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l. INTRODUCTION

This Record of Decision (ROD) documents aircraft delay, air traffic control efficiency, aviation
safety, and environmental factors considered in the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA)
decision to proceed, subject to mitigation measures discussed in detail in Chapter 4 of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and summarized in Section VIII of this ROD, with the
following federal actions related to Logan International Airport, Boston, Massachusetts:

e The approval of the Logan International Airport Layout Plan (ALP) to depict certain
Airside Improvements Planning Projects gAirside Projects) proposed by the
Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport)=, pursuant to 49 U.S.C. § 40103(b) and §
47107(a)(16). (Approval of the ALP to depict these projects does not constitute a
commitment on the part of the FAA to participate in or fund the development.) The
Airside Projects approved include: (1) construction and operation of unidirectional
Runway 14-32, (2) reconfiguration of the southwest corner taxiway system, (3) extension
of Taxiway Delta, and (4) realignment of Taxiway November®. These projects are shown
in Figure 1 and are described in greater detail in Section IV below and as part of the
Preferred Alternative (Proposed Action) of the Final Environmental Impact Statement
(Final EIS) Logan Airside Improvements Planning Project (June 2002).

o The federal environmental approval necessary to proceed with the processing of an
application for federal grant-in-aid funds (49 U.S.C. 88 47101 et seq.) and Passenger
Facility Charge funds (49 U.S.C. § 40117).

e The administrative action pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 88 40101(d) and 40103(b) to reduce
instrument approach minimums to Runways 22L, 27, 15R, and 33L.

These actions require compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 8§88 4321
et seq.), as implemented by the regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality (40 C.F.R.
Parts 1500-1508), and other federal environmental laws, regulations, and Executive Orders, in
accordance with environmental directives of the FAA (Orders 1050.1D, Policies and Procedures
for Considering Environmental Impacts, and 5050.4A, Airport Environmental Handbook).
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Figure 1. PHYSICAL AND OPERATIONAL IMPROVEMENT OPTIONS

During the environmental impact statement process and as part of its review, the FAA has
identified all practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental harm from the Preferred
Alternative, including (1) unidirectional use of Runway 14-32 (arrivals from and departures to the
southeast only) and (2) restriction on the use of unidirectional Runway 14-32 to conditions when
northwest or southeast winds equal or exceed ten knots. Details concerning these and other
mitigation measures are contained in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS and summarized in Section VIl
of this ROD. The FAA adopts and commits to these mitigation measures as part of this decision.
As discussed in detail in Section VIII, the FAA shall monitor compliance with the wind restriction
on Runway 14-32 and take appropriate steps such as conditions in project grant agreements to
ensure that other mitigation measures are implemented during project development.



FAA is also deferring any decision concerning the Centerfield Taxiway until FAA conducts an
additional evaluation of potential beneficial operational procedures that would preserve or
improve the operational and environmental benefits of the Centerfield Taxiway shown in the Final
EIS. The measure is also discussed in detail in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS and Section VIl
below.

II. BACKGROUND: ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS AND
COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

The Airside Improvements Planning Project began in 1995 with a Massport evaluation of earlier
FAA airport capacity studies and a decision to support certain recommendations of these
studies. On August 22, 1995, EPA published FAA's Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS. FAA and
Massport then began preparation of a combined Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to meet federal and state requirements, respectively. The
Massachusetts Secretary of Environmental Affairs defined the Scope of the Draft EIR in
November 1995 and the FAA issued the Scope for the Draft EIS in January 1996.

An extensive public review process was conducted during production of the Draft EIS/EIR. In
November 1995, Massport formed an Airside Review Committee (ARC), consisting of the Logan
Community Advisory Committee (CAC, representing 24 communities in the vicinity of Logan) and
11 business and industry organizations. Massport also funded an independent consultant for the
CAC to professionally assess the analysis and conclusions of the consultant team used by FAA
and Massport. Massport, in conjunction with the FAA, held 16 meetings with the ARC between
1995 and 1999, 15 additional meetings with the CAC, and multiple meetings with the CAC'’s
consultant. Massport also made 29 presentations to elected officials and held 45 meetings with
community and business leaders, reaching an audience of over 3,000 people. FAA attended
many of these meetings. Following a change in Massport administration during this time period,
there were approximately 18 months when there was no substantial progress on the study while
Massport evaluated the Airside Project.

A Draft EIS/EIR was filed for review in February 1999, followed by a 60-day comment period.
Public hearings occurred on April 7" and 8" of 1999. Approximately 800 people attended the
hearings and FAA received approximately 500 comment letters.

On May 7, 1999, the Massachusetts Secretary of Environmental Affairs concluded that the Draft
EIR for the Airside Improvements Project adequately and properly complied with the
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) and that the project should proceed to a Final
EIR. In this certificate, the Secretary directed Massport to respond to substantive comments in
the Final EIR.

In January 2000, FAA decided to prepare a Supplemental Draft EIS (SDEIS) to address certain
additional issues. Under FAA's direction, a SDEIS Panel was formed that consisted of three
members appointed by the Mayor of the City of Boston and three members appointed by the
Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. The Panel met 12 times between March and
December of 2000, for the purpose of better understanding technical issues and advising FAA on
the contents of the SDEIS. FAA arranged for a number of technical presentations to the Panel
and developed a Scope of Work for the SDEIS that reflected concerns of the Panel. The SDEIS
also reflected issues raised by the Secretary of Environmental Affairs and was subsequently
published as a joint SDEIS/Final EIR. Notice of Availability of the SDEIS was published in the
Federal Register on March 23, 2001.

