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EXHIBIT 2.4
“Redevelopment of Terminal 5/6 FONSI/ROD”
to Lease No. AYD-350
between
THE PORT AUTHORITY OF NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY
and

JETBLUE AIRWAYS CORPORATION

EGr the Port Authority

Initialed: %
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Section 1.0

February 9, 2005 Transmittal Letter




P& New York Airports District Office
U. S. Department 600dOldCCour$Itry Rg, S;(lite 4453
fTra ' ' ‘ Garden City, New York 1153
° hsportatlon Telephone: 516-227-3800

T Fax: 516-227-3813
Federal Aviation .

Administration

\

February 9, 2005

Mr. Ed Knoesel

Aviation Department

The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey
233 Park Ave South, 9" Floor

New York, New York 10003

Re: JohnF. Kennedy International Airport (JFK)

Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment Project
Environmental Determination

Dear Mr. Knoesel:

- The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has recently approved the Environmental

Assessment (EA) and made a Finding of No Significant Impact/Record of Decision
(FONSI/ROD) for the Redevelopment of Terminal 5/6 at John F. Kennedy International
Airport, New York. ‘A copy of the signed FONSI/ROD and the EA signature page are

enclosed. o ‘ -

This Federal environmental approval is a determination by the Approving Official that

_ the requirements imposed by applicable environmental statutes and regulations have been

satisfied by a FONSI/ROD. However, it is not an approval of the Federal action
approving the funding of eligible items for this project, nor approval of the air space
review, nor approval of the revision to the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) to show these
projects. ‘

In compliance with Couricil on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations 1501.4(e)(1) ‘
and.1506.6, we require that your office make the final EA with Signature Page and
FONSI/ROD available to the affected public, and announce such availability through

appropriate media in the area. The announcement shall indicate the availability of the

document for examination and note the appropriate location of general public access
where the document may be found (i.e., your office, local libraries, public buildings, etc.).
We request that a copy of such announcement be sent to the NYADO when it 1s issued.

Finally, your attention is directed to the mitigaiing measures that were made a condition
of approval of the FONSI/ROD. Please be reminded that these measures must be taken
by the airport sponsor in order to meet the terms of the FONSI/ROD. '




The process of making these environmental determinations is that of a partnership
between yourself, as airport sponsor, and the other contributing parties, both public and
private. We thank you for your effort and cooperation.

Please contact our office if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

o Y

Philip Brito, Manager
New York Airports District Office

Enclosures (2)

cc: K. Bleach, PANYNJ
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FONSI/ ROD




DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
- RECORD OF DECISION

Location '
John F. Kennedy International Airport (JFK
Queens County, New York

Introduction : f .

This Finding of No Significant Impact/Record of Decision (FONSI/ROD) sets out the Federal
Aviation Administration’s (FAA) consideration of environmental and other factors for the
conditional Airport Layout Plan (ALP) approval at John F. Kennedy International Airport (JFK)
for the Redevelopment of Terminal 5/6. This FONSI/ROD is based on the Environmental - '
Assessment dated October 2004.

Background .
Terminal $, the original Trans World Airline (TWA) Terminal designed by renowned architect

Eero Saarinen, is historically significant and is currently unoccupied by an airline. JetBlue is
cuirently using Terminal 6 and portions of Terminal 7, howevet, this space is inadequate for
JetBlue’s needs. To accommodate JetBlue, the Port Authority of NY & NJ (PANYNJ) is
proposing to construct a new terminal on the Terminal 5/6 site. Terminal 5 is in need of repairs
and restoration, does not meet current aviation industry needs, current safety standards, nor.does
it comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990(ADA) (42 USC §§ 12101 et seq). The
Terminal 5 building was designed by Eero Saarinen in 1962. It includes the Main Terminal and

two Flight Wings with Cornnector Tubes, The building is considered a masterwork of

exceptional importance and is considered to have begun the modern architectural movement. It
is eligible for listing on the State and National Register of Historic Places and was designated a
landmark in 1994 by the New York City Landmarks Commission. The Main Terminal is
considered very significant, the Connector Tubes are moderately significant and the Flight
Wings are least significant due to many modifications/additions subsequent to its original design
and construction; only Flight Wing #2 is historic.

Project Description

- The proposed project consists of the phased construction of a new 1.5 msf multi-airline terminal

with 51 aircraft positions (net gain of 14 positions) on the combined site of Terminals S and 6.
The historic TWA Terminal and the East Tube leading to the present Flight Wing 2 would be
retained, rehabilitated and/or restored as part of an adaptive reuse program. Flight Wings 1 and 2




would be demolished. . The connector tube leading to the present Flight Wing 1 (the West Tube)
may be modified. Both tubes will provide public access between the rehabilitated/restored TWA
Terminal and the newly constructed terminal building. The project also includes construction of
the following: a new bilevel access roadway system; a new connector from the AirTrain system
to the TWA Terminal to enhance public access; and a new parking garage to serve, this portion of
the Central Terminal Area. Following completion of the new terminal building, roadway,
parking garage, and public access to the TWA Terminal, JetBlue’s operations would move from
the existing Terminal 6 to the new tefminal. The construction of the remaining portion of the
Revised Concept Master Plan, including the demolition of Terminal 6, is included in this Record

of Decision, however, project implementation is pending an additional lease agreement with an
airhine.

Proposed Agency Actions
The FAA actions involved in the implementation of the proposed project include the following:

a. Conditional approval of the ALP pursuant to 49 U.S.C. § 40103(b) and § 47107(a)(16),
and determination of effects upon the safe and efficient utilization of navigable airspace
pursuant to 14 CFR Parts 77 and 157 and 49 U.S.C. §44718,;

b. Determination under 49 U.S.C. 8§ 40101((1)(1) and 47105(b)(3) whether the proposed

project meets applicable design and engineering standards set forth in FAA Advisory
Circulars:

c¢. Potential funding through the Federal grant-in-aid program authorized by the Airport and
Airway Improvement Act of 1982, as amended (recodified at 49 U.S.C. § 47107) and/or
the potential approval of an application to use Passenger Facility Charges (PFCs); and

d. Prior to any funding decision concerning the proposed project, determination under 49
U.S.C. § 44502(b) that the airport development is reasonably necessary for use in air
commerce or in the interests of national defense; and

e. Approval of appropriate amendments to the John F. Kennedy International Airport A(J FK)
Airport Certification Manual (ACM), as required, pursuant to 49 U.S.C. §44706.

Purpose and Need v , :

The purpose of the project is to redevelop the Terminal 5/6 site to include a new airline terminal
and to provide improved facilities and services for the safety, comfort, and convenience of air
passengers traveling through Terminals 5 and 6. The proposed facilities will more efficiently use

~ the airside of the site and provide the support required for contemporary aviation usage. The

proposed project serves the needs for the Port Authority, JetBlue, other airline tenants, airline
passengers, and the general public. Those needs include: efficient use of aviation capacity with
a flexible design to accommodate a variety of aircraft; a modern terminal that complies with the




ADA,; facilities with adequate levels of service within a responsive timeframe; terminal space to
meet updated security requirements; sufficient landside access; 1mproved parking facility level of
service, and preservation of the historic TWA Terminal.

Alternatives
Initially the following were considered as project alternatives:

1. Taking no action by doing nothing in the way of improving the terminal area and
using the existing terminal as currently configured;
2. Constructing terminal facilities at other locations;

3. Constructing alternative terminal redevelopment or new development configurations
at the Terminal 5/6 site. :

These alternatives were evaluated to determine the technical feasibility and ability to meet the
project purpose and need. Next, the alternatives were further refined until an alternative that
achieves the project purpose and need was identified. More than twelve alternatives were
considered. Most of the alternatives focused on various terminal configurations with special
emphasis on the historic nature of the TWA Terminal, the requirements of Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act, and Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation (DOT)
Actof 1966. The detailed alternatives analysis can be found in Section 3 of the Environmental
Assessment and Appendix A, DOT Section 4(f) Evaluation of the Terminal 5/6 Developmem
which are incorporated herein.

Discussion

" The attached EA addresses the effects of the proposed action on the quality of the human and

natural environment, and is made part of this Finding. The following impact analysis highlights
the more thorough analysis presented in the EA.

Historic Preservation and Department of Transportation (DOT) Section 4(f) Evaluation
The proposed project involves development on land protected by Section 4(f) of the DOT Act of
1966 (49 USC 303(c)). The Act provides that the Secretary of Transportation will not approve
any program or project that requires the use of any publicly owned land from a public park,
recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, State, or local significance or land
from an historic site of national, State, or local significance as determined by the officials having
jurisdiction thereof, unless there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of such land and
such program, and the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm resulting from the
use. Publicly and privately owned historic sites of national, state and local significance are
protected under this statute and are subject to Section 4(f) evaluation if they are listed or ehgtbl
for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The Terminal 5 site, including the main
TW A Terminal building, the Connector Tubes and Flight Wing 2, has been deemed eligible for




listing on the National and State Registers of Historic Places by the Ne‘w' York State Historic

Preservation Officer NYSHPO). As such, these components of the site are considered Sectlon _
4(f) land.

- The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (16 USC 470) requires federal agencies to
consider the impacts and effects of their undertakings on historic sites. Pursuant to 36 CFR 800,
implementing Section 106 of the NHPA, the FAA, in conjunction with the PANYNJ, has
discussed and coordinated the proposed action with the New York City Landmarks Preservation
Commission, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), the New York State
Historic Preservation Officer INYSHPO), the consulting parties (see below) to the Section 106
process, and the general public. The views of the consulting parties and the public at large were
an essential component that assisted the FAA in reaching an informed federal decision. Nine

parties requested and were invited by FAA to participate as consulting parties in the 106 process.
. These entities are:

. The New York Landmarks Conservancy

. The Municipal Art Society of New York

° The National Trust for Historic Preservation

° John Cullinane & Associates

¢ Documentation and Conservation of Buildings, Sites and Neighborhoods of the Modemn
Movement (DOCOMOMO)

. The New York City Partnership
. The Consulate General omeland New York
e JetBlue Airways

e The New York Buildings Congress

In the absence of a prudent and feasible alternative that avoids all use of Section 4(f) land, there
must be a demonstration that the project incorporated all possible planning to minimize harm to
the resource. After all efforts to minimize harm are employed, there must also be a demonstrated
effort to mitigate any remaining impacts or effects. To accomplish this for the proposed project,
many meetings and communications were held to discuss options that could minimize and
mitigate the anticipated impacts. The process resulted in a fully executed Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) that stipulates the mitigation measures for the adverse effects under the
Section 106 process and for the future involvement of a Redevelopment Advisory Committee
(RAC). The RAC will seek input from interested parties, as stipulated in Attachment D of the
MOA, on project implementation, including the restoration, rehabilitation, and reuse of the TWA
Terminal and efforts to minimize any adverse effects of site redevelopment. The parties to the
Section 106 process consulted, commented, and provided input on the terms, conditions, and
stipulations of the MOA. Additionally, all parties concurred in the MOA.

All of the parties involved contributed to the effort to arrive at the preferred alternative. The
project originally considered complete replacement of the TWA Terminal, including the
Connector Tubes and Flight Wings. In response to the interest and need to preserve these
structures, a subsequent plan was developed that would fully preserve the main TWA Terminal
building and partially preserve the Connector Tubes. After receiving additional input on this
proposal, a revised alternative was developed and became the preferred alternative. ‘The




preferred alternative inciudes full preservation of both the main TWA Terminal building and the
East Connector Tube and also includes enhanced public access. The West Tube may be
modified in accordance with the MOA to further enhance public access to the TWA Terminal.
The evaluations of the alternative schemes described in the EA and its appendices reflect the
development of the proposed project as it has evolved throughout the public process.

As a result of the above referenced consultation and coordination, the proposed project
alternative best minimizes harm to the historic structure, meets the project sponsor’s needs and
addresses public concerns. Alternate schemes were proposed that would have retained the TWA
Terminal for exclusive airline terminal use and would have appended new construction to the
Section 4(f) property, but these alternatives adversely effected the historic features of the
terminal structure and were neither feasible nor prudent, and did not meet the project purpose
and need. :

The MOA provides for mitigation of the adverse effects on the historic resource. In accordance
with the MOA, the exterior of the main TWA Terminal building will be restored and numerous
building accretions (vestibules, baggage handling facilities, conveyors, etc.) will be removed to
return the TWA Terminal closer to its condition when originally constructed. Additionally, a
recordation (Historic American Buildings Survey/ Historic American Engineering Record)
document will be prepared, maintenance and preservation guidelines for the TWA Terminal will
be developed, and public education efforts and preparation of a rehabilitation and reuse plan will
be specified. The detailed discussion of the Section 106 process, Section 4(f) analysis, and the
signed MOA can be found in the EA and its appendices.

Alr uali

JFK is located in a severe nonattzunment area for ozone and a maintenance area for carbon
monoxide (CO). The nonattainment status of 0zone requires particular attention to the emissions
of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOC).

Both a General Conformity Analysis and an Air Quality Hot Spot analysis were performed
pursuant to the General Conformity Rule of the Clean Air Act (CAA), as amended (42 U.S.C.
7401-7671), and Section 176(c) of the CAA. The analyses conclude that the proposed project
will not result in operational or construction related emissions that equal or exceed applicable de
~ minimis threshold rates, nor increase the frequency of severity of any existing violations of the
national standards. Therefore, a Conformity Determination was not required. Based on these
analyses, the proposed project will conform to the New York State Implementation Plan (SIP)
and comply with the conformity rules and requirements of the CAA. No adverse impacts to air
quahty are expected as a result of this project.

Noise

The Environmental Assessment for the New Entrant Exemption to the High Density Rule and
Operations Specifications for JetBlue Airways Corporation, dated September 1999, analyzed the




potential noise impacts resulting from the addition of JetBlue's flights to the operations at JFK.
The analysis was performed using the Integrated Noise Model (INM) and demonstrated that the
increase in noise from the additional flights would be 0.6 dB or less. This increase is below the
threshold of significance of 1.5 dB.

JetBlue currently operates out of Terminal 6 and these noise conditions exist with or without the
proposed Terminal 5/6 redevelopment project. The proposed project is not expected to induce a
change in either the type or number of aircraft flight operations beyond those that were

previously analyzed by both the DOT and the FAA. Rather, the proposed project will reorganize

the available aircraft parking positions. Accordmgly, the proposed project is not expected to
result in adverse noise impacts. -

Water Quality

The Proposed Action will not change the type or quality of surface runoff or pollutant
concentrations. The PANYNJ has been issued a State Pollution Discharge Elimination System
(SPEDES) permit for the entire airport that includes monthly monitoring requirements for
specified water quality constituents. The constituents and their discharge limitations have been
chosen to specifically address issues relating to airport operations. Discharges occurring via the
stormwater conveyance system would be in accordance with the SPDES permit. Wastewater at
JFK is currently discharged to the Jamaica Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP). The WPCP
is currently operating at 76% of its total capacity. Although implementation of the proposed
project will result in an increase in wastewater, this increase is not significant and can be
accommodated by the Jamaica WPCP.

