Regional Airport Planning Committee Meeting Minutes

9:30 A.M. – Noon
Friday,  October 22, 2010
MetroCenter Auditorium
101 8th Street

Oakland, CA 94607

1. Call to Order

Vice Chair Chu called the meeting to order at 9:40 a.m. RAPC members and other alternates in attendance: Bates, Cisneros, Fredericks, Gioia, Greene, Hauri, Martin, Novak, Randolph, and Spering.

2. Public Comment

There were no comments from the public.

3. Minutes
Mr. Hauri motioned approval of the minutes. Mr. Randolph seconded. Motion passed unanimously.

4. Election of Vice Chair
Mr. Spering motioned approval for the nomination of Mr. Tom Bates for Vice-Chair. Motion passed unanimously. 
5. RAPC Memorandum of Understanding: Membership Revision
Mr. John Martin explained that San Francisco was unable to find a Board member who is interested in serving on RAPC, but found that Mr. Jose Cisneros, Treasurer and Elected Official expressed interest and has been asked to serve on RAPC. 

Mr. John Gioia moved approval of the MOU which allows the change of appointing someone other then a Board member. Mr. James Spering seconded. Motion passed unanimously.
6. Scenario Analysis Results
Mr. Chris Brittle made a PowerPoint presentation which summarized the Description of Scenarios A, B, and C, as approved by RAPC, and the results of the analysis evaluating these Scenarios using the seven study goals:1) reliable runways, 2) healthy economy, 3) good passenger service, 4) convenient airports, 5) climate protection, 6) clean air, and 7) livable communities. Scenarios A and B were evaluated in detail, whereas Scenario C is illustrative to see how the region could potentially accommodate the High demand forecast. Also, Scenarios A and B were evaluated with and without High Speed Rail (HSR) as a component.
He commented that total Bay Area airport passenger volumes for the three primary airports varied between 95 and 118 million annual passengers in 2035, depending on the Scenario and whether HSR was included. All new scenarios produce significant reductions in runway delays at SFO. Even if the Traffic Redistribution Scenario is considered the “Baseline” or real conditions in 2035, the new scenarios still produce a significant delay reduction at SFO

Mr. Brittle stated that under the new scenarios, SFO’s average aircraft delay is
5 to 8 minutes. In Scenario B with greater traffic redistribution, OAK’s average aircraft delay is approximately 6 minutes vs. 3 minutes for the Baseline. By diverting airline passengers to rail, HSR produces the greatest reduction in regional populations exposed to aircraft noise. ABAG’s Focus Growth forecast population adds 10,000 to 12,000 people to the 65 CNEL population counts region-wide.
Lastly, he mentioned that Scenario A reduces total Bay Area aircraft operations by 1.5% compared to the Baseline compared to less than 1% for Scenario B.

Committee comment:

· Do airport delays shift passengers into rail? Response: That would likely occur, but the air passenger diversion estimates for High Speed Rail are based on the California High Speed Rail Authority’s numbers which involved a different methodology.
· It’s short-sighted to talk about adding new development inside the 65 CNEL noise contour, and if we do permit that, there ought to be very stringent criteria applied. 
· Are all cities requiring sound insulation for home construction in the noise impact areas? Response: Yes, and for the City of San Jose and the City of Santa Clara there has been a lot of residential development approved within the airport’s noise impact area. In all cases, through the environmental review process, the homes are required to be sound proofed to meet the State standards and are required to grant a noise easement to the airport.

· When talking about the potential conflict created by ABAG’s Focus Growth projections and the desire to reduce the population exposed to airport noise, the conflict stems from regional agency mandates under SB375 to use compact development as a tool to reduce the effects of greenhouse gases and global warming. Many metropolitan areas, including MTC and ABAG, are developing sustainable community strategies to focus future development around transit corridors, which has a byproduct of increasing densities in airport noise zones. How these communities handle this is something that needs to be worked out.

7.
Institutional Arrangements Analysis. Part 1.

Mr. Chris Brittle stated that Part 1 of the institutional analysis, which is an element of the study’s work scope, will look at institutional issues from two perspectives: 1) those associated with RAPC’s adopted Goals, and 2) those associated with the different strategies (Scenarios) that have been evaluated. Part 2 will be presented at the January RAPC meeting and look at strengths and weaknesses of RAPC as well as discuss potential changes to existing institutional arrangements.  
He commented that there are still some major unknowns that affect the entire airport planning process, such as when and how new ATC technologies and High Speed Rail will be implemented and when the forecasted demand will actually occur. These have implications in terms of both implementation and institutional issues. 
He summarized the study goals and the key players involved in achieving the desired outcomes and a description of the roles for the key players under the current governance structure. It is clear that making more progress with some of the environmental and other study goals will require actions by other key players that have not been assumed or evaluated in the study to date. He then discussed some key issues associated with three of the main strategies—traffic redistribution, demand management, and new Air Traffic Control technologies.
Committee Comment:

· A Healthy Economy needs to continue to be identified as one of the main goals and was missing from the institutional discussion.
· Supply and Demand issue – can airports automatically adjust the landing fees to try to maximize their revenue? Mr. John Martin stated that SFO is operating under a new 10 year lease and use agreement with the airlines as well as FAA restrictions on the way in which airports can set fees. The new leasing agreement with the airlines does not permit peak hour pricing, but SFO does have a minimum landing fee and will be looking at raising the fee over the next several years.

· Is the minimum land fee able to be adjusted according to size of aircraft or time of day? Mr. Martin stated that the minimum landing fee applies to all aircraft types but not time of day.
· When does the 10 year agreement with the airlines expire? Mr. Martin stated that it was just renewed through 2021. The agreement also provides the City of San Francisco with 15% of the airports concession revenue, worth about $28 million a year.

· What is staff looking for in RAPC’s regional role? Ms. Lindy Lowe stated that RAPC is the only dedicated organization that looks at air travel and the airports from a regional perspective. Staff will be evaluating RAPC’s strengths and weaknesses and coming up with recommendations to improve RAPC.
· The one weakness is that RAPC never developed an advocacy for the fiscal protection of the airports. Staff needs to look at it in terms of how to protect that asset, what to do regionally, how to coordinate, and what role does RAPC play as that advocate for the preservation of the airports based on science.
· Will the new airport Connector affect the number of passengers at Oakland Airport vis a vis SFO? Mr. Brittle responded that the new connector to BART would improve the regional accessibility of the airport and that was a way to assist with traffic redistribution. 
Mr. John Martin stated that SFO’s attorney, Scott Lewis, who is the industry’s expert on peak hour pricing and demand management will attend the January 2011 meeting to provide an overview of how demand management works and what the obstacles are.

Mr. Tom Bates stated that at some point there will be a new transportation bill, so RAPC should prepare for what they think they would like see in a bill. He asked staff to come up with some kind of advocacy that RAPC may want to present to a representative to get into a bill. Mr. Brittle replied that this type of advocacy would likely be recommended in the Vision and Implementation Plan.
8. FAA Presentation on Bay Area Airspace and NexGen.

    This item was deferred to the January 2011 meeting.
9. New Business

    None.
10. Old Business
      None.
11. Adjournment

     The meeting was adjourned at 11:00 a.m.