The SDEIS was the subject of an extended 75-day comment period and two public hearings held
on April 25, 2001. Approximately 800 people attended and an estimated 850 comment letters
were received.



On June 15, 2001, the Secretary certified that the Final EIR adequately and properly complied
with MEPA and its implementing regulations based on inclusion of the following measures: the
NOx cap, noise mitigation, revamping of the Preferential Runway Advisory System (PRAS) goals,
regionalization, and participation in the Logan Transportation Management Association. Massport
subsequently adopted 14 findings that contained all these mitigation commitments and added
commitments that might arise from the Final EIS. These findings included: (1) peak period
monitoring as a demand management program; (2) commitment to begin working with CAC to
update PRAS; and (3) a regional transportation program to improve public transportation and
other alternative modes of transportation.

After the State approval, Massport initiated legal action in State court against the City of Boston
and others to dissolve the 26-year old injunction against construction of an antecedent to Runway
14-32. The City of Chelsea and several South Shore towns and cities joined in the legal action to
support the City of Boston's contention that Massport had agreed to the injunction. The Town of
Hull filed a separate legal action alleging that Massport's Final EIR violated MEPA. The Hull
MEPA case is now being heard and the case seeking to dissolve the injunction is scheduled to be
heard in January 2003.

On June 28, 2002, FAA published a Notice of Availability of the Final EIS in the Federal Register
and announced a 30-day comment period. The Final EIS presented updated, additional, and in
some areas further independent analyses, as well as more detailed mitigation commitments on
the part of FAA. It also responded to comments received on the SDEIS.

The Final EIS expressly relied upon and incorporated by reference the Draft EIS/EIR and the
Supplemental DEIS/Final EIR and did not attempt to repeat that foundational information and
analysis except as necessary to support the conclusions of the Final EIS.

[ll. PURPOSE AND NEED: LOGAN AND AIRCRAFT DELAYS
FAA’s Responsibilities.

The Federal Aviation Act (49 U.S.C. 88 40101, et seq.) charges the FAA with providing for a
safe and efficient national airspace system. FAA accomplishes this in part by funding airport
development that enhances air traffic control efficiency and aviation safety. Projects that reduce
air traffic control delays or reduce the probability of missed approaches are examples of actions
that FAA can take to accomplish this mission.

Logan Delays. Logan International Airport provides access to a national and international air
transportation system. This role is documented in FAA’s National Plan of Integrated Airport
Systems. Logan is the largest airport in the six-state New England Region and also operates as
a regional hub for connecting passengers. The air traffic control tower recorded 488,000 landings
and takeoffs in 2000. The airlines recorded 27.4 million passengers during the same year.

Logan is consistently ranked as one of America’s most delayed airports. In 2000, Logan was the
6™ most delayed airport overall, yet 11" in terms of total aircraft landings and takeoffs
(operations). In 2000, Logan also had the 2 highest amount of arrival delays of any airport in
the nation. In 1998, airlines and passengers experienced approximately 142,000 hours of delay.
These delays not only inconvenience the traveling public and adversely affect the regional
economy, but also result in increased complexity for the air traffic control system and
environmental degradation such as air pollution. FAA has a responsibility to work with Massport
toward reducing aircraft delays.

The tragic events of September 11, 2001, severely affected airline travel and consequently
aircraft delays. Since then, passenger levels and aircraft operations have slowly increased and



FAA forecasts a strong recovery in 2003 with passenger levels returning to those prior to
September 11™. Therefore, it is important not to lose the sense of urgency to expand airport
infrastructure as delays increase again. At Logan, it is noteworthy that the delay reduction
benefits of Runway 14-32 and other proposed improvements would have occurred even at
historic levels and do not depend on future growth.

Considering the magnitude of aircraft delays at Logan over the years and FAA'’s responsibility to
provide for orderly and efficient air traffic control at Logan, it is appropriate for FAA to do its part
to reduce aircraft delays at Logan. A significant cause of Logan delays is northwest winds, when
the airport must shift from a north-south, three-runway configuration to an east-west, two-runway
combination. (Another cause of delays is an inefficient taxiway system that causes ground
delays.) The purpose of the Airside Projects is to reduce delays caused by these conditions. The
proposed reductions in approach minimums will also enhance safety and improve runway
reliability.

If Runway 14-32 had been available in 1998, annual runway delays would have been reduced by
32 percent and Visual Flight Rules (good weather) delays occurring during northwest winds would
have been reduced 87 percent. Under the 29 million and 37.5 million passenger fleet scenarios®
studied in the EIS, the proposed improvements would reduce runway delays by 21 to 28 percent.
Assuming increased use of regional jets as part of the same passenger fleet scenarios, runway
delays are reduced by 27 to 29 percent respectively.

The proposed taxiway improvements would eliminate 26 to 47 percent of projected ground delays
under the long-term (2015) fleet assumptions. As airport activity grows over time, delay reduction
benefits also increase.