During construction, storm water runoff would be managed through the implementation of a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan which includes best management practices (BMP) to
prevent stormwater contamination during construction. BMPs include provisions for the control
and/or prevention of soil erosion and containment of construction materials, among others.
Based on the above, it is not anticipated that implementation of the Proposed Action will result
in significant adverse impacts to water quality.

Construction Impacts

Implementation of the Proposed Action would cause temporary impacts in the areas of noise,
water quality, and air quality, all of which are associated with construction equipment. These
impacts have been accounted for in the specific resource analyses contained in the EA. Best
management practices will be implemented during construction to minimize impacts. All of the

construction related impacts are temporary and are not expected to result in any significant
advérse impacts.




Cumulative Impacts

The impacts associated with the Proposed Action, when considered with other past, present and
reasonably foreseeable projects at JFK are not expected to be significant. The EA includes a list
of all the various projects at the airport in final design or construction stages as well as all
projects in the feasibility or early planning stages. The analyses presented in the EA conclude
that the Proposed Action will not result in any significant negative environmental impacts, nor
are any significant cumulative impacts expected as a result of this project. ’

Other Impact Categories -

. The impacts of the proposed federal action on light ermssmns wetlands, farmlands, coastal

resources, wild and scenic rivers, floodplains and ﬂoodways energy supply and natural

resources were also evaluated in the EA. Based on the FAA’s review of the evaluation, it is the

FAA’s finding that the Proposed Action will not have any sxgmﬁcant effects on any of the above
noted categories. :

Public Qutreach and Agency Coordination

The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey and the FAA have involved the public,
coordinated with agencies and the regulatory community, and engaged consulting parties
regarding this project and issues addressed in the EA. These efforts were conducted pursuant to
NEPA, NHPA Section 106, and DOT 4(f) processes. The public involvement began in
September 1999 and continued for approximately five years until the subject EA was completed.
_ As provided for by the MOA, the coordination with the consultmg pames will continue
throughout the 1mplementatlon phases of the prOJect

Public Hearings were held on June 27, 2001 .and July 15, 2003 regarding the EA. Many public
comments were received primarily focusing on the preservation and adaptive reusé of the TWA
Terminal. Because of these comments, the project was substantially revised to arrive at the
preferred alternative and a fully executed MOA. The public involvement efforts are detailed in
Section 6 of the EA. '

Mitigation Measures

1. Measures to minimize harm to the TWA Terminal:
a. Implementation of a tiered approach to modification of the West Tube to
~ enhance public access.
b. The rehabilitation and restoration of the TWA Terminal and East Tube.
¢. Sinking of the departures roadway below grade to retain the enure lengths of the
East Tube and West Tube.




d. Developing a public plaza between the new terminal and the TWA Terminal to
enhance views of the historic structure.

e. Restoring the signature view of the TWA Terminal by removing clutter and post-
1960 structures now located in front of the terminal.

f  Prior to demolition of the Flight Wings, recordation of the main TWA Terminal
building, the Connector Tubes and Flight Wing 2 to the level 1 standards and
guidelines according to HABS/HAER.

g. Nomination of the historic parts of the site to the National and State Registers of
Historic Places.

h. Implementation of the stipulations in the sxgned MOA including formanon of a
Redevelopment Advisory Committee.

2. Implementation by the Port Authority of NY & NJ of measures to maintain, rehabilitate
and adaptively reuse the historic structure.

3. Construction contract provisions shall contain the provisions of AC 150/5370-10A,
“Standards for specifying construction of Airports” item P-156, temporary air, water
pollution, soil erosion and siltation control and AC 150/5320-5B, “Airport Drainage.”
All necessary permits for construction of the proposed action shall be obtained prior to
construction, including a construction stormwater SPDES permit when applicable.

Decision and Order

The FAA recognizes its responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA) and its implementing Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, and its own
directives. Recognizing these responsibilities, [ have carefully considered the FAA's goals and
objectives in relation to the various aeronautical aspects of the Redevelopment of Terminal 5/6 at
John F. Kennedy Airport as discussed in the Environmental Assessment, and I have used the
environmental process to make an informed decision. This review included the purposes and
needs to be served by this project, alternative means of achieving them, the environmental

impacts of these altematlves and the mitigation necessary to preserve and enhance the human
environment. :

After careful and thorough consideration of the facts contained herein, the undersigned finds that '
the proposed Federal action is consistent with existing national environmental policies and
objectives as set forth in Section 101 of NEPA and other applicable environmental requirements.
L also find that the proposed Federal action will not significantly affect the quality of the human

environment or otherwise include any condition requiring consultation pursuant to section
102(2)(C) of NEPA.

[ therefore direct that action be taken to carry out the agency actions noted above. Specifically:

1. Conditional approval of the ALP pursuant to 49 U.S.C. § 40103(b) and § 47107(a)(16),
and determination of effects upon the safe and efficient utilization of navigable airspace
pursuant to 14 CFR Parts 77 and 157 and 49 U.S.C. §44718;




2. Determination under 49 U.S.C. §§ 4'0101(d)(1) and 47105(b)(3) as to whether the project
meets applicable design and engineering standards set forth in FAA Advisory Circulars;

3. Potential funding through the Federal grant-in-aid program authorized by the Airport and
Airway Improvement Act of 1982, as amended (re-codified at 49 U.S.C. § 47107) and/or
approval of an application to use Passenger Facility Charges (PFCs),

4. Prior to any funding decision concerning the proposed project, determination under 49
U.S.C. § 44502(b) that the airport development is reasonably necessary for use in air

commerce or in the interests of national defense.

5. Approval of appropriate amendments to the John F. Kennedy (JFK) International Airport
Certification Manual (ACM), as required, pursuant to 49 U.S.C. §44706.

William agan, Manager
Airports Division
"Eastern Region

This decision, including any potential subsequent actions approving-a grant of Federal funds to
the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, is taken pursuant to the 49 U.S.C. §40101 et
seq. (Part A) and 49 U.S.C. § 47101 et seq. (Part B), and constitutes a final order of the
Administrator which is subject to review by the courts of appeals of the United States in
accordance with the provision of 49 U.S.C. § 46110.
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Executive Summary

Introduction

This Environmental Assessment (EA) analyzes the potential environmental effects of the
redevelopment of the Terminal 5/6 site at John F. Kennedy International Airport (JFK), a
project sponsored by the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey (Port Authority). A
new terminal will be constructed and the historic Trans World Airline (TWA) Terminal and
the connector tube leading to the present Flight Wing 2 (the East Tube) will be

restored /rehabilitated and adaptively reused as these projects are reflected herein and
described in the Revised Concept Master Plan (Appendix B to the EA). The Revised Concept
Master Plan consists of the JFK International Airport—Site 5 & 6 Redevelopment Plan—TWA
Terminal Concept Master Plan, Amended February 2001 (Port Authority 2001), JFK Sites 5/6
Redevelopment Including the TWA Landmark PowerPoint presentation by Robert L. Davidson,
FAIA (Port Authority 2003), and the October 10%, 2003 report of consultation with the
consulting parties to the Section 106 process (Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act). The consulting patties for this Proposed Project are listed on page 2 of
this Executive Summary. The Port Authority is proposing the project to ensure that existing
and future operations by JetBlue and/or other airline tenants can'provide an adequate level
of service to their customers. The new facilities will more efficiently use the airside of the
site while providing the terminal support required for contemporary aviation usage.

The Proposed Project is the result of a series of alternative analyses conducted by the Port
Authority and the consulting parties. The result of the extensive consultation and
alternative analyses conducted by the Port Authority and interested consulting parties is the
Revised Concept Master Plan (Port Authority 2004) (Appendix B). The Proposed Project

consists of the phased construction of a new, multi-airline terminal on the combined site of

Terminals 5 and 6. The original historic TWA Terminal and the East Tube leading to the
present Flight Wing 2 would be retained, rehabilitated and/or restored as part of an -
adaptive reuse program. Flight Wings 1 and 2 would be demolished. The connector tube
leading to the present Flight Wing 1 (the West Tube) may be modified. For this connector
tube, a hierarchy of options would be investigated as part of the design for the new
terminal. - The first option would seek to adapt the existing configuration in a minimally
intrusive manner to improve public access. If analysis finds this option to be infeasible, then
a design for reconstructing the connecting walkway to incorporate a moving walkway
system in a manner consistent with the original design will be undertaken. Should such an

- effort prove to be inconsistent with the objective, a contemporary and appropriate design

will be constructed. Both tubes will provide public access between the rehabilitated/
restored TWA Terminal and the newly constructed terminal building. Also, a new
connector from the JEK light rail (or AirTrain) system to the TWA Terminal will be
constructed to enhance public access, and a new parking garage will be constructed to serve
this portion of the Central Terminal Area (CTA)

A new bilevel access roadway system, a new parking structure, connections to the AirTrain
system, and new site improvements, both airside and landside, are also planned (Figure 1).
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Pending approval, construction of the JetBlue terminal and the associated new roadway
system, the parking garage, and public-access connections to the TWA Terminal would start
in the first quarter of 2005 and be completed in the first quarter of 2008. Once Jet Blue’s new
terminal is competed, their.operations would move from the existing Terminal 6 to the new
terminal. Terminal 6 would ultimately be demolished (expected within the timeframe of
2008 - 2012), Pending an additional terminal lease agreement with an airline, the
construction of the remaining portion of the Revised Concept Master Plan would begin.

Renowned archltect Eero Saarinen designed the TWA Terminal, connector tubes, and Flight
Wings 1 and 2. In 1994, the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission
designated the main TWA Terminal building, (referred to as the TWA Terminal or Termmal
5), the two connector tubes and Flight Wing 2 a New York City Landmark. In addition, the
Terminal 5 site, including the main TWA Terminal building, the connector tubes, and Flight
Wing 2, has been deemed eligible for listing on the National and State Registers of Historic
Places by the New York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). This action qualifies
these facilities to be considered a “historic site” under Section 4(f) of the Department of
Transportation Act (49 USC 303). A complete description of the criteria that qualify the site
~ as eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places is provided in Section 5.8 of .
this EA. |
Per the requirements of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), federal agencies are
required to consider the impacts and effects of their undertakings on historic sites. Pursuant
~ to 36 CFR 800, implementing Section 106 of the NHPA (16 USC 470f), the Port Authority in
conjunction with the FAA has discussed the project with both the New York City
Landmarks Preservation Commission and the SHPO. As part of the Section 106 process, the
FAA determined that the undertaking would have an adverse effect on the TWA Terminal.
After being notified by the FAA of its determination, the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (Council) notified the FAA that the criteria for its involvement in review of
individual Section 106 cases applied, and accordingly, the Councxl would enter the consultation
on the project.
Pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.2(a)(4), the FAA has also granted the requests of other
interested parties to become consulting parties in the Section 106 process for the TWA
Terminal. The views of consulting parties and the public at large are essential to informed .
federal decision-making in the Section 106 process. The nine consulting parties to the
Section 106 process for this Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment Project are:

¢ The New York Landmarks Conservancy ~ » The New York City Partnership
e The Municipal ArtSociety of New York ~ + The Consulate General of Finland,

New York
¢ The National Trust for Historic '
Preservation ¢ JetBlue Airways
¢ John Cullinane Associates ¢ The New York Building Congress -

) Doc.umentation and Conservation of
Buildings, Sites, and Neighborhoods of
the Modern Movement (DOCOMOMO)
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The parties to the Section 106 process developed a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) in
conformance with the regulations implementing the Section 106 process. The MOA lists
agreed-to stipulations to be taken to mitigate the adverse effect to the historic'site. The
stipulations were developed with comment and input from the signatories (the FAA, SHPO,
Port Authority, and Council) and the consulting parties listed above. A copy of the
executed MOA is provided in Attachment 1 of this Executive Sumunary, and in Appendix D
of this EA. ,

The Port Authority is committed to maintaining, preserving, rehabilitating and reston'ng the
TWA Terminal. As part of the Proposed Project, the Port Authority has agreed to restore the
TWA Terminal and the East Tube and to record the East and West Tubes and Flight Wing 2 to
the Level 1 standards and guidelines of the Historical Architectural Building Survey/Historic
American Engineering Record (HABS/HAER) of the National Park Service (NPS). The Port
Authority is seeking input to develop optimal plans for implementing an adaptive reuse
program that will require rehabilitation and restoration consistent with the original Saarinen
design. In December 2001 and February 2002, the Port Authority issued a Solicitation of
Interest that appeared in approximately 20 publications, including newspapers, periodicals,
and trade magazines. It will issue a Request for Proposals to interested parties for |
redeveloping and adaptively reusing the historic structures. A condition of the
redevelopment of the terminal will be the restoration of the main TWA Terminal building and
the East Tube, potential modification of the West Tube for enhanced public access, and
continuation of public use of the main TWA Terminal building through installation of
electronic ticketing kiosks for passengers with carry-on luggage who will be using the new
 terminal to be constructed behind the TWA Terminal.

The Port Authority is proposing the project to ensure that existing and future operations by
JetBlue and /or other airline tenants can provide an adequate level of service to their ‘
customers. The new facilities will more efficiently use the airside of the site while providing
the terminal support required for contemporary aviation usage.

The EA considers project alternatives prepared by the Port Authority in response to input
received from agencies, interested parties, and the public. It also considers alternatives

* submitted to the Port Authority and the FAA by the Municipal Art Society of New York in
response to eatlier drafts of the EA and the Concept Master Plan. The preferred alternative
incorporates input from stakeholders, resulting in noteworthy design modifications that allow
retention and future use of the main TWA Terminal building and the full length of the
connector tubes, as rehabilitated or modified in accordance with the MOA. This EA and
Appendix A Section 4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment describe the alternatives and
evaluates their ability to achieve the project’s purpose and need, which includes protection of
historical resources.

This EA evaluates the pro;ect scope set forth in the Revised Concept Master Plan (Appendix B)
for full redevelopment of the site: The airlines that may ultimately use the new terminal
building may differ from those discussed in the Revised Concept Master Plan or in this EA.
The focus of this document is the aviation demand expected in the future and the need for a
modern facility that can accommodate it.

The EA is prepared in accordance with FAA Order 505044, Airport Environmental Handbook;
- DOT Order 5610.C, Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts; FAA Order 1050.1D,
Policies and Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts; the recently published Change 4

ES4
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to FAA Order 1050.1D; and other guidance and instructions promulgated in applicable
regulatory and advisory information. Compliance with these orders and guidance ensures
that the project will meet the procedural and substantive environmental requirements set
forth by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) in its regulations implementing the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended (40 CFR 1500-1508).

