billion and the BCR is calculated to be 1.8. With a BCR of
1.8, the economic benefits of implementing this alternative are almost twice as great as
the costs associated with its construction. However, the refined design of Alternative
S-1, shifting the taxiways, would add approximately $75 to $100 million to the cost of
Alternative S-1. This would bring the cost of Alternative S-1 up to approximately $2.5
billion and the per-passenger cost to over $13. The BCR would consequently be
reduced to less than 1.8.

Environmental Impacts

Alternative S-1 would result in adverse environmental impacts including: the
acquisition and displacement of established land uses, such as homes, schools,
churches, and businesses; shifting aircraft noise exposure patterns over sensitive
areas; impacting park and archaeological resources; requiring development in wetland
and floodplain areas and potentially disrupting several hazardous materials sites.

Alternative S-1 would require the acquisition of approximately 4,528 households
(relocating approximately 9,725 people), 210 businesses, 8 schools and 6 churches.
The areas of acquisition would include the northern part of the City of St. Ann
(displacing approximately 2,556 people), all of the City of Edmundson (approximately
1,107 people), two-thirds of the City of Woodson Terrace (2,640 people), the southwest
part of the City of Berkeley (1,847 people), part of Bridgeton (406 people) and part of
the City of St. John (1,169 people). Operations on the new south runway could
increase aircraft noise levels at the University of Missouri-St. Louis campus to the
southeast. Alternative S-1 would directly affect nine park and recreational areas (57
total acres), requiring replacement.

Alternative W-1W

Alternative W-1W consists of the following developments, which would be initiated
and/or completed by the year 2002 (Phase I):

Land acquisition (approximately 1,568 acres) and associated relocations
of homes and businesses.
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Construction of a new runway complex parallel to and southwest of
existing runways 12L/30R and 12R/30L. Runway 12W/30W would be
9,000 feet in length and 150 feet in width and would be capable of
handling air carrier jet aircraft. The parallel runway would be laterally
separated by 4,100 feet from existing Runway 12L/30R and would be
south and west of existing Runway 6/24. A PRM, for enhanced air traffic
control of existing operations, has been installed at Lambert (projected
commissioning scheduled for November 1998). Alternative W-1W would
require the use of a PRM.

Construction of related taxiways, lighting, navigational aids, grading,
drainage, and utility relocations.

Implementation of air traffic control procedures below 3,000 feet AGL.

Renovation and expansion of existing terminal facilities and associated
aprons.

Relocation of airline support facilities.
Relocation of the MOANG and Navy/Marine Corps Reserve facilities.

Realignment of Lindbergh Boulevard and construction of a roadway
tunnel for those portions of Lindbergh Boulevard impacted by the
construction of the new runway and the optional future extension of
existing Runway 12R/30L.

Realignment or relocation of roadways, including Natural Bridge Road,
Bonfils Road, Fee Fee Road, Cypress Road, Gist Road, Lambert
International Boulevard, Missouri Bottom Road and McDonnell Boulevard.

Improvements to the I-70/Airport Terminal Interchange.
Implementation of mitigation measures and acquisition of permits.

Alternative W-1W, Phase Il projects that would be developed between the years 2002
and 2015 include the following:

Construction of new landside terminal facilities (up to approximately 110
gates), west of the existing terminal, possibly located at the current
location of the MoANG and Navy/Marine Corps Reserve facilities. A
portion of the terminal facilities may be located west of Runway 6/24.
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Phase lll projects are beyond the 20-year planning period and are not specifically
programmed for implementation. Possible projects that may be developed in Phase llI,
after the year 2015, include:

Construction of a 2,500-foot extension to the northwest end of existing
Runway 12R/30L.

Additional construction of new west landside terminal facilities.

Construction of a new airport access roadway from [-270 to the new west
landside terminal complex.

Demolition of the existing terminal complex and construction of new east
airfield terminal concourses.

Alternative W-1W is depicted in Figure S.3 of the FEIS Summary (Appendix J of this
ROD).

Operational Considerations

Operationally, Alternative W-1W fulfills all of the first tier purpose and need review
criteria in the FEIS, because it would allow dual simultaneous IFR arrival operations,
improve VFR capacity at Lambert, help enhance the NAS, allow the passenger hub to
remain at Lambert and would be consistent with local planning and economic goals.