Additional Means of Addressing Aircraft Delays. FAA has promoted and become an active
participant in airport system planning to reexamine the role that regional airports such as
Manchester Airport and Providence-T.F. Green Airport can perform in assuming greater market
shares of passengers and aircraft operations. In the early 1990s, FAA began significantly
increasing the level of infrastructure funding at Manchester and

Providence when it became apparent that the airlines were beginning to make long-term service
commitments. The introduction of low-cost carrier service in the mid-1990s accelerated the
growth of airline activity until Manchester and Providence were the two fastest growing airports in
the United States. In contrast, Logan’s rate of growth has

declined to a level lower than the national average. Since 1996, eight of ten new air passengers
in New England used regional airports rather than Logan, reversing the historic pattern of eight
out of ten new passengers using Logan.

This trend toward use of regional airports continues. FAA, along with Massport and each New
England State, have recently initiated a New England Regional Aviation System Plan Update that
will examine what can be done to even more efficiently distribute aviation demand throughout
New England. FAA expects the study to develop air transportation strategies for more efficient
use of the Region’s airports, as well as opportunities for increased use of other modes of
transportation, such as AMTRAK.

Also in the early 1990s, the Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission, with the participation of
FAA, evaluated the potential of 182 sites for a Second Major Airport (SMA). Three were selected
for further review but the study was unable to make a clear determination of an acceptable site.
The study noted that a SMA would require 10 to 15 years of planning from site selection through
initial airport construction and therefore was not a solution for accommodating growth in demand
for a decade and a half. A follow-on Strategic Assessment Report examined regional air, rail, and
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land use issues and the amount of demand that could be shifted to alternative transportation
modes. This study concluded that active pursuit of all available strategies for relieving passenger
demand at Logan (including high-speed rail and regional airports) would not eliminate the need
for landside and airside improvements at Logan.

As a part of the U.S. Department of Transportation, FAA has also explored inter-modal
opportunities, participating as a cooperating agency in the electrification of rail between Boston
and New York and recognizing that competitive rail service could help alleviate demand for
shuttle airline traffic to LaGuardia. As part of a One DOT initiative, FAA meets periodically with its
inter-modal counterparts to assess opportunities for complementing modal projects. Rhode
Island’s inter-modal transfer station, linking AMTRAK and commuter rail with the passenger
terminal at TF Green Airport, is one such example.

Delays are a multi-faceted problem with different solutions. FAA continues to conduct research
into delay reduction technology and air traffic control procedural improvements. While these
initiatives have resulted in meaningful opportunities to reduce airspace delays, they have
provided only limited opportunities to reduce airport-specific delays. The greatest opportunity to
reduce airport-related delays lies in the need to construct new runways.

The EIS concludes that collectively these transportation system alternatives could potentially
reduce demand at Logan by approximately 7 million passengers in 2015, but this future reduction
in demand from transportation system alternatives will not fully meet the purpose and need of the
Airside Project. Most of this 7 million passengers reduction will be reflected in the growth in
passengers and aircraft operations at air carrier airports such as Manchester and Providence. In
addition, Bedford-Hanscom Field will continue to provide much needed general aviation capacity.
FAA anticipates that most of the growth in corporate aircraft operations in the metropolitan area
will occur at Hanscom, which had approximately 40,000 such operations in 2000. These are
operations that would otherwise occur at Logan.

IV. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

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
congressional policy direction that airport construction and improvement projects that increase
the ability of facilities to accommodate passenger 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 FAA does not have the authority to control or direct the actions and decisions of Massport
relative to planning for Logan airport, FAA 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 a superior alternative or whether the proposed
action would cause impacts warranting disapproval of the federal actions discussed in this ROD,
including the withholding of federal funds.

FAA provides for a safe and efficient air traffic control and air navigation system and approves
and funds infrastructure that enhances safety, efficiency, and security. It is important to note that,
while FAA's role is to manage the national airspace system, this role does not extend to
determining what airports the airlines serve or the level of service at airports. In today’s
deregulated environment, airlines make these decisions. At the most capacity constrained
airports (Chicago O’Hare, LaGuardia, John F. Kennedy, and Reagan National), FAA has
regulated the number of operations at these airports in the interest of maintaining a safe and
efficient air traffic control system, through a slot system that Congress has mandated shall end in
2007 for the last three of four airports.



Range of Alternatives. The EIS evaluated a number of alternatives to reduce delays at Logan
International Airport. In a broad sense these included an investigation into increased reliance on
regional airports as a means to reduce delay at Logan, the role that high-speed rail might provide
as an alternative to air carrier shuttle service to New York, and the significance of
teleconferencing and air traffic control technology in further reducing delay.

While the magnitude of the delay problem at Logan warrants FAA continuing to pursue airport
system alternatives (as noted in the previous section), Logan is nevertheless expected to
experience 29 million passengers and 529,000 operations in 2004, and 37.5 million passengers
and 585,000 operations in 2015 (under the near-term and long-term Regional Jet [RJ] fleet
scenarios, respectively). Runway delays in 2004 are estimated at 204,000 annual hours and are
expected to grow to 372,000 annual hours by 2015 if no action is taken (under the same RJ fleet
scenarios).‘—1 These figures demonstrate that actions in addition to regional airports, inter-modal
transportation, teleconferencing, and air traffic control technology are appropriate to reduce
existing and anticipated delays.