This project is proposed with consideration of other airport actions, wtuch have mcluded
the startup of JetBlue operations at JFK, redevelopment of other sectors of the CTA at JFK,
and the development of the JFK light rail system (or AirTrain). These actions have been
evaluated (CH2M HILL 1999a and Port Authority 1997). :

- The EA describes the purpose of and need for the project, the alternatives considered, the
affected environment, environmental consequences, and public involvement and outreach.
Supporting documentation is contained in the appendlces of this EA. The findings
contained in the EA are summarized below. -

Purpose and Need

The purpose of the Proposed Project is to redevelop the site to provide a new airline
terminal and to provide improved facilities and services for the safety, comfort, and
convenience of air passengers traveling through Terminals 5 and 6. The new facilities will
more efficiently use the airside of the site while providing the terminal support required for
contemporary aviation usage. The Proposed Project would serve the needs of the Port
Authority, JetBlue, other airline tenants, airline passengers, and the general public. Those

~ needs are to make efficient use of aviation capacity with a flexible design to accommodate a
variety oi aircraft, the need for a modern terminal that promotes airline competition and
complies with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), the need for facilities with
adequate level of service within a reasonable timeframe, the need.for terminal space to meet
updated security requirements, the need for sufficient landside access, the need to improve
the parking facility level of service, and the need to preserve the TWA Terminal.
Consideration has been given to the events of September 11, 2001 on the need for and timing
of improvements. The project needs have not changed. Terminals 5 and 6 were designed
and constructed more than 40 years ago. The Proposed Project entails construction of a new
modern efficient terminal leading to the elimination of deficiencies in-passenger facilities
and services, noncompliance with the ADA, and other terminal area restrictions and
shortcomings. These existing operational inefficiencies reduce passenger levels of service,
which is contrary to the Port Authority’s goal to assure the highest level of service for its
customers. Within JFK'’s Central Terminal Area, Terminals 1, 4, 7, 8, and 9 either have been
or are now being redeveloped and improved. Terminals 2 and 3 have been proposed for
redevelopment. In an industry where passenger safety, security, convenience, and airline
image are of critical importance to attracting customers, Terminals 5 and 6 also must
undergo improvements so that existing and future tenants can serve their customer base
and meet travelers’ expectations. Detailed analysis of this project’s purpose and need can be
found in Section 2, Purpose and Need of this document.
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Proposed Project

The Proposed Project is the redevelopment of the Terminal 5 and Terminal 6 sites at JFK.
This entails demolition of Terminal 6 and of Flight Wings 1 and 2 of the TWA Terminal
(Terminal 5); construction of a new terminal; and the restoration, rehabilitation and adaptive
reuse of the existing TWA Terminal (Figure 1). The proposed replacement terminal would
combine the sites of existing Terminal 5 and Terminal 6 and construct a two-level terminal
with fingerlike concourses for 51 aircraft positions sized for present and future fleets of

aircraft.

The proposed terminal will have approximately 1,540,000 squiare feet on two levels and will
be designed to meet or surpass all required safety codes and airline passenger and aircraft
handling standards. The existing terminals fall far short of ineeting these needs. The.
proposed building would replace the existing Terminal 6 and wrap behind the existing
Saarinen-designed Terminal 5 building, requiring the removal of both flight wings. The
new Terminal 5/6 complex has been designed to complement the TWA Terminal and its
connecting tubes. Both connecting tubes would link the historic TWA Terminal to the new
Terminal 5/6 complex. New vertical circulation at the airside ends of the connector tubes
would allow passage from the new Terminal 5/6 complex to the existing TWA Terminal. The
~ new complex would have centralized passenger processing facilities with up to four

concourses, constructed as the need arises, located airside of the existing TWA Terminal. The
new Terminal 5/6 complex would be accessed by a bi-level arrival /departure roadway
system, via AirTrain, and through the existing TWA Terminal. A 1,500-space multistory
parking garage would be constructed across the access roads and on the opposite side of the
AirTrain station from the proposed terminal. Pedestrian access would be provided on
pedestrian connectors constructed between the parking garage, the TWA Terminal and the
new terminal building. Additional access to the Terminal 5/6 complex would be provided
from the new parking garage and the new AirTrain station.

This EA includes the evaluation of 12 onsite alternatives, in addition to the Proposed Project.
The TWA Terminal has remained vacant since American Airlines ceased operations at the site
in January 2002. The adaptive reuse of the TWA Terminal would provide the opportunity to
restore and rehabilitate the main terminal structure and the connector tubes. To mitigate the
adverse effect of the proposed improvements on the historical features of the building, the
Port Authority is pursuing the adaptive reuse of the building and has made restoration a
condition of any reuse plan. The restoration would include the removal of-all nonhistorical
additions since the original construction, in order to restore the facility’s original historical and
aesthetic characteristics. The MOA developed by the parties to the Section 106 process lists
stipulations of the mitigation.(Attachment 1). : '

Summary of Potential Impacts

The potential environmental consequences of implementing the Proposed Project are
evaluated in Section 5, Environmental Consequences, for each impact category specified in
FAA Order 5050.4A, Airport Environmental Handbook, Paragraph 47e, for an EA. The EA also
addresses "Environmental Consequences—Other Considerations" (following Order 5050.4A
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Paragraph 47f); and Cumulative Impacts (using guidance in Order 5050.4A Paragraph 26). V
The categories without adverse impact and requiring no mitigation are:

¢ Noise o Wild and scenic rivers
e Wetlands o Water and wastewater quality
¢ Compatible land use ¢ Farmland
* Floodplains * Biotic communities
e Social impacts * - Light emissions
o Endangered and threatened species of

e Coastal zone management program
¢ Induced socioeconomic impacts flora and fauna

o Coastal barriers Environmental justice

e Airquality - ¢ Energy supply and natural resources

¢ Solid waste

A detailed examination of each category is found in Section 5, Environmental Consequences.
Highlighted below are categories that would be affected by the Proposed Project.

Historic, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources. The Terminal 5 site, including
the main TWA Terminal building, the connector tubes, and Flight Wing 2, has been deemed
eligible for listing on the National and State Registers of Historic Places by SHPO. In 1994,
the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission designated the main TWA
Terminal building, the two connector tubes, and Flight Wing 2 a New York City Landmark.
The FAA has made a finding that the undertaking would adversely affect the historic
property and by letter dated June 25, 2001, in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.6 regulations
implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, informed the Council of
its finding. By letter dated July 11, 2001, the Council notified the FAA that it had concluded
that the criteria in the regulations for Council involvement in review of individual Section
106 cases applied and therefore, the Council would participate in the consultation on this

undertaking.

The Port Authority will record the TWA Terminal, the connector tubes, and Flight Wing 2 to
the Level 1 standards and guidelines of HABS/HAER of the NPS and prepare a nomination to
list the site on the State and National Historic Registers. The Port Authority is pursuing the
adaptive reuse of the building and will make restoration a condition of any reuse plan. The

- restoration would include the removal of all nonhistorical additions since the original
construction, in order to restore the facility’s original historical and aesthetic characteristics.
Nine entities have entered the 106 process as consulting parties. An adverse impact on the
historic resource would occur, but the resource would benefit from the recordation,
nomination for listing, rehabilitation, restoration, and adaptive reuse of the main TWA
terminal building and the East Tube, and modification of the West Tube for enhanced public

access.

United States Department of Transportation Act, Section 4(f). Section 4(f) of the United States
Department of Transportation (USDOT) Act of 1996 (49 USC 303) provides that the
Secretary may approve a project requiring the use of certain Jand, including significant
historic sites, only if there is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land. If such
use cannot be avoided, all possible planning must be undertaken to minimize harm to the
land resulting from the use. The Section 4(f) resource affected by the Proposed Project
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‘would be the TWA Terminal, the connecting tubes, and Flight Wing 2. All alternatives to
the Proposed Project identified in the Concept Master Plan and offered by others would also

affect this Section 4(f) land.

Appendix A Section 4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment, of this EA documents these
findings. The analysis shows that alternatives which maintain the sole original function of
the TWA Terminal are not prudent and feasible. Italso shows that the preferred alternative,
‘which retains the TWA Terminal and the connector tubes for adaptive reuse, is a prudent
and feasible alternative that minimizes harm to the Section 4(f) resource. The analysis also
shows that proposed alternatives that use the TWA Terminal solely as an airline terminal,
and retain the flight wings, would not meet the purpose and need of the Proposed Project
because of their inability to provide sufficient space for security and other functions (such as
departure terminal space, width of the East Tube, taxi-lane separation, and concourse size),
appropriate passenger walking distances and circulation, adequate curb frontage, and other
factors (such as lack of efficient use of the site aviation capacity, nonconformance with the
American with Disabilities Act and low level of service to the elderly, and costly baggage
“system). This redevelopment project has undergone several design drafts with the intent to
satisfy the need to include all possible planning to respond to public input, and to minimize
harm to the historic TWA Terminal resulting from the use (terminal redevelopment). Two
public hearings (each consisting of afternoon and evening sessions), three meetings of the
consulting parties to the Section 106 process, and numerous other outreach meetings were
" held, and correspondence exchanged with the consulting parties and others, to obtain public
input on the Proposed Project and the stipulations contained in the MOA. :

The Proposed Project is intended to restore and preserve the aesthetic value of the TWA
Terminal. Specifically, future reuse of the TWA building would include rehabilitation and
restoration of the main TWA Terminal building and the East Tube consistent with the
original Saarinen design. It would include continuing the aviation use of the main TWA
‘Terminal building through installation of electronic ticketing kiosks for passengers with
carry-on luggage, and through rehabilitation or modification of the West Tube for enhanced
public access. In addition, the building fagade and elevated roadways of the new Termina
5/6 complex have been designed to complement the TWA Terminal. :

Construction Impacts. The Proposed Project is not expected to have any significant
construction-related impacts. This is due to the planned implementation of the construction
and the mitigation procedures set forth in FAA Advisory Circular 150/ 5370-10A, Standards
for Specifying Construction of Airports and the Port Authority’s Good Environmental Practices
Manual for JFK (December 1997). The Proposed Project alone is not expected to have any
significant construction impacts on air quality, surface traffic congestion, or noise.
Construction would have no significant negative impacts on aircraft operations or safety.

Summary of Cumulative Impacts. The cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project, when
added to those of other actions past, present, and in the reasonably foreseeable future, would
not be significant. There would be no significant adverse cumulative impact in the categories
of air quality, biotic communities, coastal barriers, coastal zone management, endangered
and threatened species of flora and fauna, energy supply and natural resources,
_environmental justice, historic resources, compatiblé land use, noise, social impacts, solid
waste,.surface transportation, water and wastewater quality,.wetlands, wild and scenic
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rivers, floodplains, farmland, and light emission. Some beneficial induced socioeconomic
cumulative impacts would occur. The economic and employment-related beneficial impacts.
extend beyond southeastern Queens. Construction could affect air quality, surface traffic
congestion, and noise, when considered cumulatively with other projects, but the impacts
would be short-term and not significant.

The adverse individual (not cumulative) impact on the historic TWA building and
connecting tubes due to the demolition of Flight Wing 2 and modification of the West Tube

* would be mitigated resulting in a beneficial effect, through the rehabilitation, restoration,
and adaptive reuse of the main TWA terminal building and the East Tube, and modification
of the West Tube for future use: This impact to a historic resource is not cumulative because
no similar impact would occur as a result of other projects. :

Development in the airport area has focused on regional transit, and the Proposed Project
along with other improvements at JFK would maintain that focus. Other projects considered
as part of the cumulative impacts will provide similar long-term benefits—enhanced
operating efficiency, more efficient energy consumption, and improved functionality and
customer service—to the Proposed Project.- The cumulative impact of these actions is
generally expected to be positive.

Federal Action

The federal action required to implement the redevelopment of the Terminal 5/6 site and
associated facilities is the approval by FAA of a revised JFK Airport Layout Plan (ALP).
While it is unknown at this time, it is possible that federal funding may be applied to
portionis of this project. Receipt of such funding is also considered a federal action and
therefore this document is being prepared to address the clear need for a revised ALP and
the possible need for approval of airport funding. The ALP will be prepared by the Port
Authority and will include the Proposed Project described in Section 1.2 and Section 3.2
(Parking Garage Alternative 3 and Terminal Redevelopment Alternative 74A). Before the
FAA can approve the ALP, NEPA requires FAA to evaluate the potential environmental
consequences of its action and determine whether or not the project would cause a
significant environmental impact. This EA has been prepared to enable the FAA to make
that determination. If, on the basis of this EA, the FAA determines that the Proposed Project
would not cause significant impacts, it may issue a Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI). FAA also will review the airspace implications of the Proposed Project to ensure
that the proposed changes meet airspace requirements at the airport. These approvals must
be obtained before the Port Authority may proceed with the Proposed Project.
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1. Introduction and Background

1.1 Document Purpose and Organization

The Environmental Assessment (EA) for the redevelopment of Terminals 5 and 6 analyzes the
potential environmental effects of a project sponsored by the Port Authority of New York and
New Jersey involving certain changes to the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) at John F. Kennedy
International Airport (JEK). The Proposed Project would permit the Port Authority of New
York and New Jersey to construct a new airline terminal and to undertake other proposed
improvements, such as a new parking facility and roadway relocation, needed for operations
by JetBlue Airways Corporation and potentially other future airline tenants at Terminals 5
and 6. This EA describes the purpose of and need for the project (Section 2), the alternatives
considered (Section 3), description of the natural and cultural environment (Section 4),
environmental consequences including historic, architectural, archaeological, and cultural
resources (Section 5), and public involvement and outreach associated with the Proposed
Project (Section 6). References are provided in Section 7. A full evaluation of the effects of the
Proposed Project on resources protected by Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation
Act is included within Appendix A Section 4(f) Evaluation of TWA Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment
at JFK. Various appendices contain additional supporting and related information.

This EA is developed in accordance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Order
5050.4A, Airport Environmental Handbook (FAA 1985); USDOT Order 5610.C, Procedures for
Considering Environmental Impacts; FAA Order 1050. 1D, Policies and Procedures for Considering
Environmental Impacts (FAA 1999); the recently published Change 4 to FAA Order 1050. 1D;
and other guidance and instructions promulgated in applicable regulatory and advisory
information. Compliance with these orders and guidance ensures that the project will meet
the procedural and substantive environmental requirements set forth by the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) in its regulations implementing the National Envirorunental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended (40 CFR 1500-1508).