Financial Feasibility

The results of the MPS financial feasibility analysis indicate that for Alternative W-1W,
in the year 2015, the total savings in annual aircraft operating cost is calculated to be
$297 million, cost per passenger is projected at $10.50, total construction cost is
estimated to be $2.2 billion, and the BCR is calculated to be 2.2. The BCR of 2.2
indicates that the economic benefits of implementing this alternative are more than
twice as great as the costs associated with its construction. An independent
benefit/cost analysis (BCA), conducted by FAA’s Systems and Policy Analysis Division
(APO-200), determined that Alternative W-1W had a BCR of 2.6.

Environmental Impacts
The adverse environmental impacts that would result from Alternative W-1W include

the acquisition and displacement of established land uses including homes, schools,
churches and businesses; shifting aircraft noise exposure patterns over sensitive
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areas; impacting park, historic and archaeological resources; requiring development in
wetland and floodplain areas and potential disruption of several hazardous materials
sites.

Alternative W-1W would require the acquisition of approximately 2,324 households
(relocating approximately 5,680 people), 75 businesses, 6 schools, 6 churches and one
nursing home for airfield development and surface transportation improvements. The
areas of acquisition would be in the City of Bridgeton (displacing approximately 5,404
people), and the City of St. Ann (displacing 276 people). Alternative W-1W would
directly affect four park and recreational areas (26 total acres), requiring replacement.
The 12W end of the proposed runway would also be located within 10,000 feet of an
existing active landfill and would not be consistent with FAA’s current runway siting
guidelines without mitigation.

THE FAA'S SELECTED ALTERNATIVE
(ALTERNATIVE W-1W)

The FAA finds that the selected alternative is preferred principally because it enhances
capacity and reduces delay for Lambert and the total NAS. The FAA in this ROD
approves the preferred alternative.

Alternative W-1W was selected rather than Alternative S-1 because it meets purpose
and need and is environmentally superior to S-1. Alternative W-1W has fewer impacts
on people to be relocated, and less severe impacts on resources protected under
special purpose laws (e.g., parks, wetlands).

The FAA has made its required special purpose law determinations that there is no
possible, prudent and practicable alternative to Alternative W-1W, based upon the
following information (see also Appendix J of this ROD, Table S.1A, page S-9):

Both development alternatives would have unavoidable impacts on
resources protected under Section 303 of the Department of
Transportation Act and Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation
Fund Act. There are no possible or prudent alternatives to the use of
these resources. Alternative W-1W will use approximately half the park
and recreational resources and acres that would be required for
Alternative S-1.

Both Alternatives W-1W and S-1 would have unavoidable wetland
impacts due to the proximity of wetlands to the airport. Consequently,
there are no practicable alternatives to filling of wetlands. Alternative W-
1W has the least amount (acreage) of wetland impacts.

22



There is no practicable alternative to the floodplain impacts of Alternative
W-1W. Mitigation measures to minimize the floodplain impacts can be
accomplished. The floodplain encroachment will not be considered
significant.

The FAA has also considered that the preferred alternative proposed in the FEIS has
withstood extensive public scrutiny throughout the public involvement process. The
FAA recognizes that some segments of the community strongly oppose Alternative
W-1W. Lambert has been conducting ongoing negotiations with the neighboring cities
to resolve issues related to the impacts and mitigation proposed in the FEIS.

Because the FAA determined that Alternative W-1W is the least impacting alternative,
overall, it selected Alternative W-1W as the preferred alternative. A comparative table
summarizing Alternatives X-1, S-1 and W-1W is contained in Table S.2 of the FEIS
Summary (Appendix J of this ROD).

However, a few key comparisons of impacts to the communities are:

Alternative | Alternative
S-1 W-1W
Number of people to be relocated 9,725 5,680
Number of households to be relocated 4,528 2,324
Number of residential parcels to be acquired 2,902 1,937
Number of businesses to be relocated 210 75
Number of schools to be acquired 8 6
Number of churches to be acquired 6 6
Number of nursing homes to be acquired 0 1
Number of parks directly affected 9 4
Acreage of parks directly affected 57 26

Acreage of parks affected 10.8 9.7
Acreage of floodplains affected 51 57

Accordingly, having considered: (1) the policies set forth at 49 U.S.C. Sections 40104
and 47101, (2) the ability of the alternatives to meet the purpose and 