The Airside Project evaluated a range of Logan-centered physical and operational improvements
to increase airfield efficiency, enhance safety, and reduce current and future levels of aircraft and
passenger delay. Prior to the Airside Project, FAA published Boston Logan International Airport
Capacity Enhancement Plan (1992) and Logan Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan /Taxiway
Relocation Study (1993). These reports made specific recommendations to reduce delays and
enhance safety and efficiency. Massport evaluated the recommendations of these reports as part
of the initial phase of the Airside Project (Logan Airside Improvements Feasibility Study, 1995).
This initial phase examined the nature of delays at Logan and evaluated the potential delay
savings and efficiency and safety enhancements of a range of improvement concepts. Based on
the results of this study, FAA and Massport chose seven improvement concepts for advancement
of a more detailed operational and environmental analysis through a joint EIS/EIR. The
remaining improvement concepts were eliminated from more detailed consideration because they
were not feasible or practical means to meet the purpose and need of the Airside Project. The
improvement concepts that were retained for detailed study in the EIS/EIR are listed in Table
lunder “Improvement Concept” and details are provided later in this section.

Table 1. Logan Airside Improvements Alternative Packages

Alternative 1A* -

Alternative All Actions Alternative 2-All - 1o hative 3~ Alternative 4 -
1-All Actions Except . X
. Except Peak No Build No Action
Actions ; o Runway 14/32
Period Pricing
Improvement Preferred No Action
Concept Alternative Alternative
Runway 14/32 * *
Taxiways:
Centerfield * * *
Extend Delta * * *
Realign November * * *
South West Corner . .
Optimization - - -
Operational:
Reduced Minimums * * * *



Administrative:

Peak Period Pricing * * *

* Peak Period Pricing or an alternative demand management program with comparable
effectiveness is part of the mitigation program for the Preferred Alternative.

Improvement Concepts. Unidirectional Runway 14-32 is designed to address a major cause of
delay—moderate to high northwest winds—by providing a third runway when these wind
conditions require the airport to operate on an east-west runway configuration utilizing Runways
27 and 33L, or Runway 33L alone. The taxiway improvements are designed to reduce taxiway
congestion, thereby reducing ground delays and enhancing safety. Reductions of approach
minimums would provide for additional runway availability in poor weather, thereby enhancing
safety and reducing delays. Peak Period Pricing is designed to reduce delay by eliminating
flights during periods when demand exceeds capacity for a substantial period of time.

Details of these improvement concepts are as follows:

Unidirectional Runway 14-32 would be 5,000 feet in length, with additional 1,000-foot Runway
Safety Areas at each end. The runway would be located along the southwestern edge of the
airport (Figure 1). Arrivals would only be from the southeast and departures only toward the
southeast, thereby avoiding the use of airspace over the Jeffries Point area of East Boston and
maximizing the use of airspace over Boston Harbor. The Draft EIS evaluated three runway and
runway safety area length concepts.

The runway would be operated ultimately as an Instrument Flight Rules (poor weather) runway,
with minimums as low as 400 feet ceiling and ¥ miles visibility. These minimums are reasonably
foreseeable with GPS (Global Positioning System) approaches. While most of the delay
reduction benefit of Runway 14-32 comes from its use in Visual Flight Rules conditions, GPS
instrumentation will enhance safety by providing positive guidance to aircraft during visual as well
as non-visual conditions.

The primary benefit of Runway 14-32 will occur during high to moderate northwest wind
conditions, when airfield capacity declines sharply as operations shift from Logan’s normal three-
runway configurations to current lower capacity configurations using Runways 33L and 27 or
Runway 33L alone. With Runway 14-32, air traffic controllers will have the opportunity to avoid
this decline in capacity, thereby reducing delays.

The Centerfield Taxiway would be approximately 9,300 feet long and located between Runways
4L and 4R (Figurel). It would provide for alternative taxi routings for more efficient movement of
aircraft between the runways and terminal areas. More efficient taxi routes would reduce ground
delays for both arriving and departing aircraft.

Extension of Taxiway Delta would provide for an additional 2,000 feet of taxiway between
Taxiway Charlie and Runway 4R-22L (Figure 1). It would provide an alternate route for
departures on Runways 27 and 33L, thereby reducing congestion on Taxiway Charlie, which is
now the only access to these runways. Efficiency would be enhanced by separating jets taxiing
to Runways 27 and 33L from non-jets using Taxiways Charlie and Golf for Runway 33L
intersection departures. Separating these taxi flows will also enhance safety by reducing the
potential for pilot confusion.

Realignment of Taxiway November involves approximately 2,200 feet of pavement between
Runways 15R-33L and 15L-33R (Figure 1) that would directly connect with



Taxiways Kilo and Alpha, which provide the main flow through the terminal areas. The
realignment eliminates a confusing simultaneous intersection of Taxiway Tango with both
Runways 33L and 22R. This improvement would not only improve efficiency but also enhance
safety by reducing the potential for runway incursions® (especially at night and during reduced
visibility).

The Reconfiguration of the Southwest Corner Taxiway System in the southwest corner of the
airport (Figure 1) would simplify taxiway layout, reduce the potential for runway incursions, and
expedite aircraft ground movement. Access to Runways 4L, 4R, and 9 would be simplified and
flow improved for inbound and outbound aircraft when Runways 27 and 33L are active.