1.2 Description of Proposed Project

The Proposed Project is described in Appendix B Revised Concept Master Plan. The Proposed
Project consists of constructing a new, multiairline terminal on the combined site of ‘
Terminals 5 and 6. Renowned architect Eero Saarinen designed the main TWA Terminal
building, connector tubés, and Flight Wing 2. The site of these structures has been determined
to be-eligible for listing on both the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the State
Register of Historic Places. The New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission also has
designated the terminal, connector tubes, and Flight Wing 2 a New York City Landmark. The
Port Authority has also presented the Proposed Project to the New York City Landmarks
Preservation Coxmmssmn

The original historic main Trans World Airlines (TWA) Tetminal building and the East
Connector Tube are to be retained and restored as part of an adaptive reuse program. The
" West Tube may be modified to erthance public access. Flight Wings 1 and 2, Terminal 6, and
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three airport support structures (Buildings 296, 295, and 164) would be demolished (Figure 1.2-
1). The TWA Ground Support Building (Building 296) provided ground service equipment
suppott, commissary stores, aircraft and ground support equipment (GSE) parts storage, a
triturator, and deicing product dispensing to Terminal 5. These functions will be incorporated
into the new terminal. Switch House #1 (Building 295) will be relocated to the island area
surrounded by the restricted service road, Taxiways Alpha and Kilo. This is near the
intersections of Runways 4L/22R and 13R/33L. In addition, a small ramp equipment storage
building (Building 164) will be demohshed and its function will be subsumed into the new

termmal

A new bilevel access roadway system, a new parking structure, connection to the AirTrain
system, and new site improvements, both airside and landside, are also part of the Proposed
Project. Pending approval, construction of the JetBlue terminal and the associated new
roadway system, the parking garage, and public access connections to the TWA Terminal
would start in the first quarter of 2005 and be completed in the first quarter of 2008, Once Jet'
Blue's new terminal is competed, their operations would ove from the existing Terminal 6 to

* the new terminal. Terminal 6 would ultimately be demolished (expected within the timeframe

of 2008 - 2012), Pending an additional terminal lease agreement with an airline, the

construction of the remaining portion of the Revised Concept Master Plan would begin.

The Port Authority is proposing the project to ensure that existing and future operations by
JetBlue Airways Corporation and other airline tenants can provide an adequate level of service
to their customers. The new facilities will more efficiently use the landside and airside of the
site while providing the terminal support required for contemporary aviation usage.

The EA considers various project alternatives identified by the Port Authority in response to
input received from agencies, interested parties, and the public. It also cansiders alternatives
submitted to the Port Authority and the FAA in response to earlier drafts of the EA and the
Concept Master Plan (Port Authority July 2000 amended February 2001). This EA describes these
alternatives with focus on the achievement of the purpose and need, including protection of
historical resources.

The FAA, in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.6 regulations implementing Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470f), by letter dated June 25, 2001, notified the
Advisory Council for Historic Preservation (Council) of the adverse effect finding as a result of
this project on the TWA Terminal (Appendix C Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Correspondence). The Council, in accordance with Section 800.6(a)(1) of the regulations by letter
dated July 11, 2001, notified the FAA of the Council’s conclusion that the criteria for Council

~ involvement in reviewing individual Section 106 cases applied and therefore, the Council
would participate in the consultation related to this undertaking (Appendix C Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation Correspondence).

Under the Section 106 process, members of the public and interested parties may request to
formally participate as consulting parties in the Section 106 review process. For this Project, the
" FAA has granted the tequests of the following parties to participate as consulting parties in the
Section 106 process: the National Trust for Historic Presetvation, the Municipal Art Society of
New York, New York City Partnership, Documentation and Conservation of Buildings, Sites
and Neighborhoods of the Modern Movement (DOCOMOMO), the Consulate General of
Finland, New York, New York Landmarks Conservancy, John Cullinane & Associates, JetBlue
Airways Corporation, and the New York Building Congress.
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The focus of this document is the aviation demand expected in the future by the FAA and
the Port Authority and the need for a modern facility that can accommodate it while
enabling the restoration/rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of the TWA Terminal. This EA
‘evaluates the environmental impacts of full redevelopment of the Terminal 5/6 site.

1.3 Background

JFK is leased to the Port Authority by the City of New York for a term extending to December
31, 2015. Negotiations for lease renewal are underway between the City of New York and the
~ Port Authority. The airport is located in the southeastern section of Queens County on

Jamaica Bay, 15 miles by highway from midtown Manhattan. It encompasses 4,956 actes,
including 880 acres in the Central Terminal Area (CTA). The CTA consists of nine unit
passenger terminals with frontage located adjacent to an interior area accommodating the
roadway, parking, and transit systems (see Figure 1.3-1). The locations of the terminals are
defined and limited by the ground access system and parking areas on one side and the
airfield layout and aircraft maneuvering areas on the other side. '

The original design concept for the airport called for individual unit terminals, because the
resident airlines wanted their own identities. Changes in technology and in the airline
industry enabled the airlines to use larger jets, causing the airport layout to evolve to its
current configuration, with the future configuration set forth in the Revised Concept Master
Plan (Appendix B Revised Concept Master Plan). Those changes have rendered the terminals
built in the early 1960s, including Terminals 5 and 6, inadequate and obsolete. :

Redevelopment of JFK is occurting in response to increasing demand for aviation services and
the actions by the Port Authority and airport tenants to address that demand. The Port

- Authority has addressed changes to the landside part of the airport by developing a new
roadway system designed to reduce vehicular congestion and by construction of the AirTrain
project, a new light rail mass transit access system for the airport. Airport tenants have
implemented modernization projects for most of the terminal buildings. Terminals 1 and 4 have
been completely modernized, whereas Terminals 7, 8, and 9 are in various phases of
reconstruction and redevelopment. Delta Airlines plans to upgrade and renovate Terminals 2

and 3 in the near future.

The TWA Terminal was designed by Eero Saarinen in the late 1950s and constructed in the early
1960s. TWA operated from Terminal 5, commonly referred to as the TWA Terminal, from 1962
until October 2001, when it ceased to exist as an airline. American Airlines conducted operations
in the terminal between October 2001 and January 2002. Terminal 5 became dormant in January
2002 when American Airlines ceased operation of TWA, integrating into American Airlines
operations and facilities in Terminals 8 and 9. The Port Authority assumed maintenance
functions at Terminal 5 in January 2002, to ensure that the unused building does not fall into
disrepair. JetBlue operates out of Terminal 6.

The TWA Terminal is considered a significant example of 20th Century modern architecture
and engineering because of its revolutionary and influential design. In 1994, the New York
City Landmarks Preservation Commission designated the main TWA Terminal building,
(zeferred to as the TWA Terminal or Terminal 5), the two connector tubes and Flight Wing 2

a New York City Landmark. In addition, the Terminal 5 site, including the main TWA
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Terminal building, the connector tubes, and Flight Wing 2, has been deemed eligible for
listing on the National and State Registers of Historic Places by the New York State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO). ’

The Port Authority has agreed to record the TWA Terminal, the connector tubes, and Flight
. Wing 2 to Level 1 standards and guidelines of the Historical Architectural Building

' Survey/Historic American Engineering Record of the National Park Service and agreed to
nominate the site for listing on the National and State Historic Registers. Itis maintaining
the vacant terminal and is committed to do so in the future until a new adaptive reuse
tenant is chosen through a Request for Proposals process. No demolition of any part of the
TWA terminal would take place prior to agreements being finalized for the new terminal.
The exterior and certain historically significant interior spaces-of the building would be
restored. The signature landside view of the terminal would be restored within a
reconfigured roadway and landscape environment. The Port Authority and the selected
adaptive reuse redeveloper would adhere to these and all other terms and conditions set
forth in a signed Memorandum of Agreement (Appendix D Memorandum of Agreement).

The vacant TWA Terminal, which has 14 aircraft contact gates and five hardstand positions,
is located at one of the prime sites in the CTA at JFK. It currently uses only a small portion -
of the site’s aviation capacity efficiently, as described in Section 2, Purpose and Need. The
TWA Terminal no longer meets the minimum modern standards for passenger service,
passenger handling, or building operations required by today’s airlines and the travelling
public. The shortcomings of the building are exacerbated by the new demands for increased
security in all areas of airline terminals.

JetBlue, which operates out of Terminal 6, has selected JFK as its hub to provide its low-cost
airline service to cities nationwide. Additional details on the existing and planned JetBlue
operations at JFK, as well as the environmental impacts associated with the operations, are
presented in the Environmental Assessment of New Entrant Exemption to the High Density Rule
and Operations Specifications for JetBlue Airways Corporation (CH2M HILL 1999a) (see '
Appendix E Finding of No Significant Impact and Record of Decision, New Entrant Exemption to
the High Density Rule and Operations Specifications for JetBlue Airways Corporation).

- JetBlue has a need to improve its facilities and expand beyond Terminal 6. The FAA and
Port Authority projections for passenger enplanements and airport operations, both before
and after September 11, 2001, still indicate consistent increases at JFK. Additional tenant
airlines may choose to enter into an agreement with the Port Authority in the future to '
occupy some of the facilities included in the Proposed Project. These airlines have the same
needs as JetBlue with respect to consolidating operations in a manner that improves
customer service and airline operations and satisfies security requirements. There is a need
to complete the environmental review of this Proposed Project in order for the anticipated

- future demand tobe met in a timely manner. ‘

1.4 Federal Action

The federal action fequifed to implement redevelbpment of the Terminal 5/6 site and
associated facilities is the approval by FAA of a revised JFK Airport Layout Plan (ALP).
While it is unknown at this time, it is possible that federal funding may be applied to
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portions of this project. Receipt of such funding is also considered a federal action and
therefore this document has been prepared to address the clear need for a revised ALP and
the possible need for approval of airport funding. The ALP will be prepared by the Port:
Authority and will include the Proposed Project described in Section 1.2 and Section 3.2
(Parking Garage Alternative 3 and Terminal Redevelopment Alternative 7A). Before the
FAA can approve the changes to the ALP, NEPA requires the FAA to evaluate the potential -
environmental consequences of its action and determine whether the project would cause a
significant environmental impact. This EA has been prepared to enable the FAA to make
that determination. If, on the basis of this EA, the FAA determines that the Proposed Project
would not cause a significant impact, it may issue a Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI). The FAA also will review the airspace implications of the Proposed Project to
‘ensure that the proposed changes meet airspace requirements at the airport. These
approvals must be obtained before the Port Authority may proceed with the Proposed

Project.




2. PurpOse and Need

2.1 Purpose

The purpose of the Propbsed Project is to redevelop the Terminal 5/6 site to include a new
airline terminal and to provide improved facilities and services, including parking, for the
safety, comfort, and convenience of passengers travelling through Terminals 5 and 6 at JFK.

2.2 Need

The Proposed Project would serve the following needs of the Port Authority, airline tenants,
airline passengers, and the general public: ' '

e Need to make efficient use of aviation capacity with a flexible terminal design to
accommodate a variety of aircraft : :

e Need for a modern terminal that promotes airline competition and complies with the

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) o

Need for facilities with adequate level of service within a responsive timeframe

Need for terminal space to meet updated security requirements

Need for sufficient landside access

Need to improve parking facility level of service .

Need to restore and rehabilitate the TWA Terminal

Each of these needs is discussed in detail below. A discussion of how the Proposed Project
meets these needs is also provided. Consideration has been given to the effects of the events of
September 11,2001, on the need for and timing of improvements. The project needs have not
changed and are responsive to needs of tenant airlines, and the expected rebound of airline
business in the future. Interim events may delay the implementation of aviation facility
improvements but will not diminish their need. o

221 Need to Make Efficient Use of Aviation Capacity With a Flexible Terminal
Design to Accommodate a Variety of Aircraft ‘

The need to make efficient use of the site is important, since JFK is one of the 25 busiest
airports in the world in terms of passengers, among the top 50 in terms of aircraft
movements, and 12th in the world in terms of international flights. An airport with this level
of activity must maintain a central terminal area (CTA) that decreases passenger connection
times and increases passenger convenience. The Terminal 5/6 site is the last parcel within
the CTA to be considered for redevelopment (the airport, with nine existing terminals, does -
“not have space to expand elsewhere within the established CTA). Although the Terminal
5/6 site is one of the prime sites at JFK, it does not efficiently utilize its aviation capacity in
its present configuration. Terminals 5 and 6 together occupy 653,000 square feet, but the
Proposed Project concept shows there is ample room to support a 1.5-million-square-foot
terminal with full redevelopment of Terminal 5 and Terminal 6. The terminal area must be.
redeveloped to achieve the proper balance between airside ramp and terminal sizing. The
proposed terminal should be configured to ensure ease of aircraft maneuvering while
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making the most efficient use of the real estate, pursuant to FAA Advisory Circular
150/5300-13, Airport Design (September 1989), for the redevelopment of the terminal, apron,
and taxi-lane areas. A flexible design is needed for the site to accom:r@date a range of '
aircraft, depending on market needs, while maintaining a high level of service that responds
to changing demands over time. Each concourse needs to accommodate Group III, IV, and V
aircraft of various lengths and wingspans, with flexibility to vary the Jocations foreachas
the tenant airliners’ fleet mix changes.

2.2.2 Need for Modern Terminal to Prbmote Airline Competition and
Comply with ADA :

Airlines must provide appropriate facilities for all passengers. One of the benefits of modern
airport terminals is that accommodations for individuals with disabilities can be included
within the base design. To attract and keep customers, aitlines need modern building
systems and designs that provide convenjence and comfort and protect passengers from
inclement weather. The ability to compete is hampered when an airline must operate from
obsolete facilities when compared to other airlines having more efficient and customer-
friendly accommodations. Termirials 5 and 6 do not meet the ADA requirements, so special
arrangements must be made to accommodate passengers with disabilities. Weather
protection is provided by add-on canopies, not canopies integrated into the building design.
Because they do not use heating and ventilating systems with modern, efficient equipment,
they also waste energy and add to utility costs. These conditions at Terminals 5 and 6 can be
remedied only by redevelopment, a process already completed, under way, or planned at
the other airport terminals at JFK. Within the CTA, Terminal 1 has already undergone

' reconstruction and was reopened in May 1998. Delta Airlines has proposed redevelopment of
Terminals 2 and 3. Redevelopment of Terminal 4 began in May 1997, was completed at a cost
of $1.2 billion and was dedicated in May 2001. British Airways completed construction of its
major expansion of Terminal 7 iri 2002. American Airlines has embarked on a new terminal
development project that will replace Terminals 8 and 9 at a cost of nearly $1 billion. In light
of these redeveloped facilities, Terminals 5 and 6 are the least improved passenger facilities in
the CTA in terms of ADA compliance.

In an industry where the competitive environment includes passenger convenience and
airline corporate image, the tenants of Terminals 5 and 6 must undertake improvements to
remain competitive, maintain their customer base, meet travelers” expectations, and comply
with the ADA.