The Reduction of Instrument Approach Minimums for Runways 22L, 27, 15R, and 33L
would enable these minimums to be set consistent with the standards of the navigational aids that
serve these runway ends. They are presently artificially high. Lowering approach minimums
would not change the flight path or aircraft altitude over residential areas. The action slightly
increases the availability of the runway end, reduces the potential for missed approaches in poor
weather, and provides positive guidance at lower altitudes during the final approach, thereby
reducing delays and enhancing safety. Environmental assessment in the EIS also fulfills a
commitment made by FAA a number of years ago when the navigational aids were installed. At
that time FAA committed, through Massport lease agreements, not to reduce minimums until they
were environmentally assessed.

Peak Period Pricing is a demand management tool that is intended to reduce delays where
demand exceeds capacity over a sustained period of time. Some aircraft operations would be
discontinued or shifted to off-peak hours if the cost of using Logan during peak hours would
exceed the value of the economic return to the carrier. Peak Period Pricing would be effective
where scheduled aircraft operations exceeded airport capacity. The Draft EIS additionally
evaluated two pricing levels for Peak Period Pricing (along with case studies of their likely effects
on service levels).

Alternative Packages. The EIS grouped the improvement concepts into four alternative
packages, in a manner that permitted a detailed examination of a range of delay reduction and
environmental impact. An additional no-action alternative was included for comparison. For
example, a comparison of Alternative 1 and Alternative 1A (Preferred Alternative) provides
context for evaluating the benefits and deficiencies of Peak Period Pricing as distinct from other
improvement concepts. Similarly, a comparison between Alternative 2 and Alternative 1 provides
context for evaluating the benefits and deficiencies of unidirectional Runway 14-32 as distinct
from other infrastructure improvements. The inclusion of the No Build (Alternative 3) and No
Action (Alternative 4) alternatives allow for baseline comparisons of infrastructure improvements
to only administrative actions or no improvements.

The SDEIS included an independent analysis (Muldoon) of the utility of the proposed Runway 14-
32 for the RJ fleet predicted to use Logan. This study concluded that nearly 80% of Logan’s
current RJ fleet and 70 % of the forecasted fleet would be able to land on Runway 32 with a
length of 5,000 feet. These data were confirmed through letters from the primary airlines at
Logan that use RJs, stating their intent to use the runway at 5,000 feet with their RJ aircratft.

The Final EIS also reassessed the delay reduction benefits of fleet mixes with RJs and found that
the operational and environmental effects associated with the Preferred Alternative are consistent
with the seven other fleet scenarios studied in the Draft EIS/EIR and SDEIS/Final EIR. In the
near term the runway would reduce delays by 27% over the No Action, saving 54,000 hours of
delay per year. Increases in RJs would still produce decreases in air pollution and reductions in
the numbers of people exposed to the highest levels of aircraft noise.



An additional independent study (MITRE, Inc.)® concluded that “the rationale for the runway
appears to be valid: the new runway is expected to reduce delays under northwest wind visual
meteorological conditions . It can also provide more operational flexibility to permit more frequent
use of the runway configuration, which has lower noise impacts.” This study also concluded, “the
estimates of delays and growth in the Supplemental Draft EIS seem high and as a result, the
projected delay savings from Runway 32 seem to be overstated, though still substantial.” This is
consistent with the conclusion in the EIS that demand management will be implemented before
the airport reaches those higher levels of operations where airline schedules exceed the capacity
of the airport.

With regard to capacity, the MITRE evaluation indicates that the 22R/22L/27 configuration is as
good or better than any of the 32/33L/27 configurations because it permits more operations. On
the other hand, MITRE stated that the 32/33L/27 configuration could provide nearly as much
capacity as 22R/22L/27 and permits greater operational flexibility to reduce noise impacts. Table
2 compares the MITRE capacities with those of the EIS. Additional information is contained in
Section V below.

Table 2. Comparison of EIS and MITRE Runway Configuration Capacities

Runway Configuration EIS Capacity | EIS Rank |[MITRE Capacity| MITRE Rank
Arrive 4L and R, Depart 9 126 1 118-126 1
Arrive 33L and 32, Depart 33L and 27 118 2 112 3
Arrive 22L and 27, Depart 22L and 106 3 115 2
22R

The Preferred Alternative and Other Alternatives. Selection of the Preferred Alternative
(Alternative 1A) is based primarily on the consideration of delay reduction, affect on aviation
safety, and environmental impact. Each of these factors is summarized below.

The Preferred Alternative was subjected to a detailed mitigation analysis to minimize
environmental impact. As modified through mitigation measures, it is the environmentally
preferred alternative because it provides a balance between delay reduction and environmental
impacts. These mitigation measures include unidirectional use of Runway 14-32, wind-restricted
use of Runway 14-32, deferral of a decision to approve the Centerfield Taxiway subject to
additional evaluation of taxiway operations north of Runway 15R-33L, residential sound
insulation, and continued management of a regional aviation study. These and other mitigation
measures are described in greater detail in the Mitigation Measures, Section VIII below.