993 Need for Facilities with Adequate Level of Service within a
Responsive Timeframe ‘

Terminals 5 and 6 were state-of-the-art facilities when they were designed and constructed
more than 40 years ago. However, since that time, the aviation industry and the sizes and
types of aircraft used for travel have changed tremendously. The dramatic changes in the
industry and technology, coupled with the advanced age of the facilities, have reduced their
desirability by the airlines as terminal buildings. These two terminals originally were
planned as separate domestic and international terminals. However, the terminals do not
meet modern aviation planning criteria for those uses. Operational inefficiencies have
resulted in reduced passenger level of service, which is contrary to the goal of the Port
Authority and the airlines: to assure the highest level of convenience and efficiency for their
.customers. The planning, development, and construction of modern air terminals is a time
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consuming process. As demand for aviation services is projected to increase over the next
ten years, work must begin now for the planning, design and construction of anew - .
reconfigured Terminal 5/6 site. :

Service efficiency can be defined as the quality or conditions of service that passengers
experience at a facility. This is normally a measure of either (1) passenger inconvenience
(e.g., waltmg times or missed flights) or (2) the space, size, or number of facilities available
for processing passengers; e.g., the size of the terminal building related to the number of
passengers and number of gates, the distance a passenger must travel to reach the gate, the
length of ticket counter in linear feet per passenger, the size of the baggage claim area and
belt length, and the size of Federal Inspection Services facilities, holdrooms, concessions,
and other functional areas. Passengets per aircraft boarding gate and terminal space per

~ gate are other ways of comparing terminal service levels.

Airport facilities generally are sized for a particular useful service life. Therefore, when an

airport or new terminal first opens, the level of service provided is desirably better than any
adopted criterion, but by the end of the facility’s service life, the service provided is often
worse than the criterion, Levels of service change as passenger traffic increases, and
eventually additional facilities are needed to restore service to a satisfactory level and to
ensure it is not soon degraded by future passenger growth. Thus, there is a need for a
terminal design that enables construction to be conducted quickly and efficiently in order to
maintain adequate service in response to changing market demands.

The Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment Project would improve passenger service by consolidating
Terminals 5 and 6 into a single, properly sized terminal. Redevelopment would provide both
domestic and international capability and, at @ minimum, meet the modern airside
‘requirements established in FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13, Airport Design (September
1989), and the modern terminal planning criteria established in FAA Advisory Circular
150/5360-13, Playning and Design Guidelines for Airport Terminal Facilities (April 2, 1988).

There is often a perception that providing additional facilities at an airport will itself induce
additional demand for air travel. Experience at JFK and other airports indicates that such
demand does riot occur, since the airline’s market is the primary driver. Increases in .
demand can almost always be traced to causes other than terminal facility improvements.
For example, in the absence of associated terminal modlﬁcahons, the number of enplaned
passengers increased at an annual rate of 6.5 percent between 1993 and 1995 at JFK, and at
less than 2 percent over the subsequent 2 years, primarily because of economic factors and

- airline scheduling. Conversely, major facility improvements rarely are the cause of an
increase in demand. Also, the redevelopment of Terminal 1 has not caused air travel there to
increase beyond forecast levels, and the number of operations increased noticeably when
JetBlue began operating out of an existing terminal without any increase in terminal size.
However, the absence of adequate facilities can restrict an airlines operations or can cause
an airline to relocate elsewhere . :

Table 2.2-1 provides measurements of the differences in terminal servicing facilities based on
actual and future passenger demands at Terminal 6 by JetBlue. In this analysis, Terminal 5 is
assumed to remain closed for aircraft operations and is not included in the comparison
because it does not account for the deficiencies described above—namely a design based on
40-year-old planning standards that is incompatible with current aircraft requirements and
guidelines per FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13, Arport Design (September 1989), and
'FAA Advisory Circular 150/ 5360-13, Planning and Design Guidelines for Airport Terminal
Facilities (April 2, 1988), and a building that devotes unnecessary square footage to duplicate
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support functions. The forecast demand of 7.1 million passengers in 2010 is derived from a
flight schedule that assumes 150 narrow-body aircraft departures a day leaving from either
the existing or redeveloped Terminal 6. Existing gate utilization would have to increase 375
percent to meet the 2010 forecast passenger demand if JetBlue is constrained to operate in
the existing Terminal 6. This increase in gate utilization likely would not be feasible, or
would involve an inefficient use of apron hardstands that require bussing of passengers,
loading of passengers in an unsheltered environment, and results in a very low level of
service.

TABLE 2.2-1 ‘
Comparison of Existing and Forecast Terminal 8 Activity

Existing Terminal 6

Actual 2000 Forecast 2010
Annual Ehplaned Pasé.engers ) 1,494,589 . 7,117,500
Average Daily Enplaned Passengers. 4,095 19,500
Number of Aircraft Boarding Gates 14 14
Average Daily Enplaned Passengers per Boarding Gate 293 1,393
Percent Increase in Gate Utilization Compared to 2000 ' 0% 375%

Source: Port Authority of New York & New Jersey. July 15, 2002. John F. Kennedy Interational Alrport
Terminal 5J8 Concept Design Study. ' ‘

Another way of characterizing the data is to recognize that the level of passenger service
congestion will increase three to four times in the future over that which existed in 2000
without any redevelopment in the terminal area. Future enplanement levels are based on
the best-forecast information available at the current time. The results indicate a substantial
increase in passengers that is well beyond the ability of the existing Terminal 6 facility to
process and manage. ' , ‘

A review of recent airline activity statistics also indicates the congestion experienced by
passengers. Table 2.2-2 shows the airline’s passenger levels at Terminal 6 for four
representative months during 2002, It also shows that the number of passengers at
".Terminal 6 is increasing at the rate of 400 additional passengers each day per gate.

TABLE 2.2-2 : ' :
JotBlue Passenger Activity at Terminal 6 for Representative Months, Year 2002

Total Passengers in Current Passenger Increase from ' Averége Daily Increase in Paésengers '
Month and Preceding 11 Months Previous Month , per Aircraft Boarding Gate
July 4,169,004 R NA : . NA
August 4,340,234 171230 395
Septerﬁber 4,632,685 192,451 ' 458
October 4,708,782 176,007 406

~ Source: Port Authority of New York & New Jersey. July 15, 2002. John F. Kennedy International Airport Terminal
6JB Concept Design Study.
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Comparisons of the number of passengers per aircraft boarding gate in 2000 and 2002 show that
activity levels in Terminal 6 are increasing. Fewer than 300 passengers were enplaned per
boarding gate in Terminal 6 in 2000 (Table 2.2-1), but that was before the startup of JetBlue and the
events of September 11, 2001. During the past year, which is more representative of current
activity, average daily passenger enplanement activity has increased to 921 per boardinhg gate, an
increase of more than 200 percent over the 2000 boarding levels. JetBlue is quickly approaching
maximum utilization of gates and cannot sustain continued growth in the existing Terminal 6.

As JetBlue continues to increase its activity levels, it will become a larger player in the overall
activity at the airport, thereby emphasizing the need to improve facilities and increase aviation
capacity at JFK. The Port Authority’s forecasts of passengers and 2010 activity levels in Terminal
6 shown in Table 2.2-1 provides the relationship shown in Table 2.2-3. Table 2.2-3 indicates that
JetBlue passenger activity will increase at a rate greater than that experienced by the airportas a
whole. That rate of growth will necessitate improved terminal facilities and equipment if the
airport is to have an adequate level of service for its passengers at this location. '

TABLE 2.2-3 .
Comparison of JetBlue and Total JFK Passenger Activity

- 2000 2010

Actual % Forecast - %
. JFK Airport 32.9 million 100 - 39.3 million 100
“JetBlue Airways 2.9 million : 89 . 14.2 million 36.1

Sources:
Port Authority of New York & New Jersey. Long Range Forecast Summary 2003-2012.
Port Authority of New York & New Jersey. July 15, 2002. JFK International Airport Terminal 5JB.Concept Design

Study. :

The deficiency in service is also apparent when the amount of space available per aircraft
boarding gate is examined. Table 2.2-4 shows that the existing square footage per gate is
much less than that of other terminals, clearly establishing a need for improvements. The
table also shows that the Proposed Project would provide additional space. '

TABLE 2.2-4 . . 4
Comparison of Current and Proposed Terminal Square Footage per Gate

Terminal 5/6 ,
Cutrent Proposed Project  Terminal 1 Terminal 4 Terminal 8/9

" Terminal Building Space 745,000 1,540,000 673,000 2,000,000 1,900,000
(approximate gross total), ft*
Number of Contact Gates = 27 47 11 21 572
Terminal ft? per Gate 27,593 32,766 61,180 95,240 33,333

Source: Port Authority of New York and New Jersey. January 2003. Aviation Planning Department records.
®Source: American Airlines Environmental Assessment. 1999, g

While the growth of JetBlue provides an example of a current need to improve facilities at
JFK, it is important to note, that even without the dramatic growth of JetBlue it is projected
that the business of aviation will continue to grow and that the proposed project will be
‘required with or without JetBlue. '
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Despite economic downturns, global conflict, and heightened security concerns, aviation
passenger traffic has grown steadily and reliably throughout the 20th century. The growth
in aviation has been driven by a number of factors including; the deregulation of the airline
industry, larger more efficierit aircraft, increases in population and national wealth, and a

steady decrease in airfares.

The recent slowdown in economic growth, coupled with the events of September 11, 2001,
the Afghanistan conflict, the Iraq war, and Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome (SARS) have
resulted in a dramatic reduction in aviation demand. These things contributed to the
bankruptcy of some major airlines and forced the remaining airlines to initiate programs to
dramatically reduce costs. The result of these events has been a significant reduction in
aircraft operations and passenger traffic at JFK and other airports nationwide. However, the.
consensus opinion of aviation experts is that growth in aviation passenger traffic at JFK and
other airports worldwide will continue. This opinion is supported by the conclusion that the
- trends, which have driven aviation demand over the last 50 years, are still in place and will
continue to support the steady growth in aviation. Jet Blue’s growth has, however,
increased at a relatively steady rate.

As outlined in Figure 2.2-1, in the last 20 years of the 20th Century, during good economic
times and bad, domestic passenger traffic increased at an annual average rate of over 6%. In-
addition to steady economic growth and increased globalization, this rate of growth has
been driven by increasingly lower costs for air travel (see Figure 2.2-2).

FAA'’s aviation activity forecasts for JFK are contained in the 2003 terminal area forecasts
(FAA 2003). The forecasts, covering fiscal years 2002 to 2013, project substantial increases in
future enplanements and aircraft operations. The forecasts indicate confidence in increased
aviation at JFK, particularly for future passenger levels. They show robust activity at JFK,
which the Port Authority expects will occur as the industry rebounds from the events of
September 11, 2001. Review of the Port Authority forecasts indicates similar rates of growth.

These forecasts predict rates of growth that will cause a rapid expansion in aviation demand at
JFK. Its important to realize that growth rates of 3 to 4% will cause a 50% increase in aviation
demand in as little as 10 to 14 years. Given that the planning horizon for large scale
infrastructure projects is approximately 10 years it is clear that the planning and development
work for the proposed project needs to.begin now in erder to meet the expected demand.

The upcoming aviation demands and planned passenger growth need to be met with
modern buildings and facilities that provide an adequate level of service. The Proposed
Project would meet the Port Authority’s desire to improve service to airport customers as
aviation demand is projected to increase through 2012. It would accommodate the planned
growth of tenant airlines at an acceptable level of service for both domestic and international

operations.
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FIGURE 2.2-1
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FIGURE 2.23
'FAA Predictions for Domesiic
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TABLE 2.2-5
FAA Terminal Area Forecasts for Selected Years at JFK Intemational Airport

Total Passengers % Annual Increase ~ Total Aircraft % Annual Increase from
Year (in millions) from Previous Period  Operations (in 000s) Previous Period
2002 30 NA 291 NA
2007 38 5.1 1343 3.5
2012 45 38 375 . 1.9

Source: FAA. January 22, 2003.Terminal Area Forecast. hitp://www.api.faa.gov

TABLE 2.2-6
- Port Authority Forecast
Total Passengérs % Annual increase Total Aircraft % Annual Increase from
Year (in millions) from Previous Period  Operations (in 000s) Previous Period
2002 29 . NA 276 NA
2007 36 4.7 340 47
2012 .42 3.2 380 2.4

Source: Port Authority of New York and New Jersey. Long-Range Forecast Summary, 2003-2012.

‘The Proposed Project would eliminate deficiencies and provide more efficient use of airport

terminal passenger facilities and services, assure compliance with ADA regulations, and
alleviate other terminal area restrictions and shortcomings that are expected to worsen unless
improvements are made as passenger levels continue to grow at this location at JFK.

2.2.4 Need for Terminal Space to Meet Updated Security and Safety
Requirements | |

There is an essential need for all airport facilities to enhance the safety of aircraft operations,

improve safety within the terminal area, and improve security. With respect to the current

aircraft operating requirements in this general area of the airport, and particularly around
Terminal 6, movement is complex because of the number and location of buildings and the

' limited amount of space available for aircraft maneuvering and parking. A simplified layout

for aircraft parking in the terminal area is needed to enhance operational safety and provide
for adequately sized gates, basic building configurations, and maximized terminal frontage.

Terminal 5 lacks the safety enhancements needed for safe passenger movement and baggage
handling and to meet modern environmental and life safety systems standards. Retrofitting
antiquated buildings to satisfy those needs would be expensive and difficult to accomplish in
a way that balances needs throughout the structure. Systems that control heating, ventilation,
cooling , and fire detection systems would need to be modified. Asbestos removal, glass
replacement, and even flooring finishes are safety items that would require attention if the
buildings are to meet modern standards. Even after going to the trouble and expense of
modernizing the outdated facilities, the result would be facilities that are inflexible and
mismatched compared to what could have been accomplished by undertaking complete

~ redevelopment of the terminal. :
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With the signing of the federal Aviation and Transportation Security Act in November 2001,

- airports are responsible for meeting the latest security requiréments of the Transportation
Security Administration (TSA), including baggage screening, vehicle searches, and other
measures to eliminate threats to aviation facilities and users. Airport terminals also must be able
to accommodate passengers in the event of an emergency incident that requires evacuation of

* passengers from one area of a terminal to another. These needs may require structural
strengthening in buildings to support larger screening devices, the redesign of terminal entrance
and airline support facilities, expanding passenger check-in areas, and other measures to ensure
terminal integrity and security. Incorporating perimeter area protection, such as eliminating
automobile parking within 300 feet of terminal entrances, may be virtually impossible at some
‘terminals, given their building footprints and relationships to surrounding roads and curbsides.