The analysis of delays is dependent on the level of aircraft operations. With Alternative 1 (all
improvements), the near-term 29 Million Low Fleet (510,000 aircraft operations) delay savings
over Alternative 4 (no action) are 46,100 annual hours. With Alternative 1A (all improvements
except Peak Period Pricing), delay savings are 43,050 hours. The incremental benefit of Peak
Period Pricing would therefore be 3,050 annual hours in the near term. In contrast, with the long-
term (2015) 37.5 High level of operations of 608,000, Alternative 1 delay savings are 194,800 and
Alternative 1A delay savings are 113,800, indicating a substantial incremental delay benefit from
Peak Period Pricing. However, it is likely that Peak Period Pricing would be implemented before
delays ever increased to a level that would result in this savings. MITRE evaluated the delay
results of the EIS and concluded that some intervention would most likely occur before delays
ever reached those projected in the long-term high fleets in the EIS.

With the same level of near-term operations, Alternative 1A delay savings related to just the
runway are 28,000 hours over the No-Action Alternative and taxiway delay savings are 15,050
hours over the No-Action Alternative (most of them from the Centerfield Taxiway). In the long
term with 608,000 operations, these benefits increase to 94,000 hours of runway delay savings
and 19,800 hours of taxiway delay savings. While it is unlikely that these long-term benefits
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would ever be fully realized because of the likelihood of the imposition of Peak Period Pricing,
FAA concludes that significant delay savings will accrue in both the near term and long term from
both the runway and taxiway improvements. Alternative 2, which does not include Runway 14-
32, would not provide this opportunity for significant delay savings related to the runway.

Alternative 3 (No-Build) is limited to Peak Period Pricing and Reduced Minimums and would
reduce delays by 11,900 in the near term. In comparison, the Preferred Alternative would reduce
total delays by 43,050 hours. While the benefit in delay reduction from Reduced Minimums is
small, there are substantial benefits in enhanced safety from this improvement.

A more thorough discussion of aircraft delay and delay savings may be found in Section 4.5 of
the Draft EIS.

In comparing environmental impacts of the Airside project alternatives, the Preferred Alternative
results in a near-term (29 Million Low Fleet) residential population exposure of 65 dB (decibels)
DNL (Day-Night Average Sound Level) or higher to 18,562 people, compared to the No-Action
Alternative that results in a residential population exposure of 18,960. While the total population
exposed to 65 dB DNL or higher declines by 398 people, the population exposed to 65 dB DNL or
higher increases by 401 in Chelsea and 61 in South Boston, due to a shift in runway utilization to
the east-west runways. In the long term (37.5 Million High Fleet), there are 253 people added to
the 65 DNL contour compared to the No-Action Alternative.

Since changes in adverse noise exposure are only associated with Runway 14-32, alternatives
without the runway are not predicted to change the noise environment substantially. No other
categories of environmental impact are predicted to have significant adverse effect. Chapter 6 of
the SDEIS discusses the environmental consequences of the Airside Project alternatives in
greater detail.

V. DELAY REDUCTION BENEFITS

The EIS examined aircraft delays under existing, near-term (2004), and long-term forecast
scenarios, with a variety of fleet assumptions. In August 2001, FAA asked the Center for
Advanced Aviation System Development of the MITRE Corporation to review and comment on
four specific topics in the EIS: (1) Regional Jet forecasts (are the percentages of Regional Jets
and the distribution by RJ type reasonable in the 29 Million RJ and the 37.5 Million High RJ fleet
forecasts?), (2) runway usage for Regional Jets (are the Airside Supplemental Draft EIS
assumptions regarding the types of RJs that can use Runway 14-32 for arrivals and departures in
various wind and runway conditions valid?), (3) delay results (are the delay savings forecast in
the Supplemental Draft EIS reasonable, particularly under long-term conditions when large delays
are predicted?), and (4) limited capacity analysis (how do the capacities of two specific runway
configurations, 32/33L/27 [proposed] versus 22R/22L/27 [existing], compare under visual
conditions and calm winds?). Results of the MITRE evaluation of the first two topics were
consistent with those of the EIS. Results of evaluation of the latter two topics, delay results and
capacity analysis, showed some differences.

While MITRE did not re-run the simulation models used in the EIS or alternative delay models,
and thus it is not possible to compare delay results of different scenarios, they were able to
provide some valuable judgments on the delay and capacity data in the EIS. For example,
MITRE concluded that the projections of long-term growth in the SDEIS, for at least some of the
scenarios, appear too high, with the delay growth for the RJ and High Fleet scenarios particularly
high. MITRE determined that delays were unlikely to reach the forecasted 2015 levels of the EIS
prior to the implementation of some form of demand management. They also noted that Runway
14-32 would provide significant delay reduction even if demand management were implemented.
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In the EIS, under the No Action Alternative, annual runway-related delays could grow from
approximately 120,000 hours in 1998 to as high as 333,000 hours in 2015, under the 37.5 Million
High Fleet. This equates to an increase in average delays per flight from 14 minutes to 33
minutes. Comparatively, implementation of the Preferred Alternative would have reduced 1998
runway delays by 21% (28,000 hours) and is anticipated to reduce 2015 delays by 29% (109,000
hours) under the 37.5 Million High RJ Fleet.

The Final EIS also calculated delays and delay savings with the assumption that some form of
demand management would likely be in place prior to 2015, which is consistent with MITRE's
conclusion. This additional analysis indicates that, under the 37.5 Million High RJ Fleet, delays
would be reduced by 68,000 hours with only demand management (from 372,000 delay hours
with No Action down to 304,000) and an additional 85,000 hours by including the runway with
demand management (from 304,000 delay hours down to 219,000 hours), for a total benefit over
No Action in 2015 of 153,000 hours of delay reduction. Since the current and pre-September 11,
2001 schedule at Logan does not exceed airport capacity, Peak Period Pricing or alternative
forms of demand management would not be an effective means of delay reduction in the near
term.