The Proposed Project affords the opportunity to provide for enhanced security for all the
terminal area improvements to be undertaken as part of the project. This capability is
afforded for airside operations, the terminal building, and landside access. Design of a new
terminal, as proposed in the Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment Project, allows all the evolving
security requirements to be considered and included in a comprehensive and cost-effective
manner that assures the safety of the traveling public. o :

2.2.5 Need for Sufficient Landside Access

There is a need for sufficient landside access to the Terminal 5/6 site. In particular, the
terminal needs to provide an efficient link to the mass transit system, including light rail
and the roadway system. Redevelopment of the terminal site is also needed to provide an
adequate length of curb frontage to efficiently serve both arriving and departing passengers.

" As a separate project, the Port Authority constructed a light rail (AirTrain) system, which
became fully operational in 2003. The system interconnects all nine terminals and the rental

. car facilities located at the Federal Circle Station through a centralized loop. Spur lines connect
to Howard Beach and Jamaica, where access to New York’s regional mass transit system is
available. Access to the system from the Terminal 5/6 site is needed to serve both origination
and destination passengers and passengers who may be transferring within the CTA.

The Terminal 5/6 site needs adequate vehicular access. In particular, a new roadway
scheme is needed to serve passengers arriving and departing through private vehicle, rental
car, taxi/limousine, and public transportation. The new roadway scheme must meet peak-
hour vehicle flows and also annual demand. '

Modern day planning indicates that terminal frontage should provide adequate sidewalk,
preferably covered, that borders the terminal and road system with adjacent paved areas to
permit vehicles to offload or load passengers. Terminal access frontage is needed to serve
‘both deplaning and arriving passengers in a manner that ensures that these simultaneous
activities do not produce traffic conflicts. To.avoid congestion at the terminal, the two areas
and functions should bé separated vertically in respect to their arrangements and
relationships to the terminal building. As reported in the Combined Terminals 5and 6
Preliminary Frontage, Intersection Capacity and Parking Analyses report (Basilio-Avadhani
Associates 2000) prepared for this project, an estimated 2,837 linear feet of curb frontage is
needed. The arrival cutb requires 1,327 feet of frontage and the departure curb1,510 feet.
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The Proposed Project would meet these needs by providing access to the AirTrain, a ro'adway
systemn that would meet peak hour demand, and a bilevel roadway system that would
provide sufficient terminal frontage to meet the needs of arriving and departing passengers.

2.2.6 Need to Improve Parking Facility Level of Service

The Port Authority recently embarked on.a major program to improve customer satisfaction
with its airports. As part of that effort, it hired JD Power & Associates to survey customer likes
and dislikes and to provide guidance and suggestions on improvements that would increase
customer satisfaction. One comment that customers repeatedly made in surveys and focus
groups is their preference for covered parking facilities adjacent to passenger terminals. The
Port Authority recently conducted a series of comprehensive customer surveys associated
with parking at its airports, The Port Authority concluded that customer satisfaction with
parking facilities at JFK is near the bottom of all airports surveyed. In response to customer
feedback and airport surveys, the Port Authority concluded that, where possible, parking
garages should be constructed adjacent to passenger terminals to provide airport customers
with the highest level of customer service.

The proposed multistory parking structure with 1,500 spaces for the Terminal 5/6
Redevelopment Project, including a passenger connector linking the parking structure to the
terminals, will address that need. The project will include modifications to the terminal access
roadways and the addition of parking entrances and exit revenue control plazas from the
parking structure. The purpose of constructing the parking lot is to enhance customer service

* and to provide airport patrons with the efficient parking facilities that they expect and desire.
Construction of the parking facility is not intended to expand parking capacity airport-wide.
As a result of constructing the parking garage, it is expected that nearby terminal covered
parking will be the first choice of the segment of the traveling public that arrives by
automobile, while remote long-term lots will experience less demand.

2.2.7 Need to Restore and Rehabilitate the TWA Terminal

There is a need to restore and rehabilitate the TWA Terminal. The terminal is unoccupied
and has not operated adequately as a terminal for many years. In the time since it was
vacated by American Airlines, no airlines have used the terminal, either temporarily or
permanently, and it appears to be the least desirable of all terminals at JFK from an

- operational standpoint. Therefore, unless demand were to saturate other terminals in the
CTA or an substantial emergency were to occur at another terminal, requiring that an
aitline temporarily relocate, the TWA Terminial would not be returned to use as a terminal.
A lengthened period of inactivity in or at the TWA Terminal would not be beneficial to the
- structure. The Port Authority has committed to a maintenance plan that will prevent
deterioration, but restoration would not be practical under this alternative in the absence of -
an identified use for the structure. Incompatible structures added since the original
construction continues to adversely affect the historic resource, '

The Proposed Project will provide for the restoration and rehabilitation of Terminal 5
through an adaptive reuse program. It is proposed that the appropriate adaptive reuse of
the main Terminal 5 building and the connector tubes will be determined through a Request
for Proposal document to be issued by the Port Authority. This approach would minimize
impacts on the historic setting, minimize the extent of demolition and other impacts on
significant historic structures, and maximize the potential for restoration of historic
resources and improvement of the site. ' '
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23 'Additio'nal Benefits of the Propoéed Project

2.3.1 Economic Importance of a Low-Fare Carrier to the Regional Economy

The New York City metropolitan region has 18 million residents and is the largest travel
markef in the nation. New York consistently ranks in the top busiest city market pairs in the
country. Nevertheless, the cost of aitfare to the consumer is substantially greater in many of
those markets than for the country as a whole. The Proposed Project would enable JetBlue, a
low-fare air carrier, to maintain and grow its presence at JFK in a modern, efficient facility.

The benefits to the regional economy of continuing low-fare service are well documented. I its
report on low-cost airline service (USDOT 1996), the U.S. Department of Transportation
examined the effects of low-fare service on efficiency, competition, and industry structure. The

- study notes that passengers all across the country now benefit from the availability of low-cost
service, with consumer savings estimated at $6.3 billion annually. However, the study reported
that fare premiums are quite high and are increasing at network hub cities where low-cost
carriers do not compete. The study points out that “Low fare stimulated demand has very
positive implications for the airline industry labor force, and promotes substantial economic growth
to the benefit of consumers, local communities, travel related industries, and the aerospace industry”’
(emphasis added). The study also states, “Communities should consider not just the fare
consequences for passengers traveling to and from the cities, but the potential economic
consequences of low-fare service. We have not attempted here to quantify the potential
economic gains for communities, but the multiplier effect of 4 million new passengers a year at
Salt Lake City, for example, is clearly enormous. All this suggests that communities that have
little or no service by low-cost carriers should actively seek such service.”! The Proposed Project
would help to provide economic benefits needed by communities in the JFK region.

232 The Airport’s Role as a Major Employment Center

The airport plays an important role in the regional economy. The Port Authority’s 2000

* Airport Traffic Report provides a 13-year history of airport employment at the three
commercial passenger airports (JFK, LaGuardia, Newark International). JFK is the largest
employer of the three, having a reported workforce of 37,365 in 2000, or 52 percent of the
combined employment at the three airports. This is a reduction from the period of 1984 to
1991, when employment éxceeded 40,000 workers and reached as high as 46,000 in one year.

In 2000, workers at JFK received an estimated $2 billion in payroll, and the three airports
combined accounted for more than $3.6 billion that year. The importance of aviation
employment in the metropolitan region’s economy is self-evident. Job creation afforded by the
Proposed Project would support aviation’s solid performance as a major employment sector,
providing an important foundation for the regional economy and its growth. '

This quotation refers the success of Morris Alr, which operated as a successful low-fare carrler in the Sait Lake City area from
1992 to 1995. Morris Air's president during that time was JetBlue's Chief Executive Officer, David Neeleman.
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31 Overview

This section of the EA discusses the wide range of alternatives considered as the means of
meeting the needs described in detail in Section 2, and the process conducted in arriving at
the preferred alternative for the Proposed Project. The No Action Alternative would not
meet the stated needs but must be considered in the EA [40 CFR 1502.14(d)]. In'addition,
other alternatives are described that were considered but rejected from further detailed
environmental analysis because they would not be feasible or would not meet the purpose

and need for the project.

3.1.1 Approach to Analysis of Alternatives ,
The approach to the analysis of alternatives was to consider all reasonable possibilities that

‘might be applicable to satisfying the objectives and requirements described in Section 2,

Purpose and Need. The analysis included:
o Consideration of constructing terminal facilities at other locations;

o Taking no action by doing nothing in the way of improving the terminal area and using
the existing terminal as currently configured; and

o Constructing alternative terminal redevelopment or new development configurations at
the Terminal 5/6 site.

These alternatives were evaluated to determine whether they would be feasible or prudent
from a technical standpoint and also to determine whether they would meet the needs’
established for this project. The alternatives were refined until an alternative was identified
that would satisfy the project purpose and each of the project needs, and would be feasible
and prudent. The alternatives considered are described in Section 3.2. The alternative that
would best meet the project purpose and needs, would be prudent and feasible, and would
minimize harm (refer to Section 5.8, Historic Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources
and Appendix A Section 4(f) Evaluation for the Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK) was selected
as the preferred alternative for the Proposed Project.

3.1.2 Evaluation Criteria -

* Thé criteria used to judge the prudence and feasibility of each alternative are based on the

project’s purpose and need:

1. Efficient use of aviation capacity with a flexible terminal design to accommodate a
variety of aircraft. The alternative must provide sufficient aircraft gates, consistent with
forecast demand, and efficient and safe moving and servicing of aircraft. Proper use of
the site ultimately will determine how efficient an airline can operate and, in turn, the
level of passenger service it can provide and the profitability of its operation. Having
aircraft on the ground and waiting for terminal gates to become available is a great
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detriment to service and operational efficiency. Congestion between taxiing aircraft and
ground service equipment (such as baggage loaders, fuel trucks, etc) is undesirable. The
alternative must provide a balance between airside ramp and terminal sizing and be
configured to ensure ease of aircraft maneuvering. It must link with other development
within the CTA to decrease passenger connection times and increase passenger
convenience. A flexible design is important so the site can accommodate a range of
aircraft of various wingspans, particularly Group III through V aircraft, within each:
concourse, depending on market needs, while maintaining a high level of service that
responds to changing demands over time. '

Modern terminal that promotes airline competition and complies with ADA. The
alternative must enable airlines to be viable and competitive in the marketplace. To be
competitive, airlines must be able to reach out to all passengers, including those covered
by the ADA. The alterhative should provide modern building systems and designs that
provide convenience and comfort and protect passengers from inclement weather.

 Facilities with adequate level of service within a responsive timeframe. The

alternative must provide a terminal configuration that maximizes contact aircraft gate
positions, minimizes walking distance, and provides the functionally-required building
area for passenger processing, baggage claim, Federal Inspection Services facilities,
holdrooms, and concessions. Adequate area for support facilities, passenger queuing,
and circulation also is necessary to provide quality passenger services. There is a need
for a terminal design that enables construction to be conducted quickly and efficiently in
order to maintain adequate service in response to changing market demands. The
planning, development, and construction of modern air terminals is a time-critical and -
time-consuming process. As demand for aviation services is projected to increase over

‘the mext ten years, work must begin now for the planning, design, and construction of a

new reconfigured Terminal 5/6 site.

Space to meet updated security requirements. The alternative must have sufficient
space to enable the terminal to meet the latest security requirements of the
Transportation Security Administration, including explosive baggage screening, vehicle
searches, and other measures to eliminate threats to aviation facilities and users. The
terminal also must accommodate passengers in the event of emergencies that require
evacuation from one area of a terminal to another.

Sufficient landside access. The alternative must provide the proper number of lanes in
a well-designed roadway configuration that assures efficient delivery and pickup of
passengers. Providing adequate curb frontage for passenger loading and-unloading is
necessary for the quick delivery of passengers to and from the terminal.

Improved parking level of service. The alternative must enhance customer service and
provide airport patrons with the efficient parking facilities that are required to service
the demand for parking adjacent to terminal buildings.

Rehabilitation and restoration of the TWA Terminal. The alternative must preserve the
TWA Termiral, comply with Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of
1966, minimize impacts to the building, minimize the extent of demolition and other
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impacts on significant historic structures, and maximize the potential for rehabilitation
and restoration of historic resources and improvement of the site. ‘

3.1.3 Terminal Deficiencies and Improvements Needed

The purpose of the Proposed Project is to redevelop the Terminal 5/6 site to include a new
airline terminal and to provide improved facilities and services, including parking, for the

' safety, comfort, and convenience of passengers traveling through Terminals 5 and 6 at JFK.
There are nine airline passenger terminals at JFK. Most have been and are continuing to
undergo reconstruction as a result of the Port Authority’s efforts to better serve the needs of
the traveling public using the airport. Terminal 1 was reconstructed and reopened in 1998.
Delta’s plans to upgrade and renovate Terminals 2 and 3 have been developed.
Redeveloped Terminal 4 was opened in May 2001. Terminal 7 (British Airways) has
undergone reconstruction. Terminals 8 and 9 are being demolished and replaced with a
single terminal. This redevelopment project is under construction with completion

- scheduled for 2007. Each of these terminals in the CTA has suffered from age and
deterioration, and all have undergone redevelopment or are programmed for improvements
except Terminals 5 and 6. Terminals 5 and 6 are more than 40 years old and inadequate by
today’s standards for passenger facilities and airline efficiency. '

The Port Authority has determined that the best way it is going to meet projected aviation
growth, its customers service needs, and provide a satisfactory level of comfort and
‘convenience in Terminals 5 and 6 is to undertake a construction program similar to those at
other terminals in the CTA. The Terminal 5/6 site must be redeveloped to overcome
deficiencies in infrastructure and building systems, aircraft and terminal compatibility
tequirements, and passenger safety, comfort, and handicap compliance needs.

3.2 Alternatives Considered and Development of a Preferred
Alternative

The following subsections describe and evaluate the alternatives that were considered. The
Port Authority reviewed and considered more than twelve alternatives for this Proposed
Project. The basic types of alternatives considered, based on the need to meet projected
growth in aviation demand, are constructing terminal facilities at another location, taking
No Action, and constructing alternative terminal configurations. Both the Port Authority
and the Municipal Art Society of New York, one of several consulting parties interested in
preservation of the site’s historical resources as described in Section 1 Introduction and
- Background, generated the alternative terminal configurations that are evaluated in detail.
Two other alternatives were received in response to the Port Authority’s Solicitation of
Interest (SOI) for a Request for Proposals for the restoration, rehabilitation and adaptive -
reuse of the main TWA Terminal building and the connector tubes (see the Executive
Summary, Section 3.2.4, and Section 6.4 for a description of the SOI). One of the two
alternatives, submitted by LCOR on January 31, 2002, called for the adaptive reuse of the
TWA Terminal as a hotel lobby/meeting center with restaurants. The other LCOR '
alternative keeps the original function as an airline terminal and is similar to Altérnative 12,
‘which is analyzed in this chapter and in the Section 4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6
Redevelopment at JFK (Appendix A). An additional alternative was submitted by the
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Municipal Art Society of New York as part of their July 29, 2003 comment letter on the June
2003 Draft EA; that comment letter refers to it as Alternative 13. That alternative was
discussed in the subsequent September 2003 process meetings described below.

The preferred alternative (Alternative 7A) was developed as the result of the meetings and

" additional consultation held in September 2003 as part of the process to comply with Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, which culminated in the Port Authority report
of October 10, 2003 to the FAA (Attachment C of the MOA - see Appendix D Memorandum
of Agreement). All consulting parties were invited to participate in these meetings. Of the
consulting parties, JetBlue Airways, the intended primary tenant of the new terminal, the
Port Authdrity, the Municipal Art Society of New York, the New York State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO), the New York Landmarks Conservancy and the New York
Building Congress attended these meetings and participated heavily in development of the
preferred alternative. The preferred alternative (Alternative 7A) was developed with a high
level of sensitivity to the concerns and issues raised during the entire public process, taking
into account comment received from the public and the consulting parties.

In addition to the redevelopment of the airline terininals, the project also includes a parking
facility to service the redeveloped terminal complex. Several parking alternatives were
developed and evaluated (see below). The selected parking alternative is a part of each of
the 12 terminal alternatives.

- Other components of the project would occur under all of the alternatives, except the No
Action alternative. These components are the demolition of three airport support structures
(Buildings 296, 295, and 164). The TWA Ground Support Building (Building 296) provided
ground service equipment support, commissary stores, aircraft and ground support
equipment (GSE) parts storage, a triturator (grinding machine for wastewater), and deicing -
product dispensing to Terminal 5. These functions will be incorporated into the new
terminal. Switch House #1 (Building 295) will be relocated to the island area surrounded by
the restricted service road as well as Taxiways Alpha and Kilo. This is near the intersections
of Runways 4L/22R and 13R/31L. In addition, a small ramp equipment storage building
(Building 164) will be demolished and its function will be subsumed into the new terminal.

321 Alternative Found Not to Be Feasible: Construction of Terminal
Facilities at Another Location

An alternative that has been found to be not feasible is to locate the current and future
operations of airlines that are now at the Terminal 5/6 site, including JetBlue, in a different
terminal in new facilities built in another part of the airport. No facilities or available area of
suitable size for the airlines’ needs exist in the CTA. As noted, each terminal in the CTA, with
the exception of Terminals 5 and 6, has undergone or is now undergoing improvements at -
costs involving billions of dollars. The airlines housed in those facilities and underwriting the
terminal improvement costs have committed to leases and integrated operational
considerations tailored to meet their respective long-term financial and operational needs.
Sharing those facilities with a competitor airline, and providing terminal and apron sizing
required to meet its competitors specific needs, is not efficient and typically not possible or
‘practical. For example, Terminal 4 is designed and constructed with capacity intended to meet
the existing and future demands of international activity. Significant investment in the
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construction of Federal InSpecﬁon Services, including customs, immigration, sterile corridors,
oversized baggage carousels etc makes this terminal inappropriate for long term usebya
primarily domestic carrier. The role of Terminal 4 is to accommodate the large contingent of
International catriers that utilize JFK. ' '

Seeking a stand-alone terminal located in another part of the airport other than the CTA in
which to conduct expanded airline operations is impractical, imprudent, and does not meet
the project purpose and needs. Limitations in available site sizes rendered the alternative not
- feasible. JetBlue considered the option of building a new terminal near Hangar 12 outside the
CTA. This option was rejected as the location was too far from the CTA and the AirTrain to
meet the operational needs of the airline. It also failed on the basis of cost, and the lack of

* proximity to and association with the other passenger processing areas of the airport.

As with most other areas on the airport, extensive demolition would be required at this
location to prepare the site for terminal or other use. A completely new terminal building
would be necessary, along with its associated aircraft parking apron, onsite access roads,
parking, and additional infrastructure. In addition, access to the airfield at the Hangar 12 site
is more restricted than within the CTA, which has direct access to a dual parallel taxiway
system. As Runway 13R is an often-used departure runway for which long queues develop,
siting a passenger terminal in this area could exacerbate the already significant delay problem .
at JFK. Attempting to provide service from the other terminals or from an outlying location
with a new terminal lacks any distinct advantages for airside operations or customer service
that are not already incorporated into the design and location of a redeveloped Terminal
5/6 site. No environmental benefits or reduction in impacts would occur from similar
construction farther from the center of the airport. Therefore, it is not reasonable to pursue
other alternative locations for detailed analysis:

3.2.2. Parkihg Garage Alternatives

The Port Authority recently erhbarked on a major program to improve customer satisfaction

with its airports. As part of that effort, it hired JD Power & Associates to survey customer likes

- and dislikes and to provide guidance and suggestions on improvements that would increase
customer satisfaction. One comment that customers repeatedly made in surveys and focus
groups is their preference for covered parking facilities adjacent to passenger terminals. The

_Port Authority recently conducted a series of comprehensive customer surveys associated
with parking at its airports. JD Power & Associates concluded that customer satisfaction with
parking facilities at JFK is near the bottom of all airports surveyed. In response to customer
feedback and airport surveys, the Port Authority concluded that, where possible, parking -

_ garages should be constructed adjacent to passenger terminals to provide airport customers

with the highest level of customer service.

The No Action Alternative and three individual alternatives were considered to meet the
parking garage needs described in Section 2, Purpose and Need. These alternatives and their
ability to meet the parking garage purpose and needs are described herein.

3.2.2.1 Parking Garage No Action Alternative _

The No Action Alternative would retain the existing uncovered ground level parking lot in its
existing conditiori. This alternative is not feasible because it does not meet the Port Authority’s
need for 1,500 parking spaces. As demand increases, passengers would be subjected to an
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increasingly reduced level of service due to the predicted growth in passenger volumes.
This alternative does not meet the sponsor’s need to improve customer level of service, or the
customers’ preference for covered parking adjacent to terminals. Extensive traffic congestion
and delays would be observed in terms of illegal parking in restricted parking areas,
redundant traffic circulation within the lot, and impedances to efficient traffic flow within -
the aisles. Retention of the existing condition would result in reduced customer service as

aviation demand increases.

3.2.2.2 Parking Garage Alternative 1

This alternative would retain the existing ground level lot and add customer amenities such as

E-Z Pass (an electronic payment system) and covered parking. This alternative was rejected as

the existing lot has only approximately 349 spaces, which is insufficient to meet the needed

design capacity, and customers would be forced to cross access roadways at grade to enter the
terminal, which causes a less than desirable level of safety.

3.2.2.3 Parking Garage Alternative 2

This alternative would entail constructing a parking garage in the long-term parking area.
This alternative does not meet the project purpose because short-term travelers and
meeters/greeters seek the convenience of parking close to the terminal. Requiring customers
to park a significant distance from the terminal would be an tinacceptable inconvenience.

3.2.2.4 Parking Garage Alternative 3 (Preferred Parking Garage Alternative)

This alternative consists of constructing a 1,500 space parking garage adjacent to the
AirTrain station (Figure 3.2-1). This alternative meets the need to provide a high level of
customer service to patrons of JFK Airport and is feasible to construct within the loop of the
" AirTrain, on the site of the existing Orange daily parking lot. The proposed garage would
contain four levels. The proposed parking structure will contain approximately 1,500 spaces.
The parking structure will include a direct structural connection to the adjacent AirTrain

station rotunda and to the new terminal.

The garage will replace 349 spaces in the Orange daily parking lot. The Port Authority
expects that the overall impact of the garage project on the parking supply at the Airport
will be to replace parking spaces lost within the CTA as a result of various roadway,
AirTrain, and other construction projects, and a slight reduction in parking levels in long
term lots, given the availability of parking directly adjacent to the terminal. :

3.2.3 Terminal Redevelopment Alternatives

The redevelopment alternatives are described here and in Appendix A Section 4(]) Ewvaluation
of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK. A conceptual layout is provided for each alternative.
 The alternatives are evaluated for prudence and feasibility, ability to meet the project

purpose and needs, advantages and disadvantages, and adverse or beneficial effect on the
historic resource. Each alternative except Alternative 1—No Action includes the parking
garage described in Section 3.2.2.4.
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3.23.1 Alternative 1—No Action

The No Action Alternative (Figure 5 in Appendix A Section 4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6
Redevelopment at [FK) would entail no replacement. or redevelopment of Terminals 5 and 6,
aircraft parking and maneuvering areas, and associated access roadway and parking needs.
It would involve neither demolition nor new construction. At Terminal 5, the TWA
Terminal, flight wings, and connector tubes would not be modified. Existing structures that
are incompatible with the original design of the TWA Terminal would remain adjacent to
the terminal. No changes in roadway access would be made, and no parking structure
would be constructed. There would be no additional public access to the TWA Terininal.
Restoration and rehabilitation would not be undertaken.

The advantage of this alternative is that any impact to the TWA Terminal, and construction of
new facilities adjacent to it, would be avoided. The disadvantages are numerous and severe. If
No Action were chosen and TWA Terminal were to be used as an airline terminal, the
imbalance between apron and terminal sizing would remain; and aircraft movement in
nearby apron areas would become increasingly congested due to the awkward terminal
configuration. Passenger levels of service and roadway access needs would not be met.
because there would be no improvement to the operational deficiencies inherent in the 1950s
design of the original terminal: insufficient space for ticketing, baggage, concessions, and
other functions, limited frontage with a single level roadway, and a congested roadway access
system. The need to meet security requirements and to improve the parking level of service
would not be met. The airlines’ need for a competitive terminal would not be met since the
terminal would not comply with the ADA; nor would it have modern building systems,
adequate weather protection, and facilities to enhance passenger comfort and convenience.

The aircraft apron adjacent to Terminals 5 and 6 would remain congested for aircraft
movement and become even more so over time as additional flights and possibly larger
aircraft require service at the gates. Eventually, passenger air service would be curtailed as a
result of the lack of any facility improvements for aircraft maneuvering and parking. The
No Action Alternative would fail to provide the level of passenger service expected by the
Port Authority and demanded by airlines and their customers. The congestion associated
with increased passenger activity would continue to increase until facilities reached their
maximum processing and holding capacities, after which they would remain at congested
levels and thereby curtail passenger activity.

Existing environmental impacts would continue with the No Action Alternative. Air quality
would likely degrade further as a result of road congestion and the lack of adequate parking
resulting in increased idling and recirculation of automobiles, and less efficient aircraft
taxiing to the gates. As defnand increases beyond the existing, gate capacity, additional
apron hardstands might be considered, which would require bussing of passengers and
additional adverse air quality impacts. The lack of improvements to these terminals would
result in the reduced ability of their tenants to-compete with other airlines in the CTA,
which are all operating out of terminals that have been redeveloped or planning
redevelopment projects. '
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The TWA Terminal has been unoccupied since January 2002 and had not operated
adequately as a terminal for many years before then. In the time since it was abandoned by
American Airlines (which took over TWA), no airlines have come forth to use the terminal
exclusively for its operations, either temporarily or permanently, and is the least desirable of
all terminals at JFK from an operational and customer service point of view. The Port
Authority has committed to a maintenance plan that will prevent deterioration of the
building, but restoration/rehabilitation would not be practical and would not occur in the
absence of an identified adaptive reuse for the structure. Incompatible structures added
since the original construction would continue to affect the historic resource adversely.
Thus, the No Action Alternative would not meet the purpose and needs for which the
project was established. ' :

3.2.3.2 Alternative Terminal Configurations

. Various terminal configurations and concept plans have been developed and considered for
redeveloping Terminals 5 and 6. The Port Authority has developed Alternatives 1 through 7.
These alternatives are described in more detail in the Concept Master Plan (Port Authority July

2000, amended February 2001). Alternative 7 retains the full length of the connector tubes, in
direct response to public input about the historic resource. Alternatives 8 through 12 were .
submitted by MAS, and retain the use of the main TWA Terminal building solely for airline
operations. . -

Alternative 7A was the result of additional consultations with the consulting parties and is the
preferred alternative for the Proposed Project. Alternative 7A retains the full length of both
tubes, iricludes restoration and rehabilitation of the East Tube, and describes for the West Tube
a hierarchy of options to be investigated as part of the design for the new terminal. This ‘
. alternative is the result of input from the consulting parties to the Section 106.process and

provides for the adaptive reuse of the TWA Terminal, and for e-ticketing kiosks for passengers .
without baggage who choose to enter the new terminal through the TWA Terminal and
connector tubes. It also will provide enhanced public access to the TWA Terminal from
AirTrain, the CTA roadway system, and the new terminal.

The alternatives have been évaluated in this sectioi}_ of the EA and in Appendix A Section 4(f)
Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redeveloprient at JFK. o :

Fundamental Concepts for Terminal Design. The type of terminal that would best meet the
project needs was chosen based on fundamental terminal design concepts. The fundamental
concepts for terminal designs are (1) linear terminals, where gates are provided across the
face of the terminal building; (2) satellites, where arrival/departure buildings are separated
from the terminal and surrounded by aircraft; (3) the transporter concept, in which
passengers are transported by bus from a terminal to remote aircraft; and (4) pier concepts,
where aircraft park at concourses extending from a main terminal building. To meet the
needs of the project, these alternate schemes would need to preserve the TWA Terminal and
satisfy three basic components of terminal design: 1) aircraft parking, maneuvering, and
servicing; 2) terminal area sizing and configuration; and 3) roadway capacity and curb
frontage. The major features and advantages of the four configuration schemes relative to
these factors are summarized below. ‘
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The initial screening of alternatives must consider the type and volume of passenger and
aircraft activity at the terminals. Most apparent in any terminal configuratioriis the
requirement for consolidated terminal and airside operations that permit transfer of
passengers between as many as 10 or more aircraft of various sizes in a short time frame so
as to allow for maximum use of gates, aircraft, and airline personnel. The first concept, the
linear concept, was removed from further consideration as the preferred alternative because
of the extensive amount of building frontage required for each parked aircraft and the
walking distances required of passengers when changing airplanes. It also makes less
advantageous use of apron areas for aircraft parking and maneuvering. The second concept,
the satellite concept, was also removed from further consideration as the preferred
alternative because of the expense to provide underground connections between the
terminal, the remote satellite terminals, and the amount of disruption caused in trying to
construct buildings and underground connections in an operating airport environment. Itis
also very costly because of greater improvement needs and requirements for construction
staging, and because it disrupts operations at an unacceptable level. The third concept is the
transporter concept, in which manned or unmanned vehicles (such as an underground train
or an above ground mobile lounger) are used to move people between terminals. The
transporter concept carries a substantial expense for equipment and labor. It also requires
carefully coordinated aircraft scheduling, as the use of transporters involves additional
passenger connecting time and more traveler assistance. It was found to not meet the project
purpose and need. The fourth concept, the pier concept, provides the highest number of
aircraft parking positions for the amount of apron and building space required and allows
effective use of aircraft and employees with the least confusion for passengers.