MITRE's limited capacity analysis compared the capacity of the Runway 32/33L/27 configuration
with that of the existing high capacity and frequently used Runway 22L/22R/27 configuration,
under visual calm wind conditions and assuming the 37.5 Million High RJ fleet. Capacities were
estimated using the Enhanced Airfield Capacity Model and indicate that the 22R/22L/27
configuration is as good or better because it permits more operations than any of the 32/33L/27
configurations. On the other hand, MITRE stated that the 32/33L/27 configuration could provide
nearly as much capacity as 22R/22L/27 and permits greater operational flexibility to reduce noise
impacts. Table 2 compares the MITRE capacities with those of the EIS.

The modeled capacities represent a computer representation of the real world and can never
perfectly capture the complexities of pilot and air traffic controller technique, aircraft flight
characteristics, and airport infrastructure. While modeling can accurately reflect the required
separation distances and runway dependencies when operating a new runway configuration, the
practical experience of controllers and pilots plays an important role. Initially the real-world
capacity of the Runway 33L, 32, and 27 configuration may be lower than the modeled capacity.

The EIS and MITRE findings not only point to the long-term significance of the runway in reducing
delays, but also indicate that demand management needs to be considered as a viable long-term
measure. FAA is aware of Massport’s intent to implement Peak Period Pricing or a comparable
means of demand management. FAA expects that any such program will be consistent with
applicable federal law and will conform to policies of the federal Department of Transportation
(DOT). Massport has included a number of elements in its plan that the DOT/FAA has previously
found to be appropriate considerations in a proprietor’s Peak Period Pricing program. These
include: revenue neutrality, an exemption program that mirrors the federal Essential Air Service
program'’s criteria and sites, a program that aligns operations with capacity, and a program that
has a reasonable, cost-justified methodology for establishing landing fees.

Massport’s suggestion of a further “economic hardship” exemption for Cape Air, to reflect unique
seasonal peaking and aircraft size requirements in its market, are premature for FAA's
consideration. Other alternatives Massport has suggested, such as the possibility of inclusion of
gate prioritization for large aircraft in terminal leases, have not been developed or analyzed to
date and are also premature to consider in this ROD.

DOT and FAA are examining the broader policy implications of demand management options at
congested airports throughout the United States in order to provide appropriate public policy tools
that focus on ways to reduce delays, improve capacity management, enhance competition, and
promote the efficiency of the overall aviation system. In connection with this effort, DOT
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published notices requesting comment on the broader policy implications of demand
management. In light of the events of September 11™ those notices were temporarily
suspended. In April 2002, DOT published a notice renewing this effort and setting a date for the
close of comments of July 22, 2002. In conjunction with this effort, DOT/FAA are exploring the
delay problems at three airports in the National Airspace System for possible implementation of
new federal policies or possible legislative proposals to Congress. In recognition of the analysis
done during the EIS process showing trends suggesting that over-scheduling problems resulting
in additional delays will develop at Logan, Logan has been included as one of the three airports.

VI. AVIATION SAFETY BENEFITS

Runway and taxiway components of the Airside Project have been reviewed for aviation safety.
Unidirectional Runway 14-32 will be constructed in accordance with all applicable FAA design
standards, thus ensuring aviation safety. FAA has agreed to modify its standard with regard to
the Runway Safety Area (RSA) at the southeastern end of the runway. Two small corners at the
far end of this 500-foot by 1,000-foot area would be over water. FAA concludes that this
modification to standard would have no significant effect on runway safety and that it is not
otherwise practical to fill in areas of Boston Harbor in order to attain the full extent of the RSA.
This conclusion is based in part on the fact that a standard 1,000 feet would be attained on
runway centerline and the relative higher utilization of the runway by arrivals to the northwest than
by departures to the southeast. Arrivals to the northwest are more likely to be aligned with the
extended runway centerline.

In April 2002, FAA conducted a comprehensive safety review of the proposed taxiway
improvements and reductions in minimums, particularly the Centerfield Taxiway and its effect on
potential runway incursions. In the context of taxing aircraft, a runway incursion typically occurs
when safe separation standards are violated by a taxing aircraft that moves onto or across an
active runway at a time when an arriving or departing aircraft is intending to use that runway.
Working closely with the national Director and staff of the Runway Safety Office, FAA concluded
that no decrease in safety would occur from the Centerfield Taxiway compared to the current
operation and confirmed that the proposed taxiway improvements and reductions in minimums
would enhance safety in addition to reducing delays. Details of this safety review are
documented in Section 3.9 of the Final EIS. Some of the findings are that the Centerfield
Taxiway would:

e Provide multiple paths for routing aircraft to and from the ends of Runways 4L-22R and
4R-22L;

e Reduce the number and frequency of crossings of Runway 4L-22R;

e Ensure safe taxiway routings for the next generation of aircraft with wider wing spans;

e Facilitate the return of departing aircraft to the terminal area as necessitated by
equipment malfunctions or de-icing;

e Increase the margin of safety by providing opportunities to move crossings away from
areas where aircraft are operating at higher speeds.

It is noteworthy that all of the taxiway improvements included in the Preferred Alternative were
originally recommended as safety improvements in 1993 (Runway Incursion Mitigation Plan) by a
Technical Advisory Committee that included representatives of the FAA Air Traffic Control Tower,
FAA New England Regional Office, Air Transport Association, Air Line Pilots Association,
Massport, and airlines serving Logan. The objective of the study was to identify potential
revisions to the Logan taxiway configuration that would reduce the potential for runway
incursions.

The proposed reduction in ceiling and visibility landing minimums on Runways 22L, 27, 15R, and
33L will allow air traffic controllers to assign runways that are more closely aligned with the
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prevailing wind during instrument conditions. Landing into a headwind is preferable since it
reduces the touchdown speed of the aircraft. On the other hand, landing with a crosswind is
more difficult, especially if gusts are present. The reduced minimums will enhance safety by
permitting instrument approaches more closely aligned with the wind, by providing positive
instrument guidance at lower altitudes, and by reducing the probability of missed approaches.

VII. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

In accordance with FAA Orders 1050.1D and 5050.4A, the EIS examined a comprehensive range
of environmental impacts. Those categories of environmental impact that were potentially
significant were examined in detail and include aircraft noise and compatible land use,
Environmental Justice, air quality, historic and cultural resources, other Section 4(f) lands
(parkland, wildlife and waterfowl! refuges, and historic sites), coastal zone management,
construction related impacts, and cumulative impact of the Airside and other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable projects. Other impact categories that were determined to have no
substantially adverse impact or were not applicable include social impacts (relocation of
businesses and changes in surface transportation), water quality and hazardous soils,
endangered or threatened species’, biotic communities, wetlands, floodplains, coastal barriers,
wild and scenic rivers, farmland, energy supply and natural resources, light emissions, solid
waste, and hazardous waste.

Conclusions of the EIS with regard to categories of environmental impact that were potentially
significant are as follows:

Aircraft Noise and Compatible Land Use. The Preferred Alternative significantly reduces the
number of residents in surrounding communities that would be exposed to the most significant
noise levels (within the 70 and 75 DNL noise contours), both in the near term and long term, but
increases noise within the 65 DNL noise contour in the long term, the threshold that FAA uses to
define significant noise levels with regard to residential land use.

As an example, under the 29 Million Low Fleet near-term forecast, the Preferred Alternative
results in 120 fewer people within the 75 DNL noise contour, a 98 percent reduction over the No
Action Alternative. Similarly, under the 37.5 Million High Fleet long-term forecast, the Preferred
Alternative results in 187 fewer people within the 75 DNL contour, a 100 % reduction over the No
Action Alternative. The 29 Million Low Fleet and 37.5 Million High Fleet are used as examples
because they bracket the range of probable noise impact.

Using the same fleet examples and applying them to the 70 DNL contour, the Preferred
Alternative results in 231 fewer people adversely affected in the near term and 2,765 fewer
people adversely affected in the long term compared to the No Action Alternative.

Again using the same near-term fleet example and applying it to the 65 DNL contour, the
Preferred Alternative also reduces population exposure--398 fewer people than the No Action
Alternative. However, the reduction in noise at higher levels (75 and 70 DNL) is generally
achieved by redistributing aircraft onto other runways, resulting in additional noise at lower
levels. Consequently, under the long-term 37.5 Million High Fleet, 253 more people are exposed
to 65 DNL than the No Action Alternative. Most of the residents added to the contour are located
in Chelsea and the Eagle Hill section of East Boston.

FAA evaluated potential mitigation measures involving restricted use of Unidirectional Runway
14-32 as a means to reduce this adverse noise impact. These measures included northwest
wind restrictions that varied from 5 to 20 knots and a combined northwest/southeast wind
restriction of 10 knots. The results are presented in Section 3.8 of the Final EIS and summarized
in the Mitigation section below. A 10-knot northwest/southeast wind restriction would result in
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near-term (29 Million Low Fleet) noise exposure to 16,935 residents within the 65 DNL noise
contour, a reduction of 2,025 residents from the No Action alternative (18,960 residents) in the
near term with the same passenger and fleet assumptions. The 10-knot northwest-southeast
wind-restricted runway impacts fewer residents exposed to 65 DNL noise than the unrestricted
Preferred Alternative (16,935 residents versus 18,562 residents). Additional details are contained
in Tables 3.8-5 and 3.8-6 of the Final EIS.

Noise impacts from ground taxi operations on the proposed taxiways are significantly lower than
noise impacts from aircraft on the runways and in flight. Nevertheless, the Preferred Alternative
generally reduces ground noise by lowering DNL levels by less than 1 dB to as much as 3 dB at
seven close-in monitoring locations (Table 6.2-16 of the SDEIS).

Environmental Justice. Since the Preferred Alternative could have adverse noise impacts to
minority populations in Chelsea, the EIS examined whether such noise impacts were
disproportionately high and adverse, to either minority or low-income residents. The Final EIS
was updated to include minority population data from the 2000 Census. While these data
indicate that minority populations in communities surrounding Logan have increased since the
1990 Census, the minority percentage within the 65 DNL noise contour for both the No Action
and the Preferred Alternatives continues to indicate that minority populations would not be
disproportionately affected by aircraft noise.

The additional area within the 65 DNL contour associated with the unrestricted Preferred
Alternative includes a predominately Hispanic neighborhood in Chelsea that is predicted to
e