For these reasons, the pier configuration was identified as the most effective use of the space
now occupied by Terminals 5 and 6 as evidenced in the Proposed Project (see Alternative
7A below). The geometry required to accommodate the terminal building, several piers,
landside access, and the apron associated with aircraft maneuvering space dictates the
design proposed for development, While there may be opportunities to provide minor
variations in the layout of the terminal areas, the basic spacing is prescribed due to the
limited amount of-apron area on one side of any terminal footprint and the confines of the
access roadways on the other side. :

Alternative Configurations Developed by Port Authority. Alternatives 2 through 7 represent the

evolution of the pier terminal concepts that have been developed by the Port Authority and
refined in response to public input. Alternative 7A is the result of additional consultation
and alternative analysis conducted by the Port Authority and the consulting parties as
described in the Port Authority’s October 10, 2003 report to FAA (Attachment C of the MOA
- see Appendix D Memorandum of Agreement).

Alternative 2—Demolition or Relocation. Alternative 2 (Figure 6 in Appendix A Section 4(f)
Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK) would remove both Terminals 5 and 6 in
their entirety, and a new terminal would be constructed using the entire Terminal 5/6 area.
The terminal could be designed without the site restrictions caused by full or partial
retention of the TWA Terminal. The greatest potential use of the airside could be achieved
with as many as 58 gate positions, including hardstand (or remote aircraft loading)
accommodation. ' V
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Alternative 2 would cause adverse impacts to historic resources since the portions of the site |
eligible for listing on the National Register (the TWA Terminal, connector tubes, and Flight

' Wing 2) would be demolished or removed. Demolition of the buildings (Alternative 2A)

would result in the entire loss of a significant architectural landmark. Although feasible, this
alternative would not be prudent since the TWA Terminal can be preserved under other
alternatives. The terminal could be relocated to a new site (Alternative 2B), but that that
would be infeasible for several reasons. Although structures as large as the TWA Terminal
have been relocated, they must be moved in multiple pieces. The thin-shell dome structure
may not survive separation without significant damage and possible collapse. Additionally,
the terminal is landlocked; there is no feasible airside move route to the waterfront without
major disruption of airport operations. A landside move also is not possible because of the
AirTrain and access roads blocking any potential route. Both alternatives would meet most
of the needs for which the project was established but not the need to preserve the TWA
Terminal. : _ : :

- Alternative 3—Internal Loop Roadway. Altemative 3 (Figute 7 in Appendix A Section 4(f)

Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK) proposes a new terminal structure constructed
on the airside of the TWA Terminal. Flight Wing 2-and its connector tube (the East Tube)
would be retained corresponding to the 1962 terminal plan, but Flight Wing 1 and its

connector tube (the West Tube) would be demolished. A link would be provided between one
of the existing gate lounges and the new terminal. The plan would provide 31 aircraft gates, 2
of which would be provided in Flight Wing 2 and accessed from the new structure.

Alternative 3 would cause adverse impacts to historic resources because the West Tube
connecting to Flight Wing 1 would be demolished. It would be neither prudent nor feasible
for several reasons. Since Alternative 3 would provide only 31 of 51 gates potentially -
available, it would not efficiently use the airside potential of the site. The original Terminal 5
would not adequately serve the gates in Flight Wing 2 in the areas of passenger service,
security and ADA requirements, The loop roadway configuration would be nonfunctional
since it would be unable to achieve the minimum grades to transition to a bilevel system.
The tight turning radius required to retain Flight Wing 2 would not meet industry-wide
accepted traffic planning standards. The 1,100 feet per level of curb frontage would be
inadequate to support a new terminal of this size (Basilio-Avadhani Associates 2000). For

. these reasons, Alternative 3 would not be feasible or prudent and would not meet the

purpose and needs for which the project was established.

Alternative 4—Perimeter Roadway. Alternative 4 (Figure 8 in Appendix A Section 4(f)
Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK) would retain the main TWA Terminal

building, both connéctors, and Flight Wing 2. This plan proposes an adaptive reuse for the

original TWA Terminal. It would provide 34 gates, including hardstands. A bilevel roadway
system would provide 1,500 feet per level of curb frontage. : : :

Alternative 4 would adversely affect historic resources because the new construction would
block the airside viéw from the Saarinen-designed TWA Terminal, and the original use of
the land as an airline terminal would be discontinued. It would not meet the project purpose

_and need because it would provide only 34 of 51 gates potentially available. Therefore, it

would ot efficiently use the airside potential of the site, the major need for which the
project was established. An advantage of Alternative 4 is that it would provide a good
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balance between the airside development and the landside (terminal and roadway)
capacities, which would enable the other project needs to be met. '

Alternative 5—Roadway Over and Under Tubes. Alternative 5 (Figure 9 in Appendix A Section
4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK) would locate most of the new terminal on
the northern part of the Terminal 5/6 site and provide 29 gates. The main TWA Terminal
building, Flight Wing 2, and its connector tube (the East Tube) would remain, for restoration

and adaptive reuse.

Alternative 5 would adversely affect the historic resources because views of the airfield from
the northern side of the TWA Terminal would be eliminated, all views from the terminal

" would be degraded by the departures roadway, and the original uses of this land would be
discontinued. The alternative would not be prudent for several reasons. Only 29 gates can be
furnished, and the ramp area would be greatly underused. The bilevel roadway would have
an inadequate 1,000 feet of curb frontage per level (Basilio-Avadhani Associates 2000), and so
there would be an unsatisfactory balance between airside activity and landside development.
For these reasons, Alternative 5 would not mieet the purpose and needs for which the project
was established. ' ' A

Alternative 6—Semicircular Roadway. Alternative 6 (Figure 10 in Appendix A Section 4(f)
Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at [FK), a precursor to Alternative 7, would include
restoration and adaptive reuse of the main TWA Terminal structure. Alternative 6 would
locate the new terminal in a semicircular form wrapping around the aitside of the main TWA
Terminal building. A two-level roadway would follow the curve of the new structure and
provide 1,500 feet of curbside on each level of the terminal. This alternative would take full
advantage of the large airside area to provide 52 gates. The main TWA Terminal building and
roughly one-third of each connector tube would be retained. The tubes would be partially
removed to allow construction of the bilevel roadway. The tubes would terniinate in a new
vertical circulation structure, allowing access to grade along the edge of the roadway. Both
flight wings would be demolished to construct the-new terminal. This alternative was
modified on the basis of public input that led to a refinement, Alternative 7. '

This alternative would cause adverse impacts to historic resources since views of the airfield
from the northern side of the TWA Terminal would be eliminated; the new terminal would
visually overwhelm the TWA Terminal; Flight Wing 2 and a major part of both connector
tubes would be demolished; and the original uses of the land would be discontinued. Though
feasible, it would not be prudent because another alternative exists that would reduce visual
and physical impacts to these resoutces. Advantages of Alternative 6 include the good balance
between landside and airside development, optimization of the ramp area, and the numerous
gate positions. It also would provide the potential for aesthetic and functional improvements
to be made in the small open space area that would be created between the airside of the TWA
Terminal and the landside of the new terminal. Disadvantages relate primarily to the negative
effect on historic resources. The new structure would be located close to the landmark, with
the highest parts of the proposed building closest to the TWA Terminal. This approach would
visually overwhelm the TWA Terminal from the perspective of viewers on the landside of the

- structure and from within the TWA Terminal. The original use of the connector tubes would
be eliminated, since the tubes would be partially demolished and would not connect directly
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to another building. Thus Alternative 6 would not meet the purpose and needs for which the
project was established. . ' '

Alternative 7—Bilevel Shifted Roadway. Alternative 7 (Figure 11 in Appendix A Section 4(f)
Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK) is similar to Alternative 6 with two differences.
" First, the semicircular form of the new terminal would be located farther from the TWA
Terminal. This modification would reduce the tendency of the new terminal to visually
overwhelm the landmark building and will provide broader public access to the back view of
the Saarinen-designed building. The Saarinen-designed building will now be accessible to the
public at large, and not limited to the passengers of the Terminal 5/6 airline tenants. The
expansive area between the buildings would be developed into a large-scale public plaza.
Second, the bilevel departures roadway would be shifted away from the TWA Terminal and
into the new terminal. The arrivals roadway would be set 4 feet below grade within
waterproof bulkheads to resist the high water table and to fit below the connector tubes. The
roadway configuration allows the entire length of the connector tubes to be retained and to
connect directly to the new arrivals hall.

This alternative addresses the airport’s needs, which are articulated within Section 2,
Purpose and Need of this document. By fully utilizing the available aeronautical area and by
providing adequate taxi-lane separation for all aircraft types, Alternative 7 makes efficient
use of the site and provides the flexibility to handle a variety of different aircraft.
Alternative 7 would enable the Port Authority to meet or exceed the latest standards for
passenger convenience, efficient operation, and disability accommodation. The level of
service will be dramatically improved, as the existing terminals are inadequate and the
terminal complex in this alternative will be developed and sized to meet the demand
expected to develop at JFK over the next 10 years and be consistent with modern airside
requirements FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13, Airport Design (September 1989), and
modern terminal planning criteria FAA Advisory Circular 150/5360-13, Planning and Design
Guidelines for Airport Terminal Facilities (April 2, 1988).

This alternative provides the ability to meet current security requirements (49 CFR Chapter
XII, Part 1542), and the provides flexibility for future additional requirements. Airports

around the country are facing enormous difficulty in accommodating the latest in security
technologies and requirements within terminal buildings that were designed and constructed
only a few years ago. As the existing Terminals 5 and 6 were designed and constructed over

40 years ago, during a different era of aviation, the ability to retrofit these buildings for new
security requirements, while maintaining some reasonable level of service, is not feasible.

Access is a critical component of any airport development project and landside access to the
existing terminals is lacking. Existing Terminal 5 has a frontage of 455 linear feet for
departures and 265 linear feet for arrivals. However, this design is inefficient as the departure
and arrival frontages are all on one level with arrivals on an inner roadway and departureson
an outer roadway with an island separating the two. This arrangement requires departing
passengers to walk across the arrival roadway to reach the terminal. Terminal 6 has separate
roadways for arrivals and departures with curb frontages directly adjacent to the terminal;
total frontage for this terminal is 873 linear feet. This alternative doubles the existing available
departures and artivals frontage to 3000 linear feet, to meet the project need of 2,837 feet
(Section 2.11, Purpose and Need). In addition, all frontage will have direct access to curbside

33



s R .

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT' ) 3—~ALTERNATIVES

and there will be no need to walk across traffic lanes to access the terminal, as currently exists
at Terminal 5. ' ' '

As described earlier, a 1,500-space garage will be constructed as part of any terminal
alternative. Figure 11 in Appendix A Section 4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK,
shows the parking garage with Alternative 7. The proposed parking garage structure
associated with Alternative 7 will be located approximately 10 to 20 feet from the AirTrain
Guideway within the footprint of the current open area parking lot. The roof parking level
of the proposed garage is roughly the same elevation as the top of the AirTrain Rotunda. An
evaluation of the impact of the AirTrain structure on Terminal 5 which was conducted as
part of the JFK light rail system project Final Environmental Impact Statement, J[FK International
Airport Light Rail System (Port Authority, May 1997) concluded that the AirTrain structures, .
as designed; would have no adverse effect on the historic character of Terminal 5. Given that
the parkir{g garage is contained within the Guideway, is partially blocked by the AirTrain, is
no higher than the AirTrain Rotunda, and is further away from the Terminal 5 than the
AirTrain structure, there will be no adverse effect of the parking structure on Terminal 5.

This alternative would be both prudent and feasible. However, it would cause adverse
impacts to historic resources since views of the airfield from the TWA Terminal would be
eliminated, Flight Wing 2 would be demolished, and the original use of this land would be
discontinued. An advantage of this alternative is that locating the departures roadway
further to the airside lowers the profile of the terminal facing the Saarinen-designed TWA

Terminal, thus reducing the perception of bulk. Another is the full use of the airside

potential of the Terminal 5/6 site while retaining the main TWA Terminal building and the

connector tubes in their entirety. A total of 51 gates, including hardstands, a good balance of

airside/landside development, and adequate curb frontage, would be provided. Like
Alternative 6, Alternative 7 would allow restoration and adaptive reuse of the Saarinen-
designed TWA building. Its direct connection to the new terminal would reinforce the
building’s new use. An attractive public plaza could be developed in the space between the
terminals and the recessed arrivals roadway that would have less impact on the plaza than
an at-grade road. Alternative 7 would meet the purpose and needs for which the project was
established. LT

Alternative 7A (Preferred Alternative for the Proposed Project)—Bilevel Shifted Roadwa y With
Enhanced Access and Electronic Ticketing Kiosks.

This alternative (Figure 3.2-1) is the result of extended consultation and alternative analysis
conducted by the Port Authority, interested consulting parties, and the SHPO in September
2003. The extended consultation resulted in the Port Authority’s report of October 10, 2003
to the FAA (Attachment C of the MOA - seé Appendix D Memorandum of Agreement). Itis

~ similar to Alternative 7 with the following improvements:

¢ Enhanced public access to the TWA Terminal through direct connection from the
AirTrain to the main TWA Terminal building, through direct access to the main
TWA Terminal building frontage via the roadway system, and from the new
terminal through the connector tubes. ' :

¢ Provision of electronic ticketing machines (kiosks) to be placed within the main
TWA Terminal building for airline passengers with carry-on luggage only, who
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choose to access the new terminal through the TWA Terminal and the connector
tubes. . '

Alternative 7A would retain the full length of the East Tube. The main TWA Terminal building
and the East Tube would, as a whole, be treated in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties — Rehabilitation. Structural modifications
may be required to the columns of the East Tube. The existing facade, including the landside
entrances and window walls, the airside window walls, the concrete roof shell, the lower and
upper main lobby spaces and the Ambassador Club on the north mezzanine in the main TWA
Terminal building interior would be restored in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior

Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties — Restoration.

As reflected in the Port Authority’s October 10, 2003 report to the FAA (Attachment C of the
MOA - see Appendix D Memorandum of Agreement) on the consulting process and the MOA,
both Flight Wing 1 and Flight Wing 2 would be demolished. Reuse of two of the gate lounge
"trumpets", as well as other architecturally sighificant elements as part of the new terminal
concourse and gate holdroom area would be investigated. If feasible, all or part of the
"trumpets" and their original interiors would be relocated and included as part of the new

terminal concourse.

As also reflected in the Port Authority’s October 10, 2003 report to the FAA (Attachment C of
the MOA - see Appendix D Memorandum of Agreement) on the consulting process and the MOA,
the West Tube may be modified in this Alternative. For this connector tube, a hierarchy of
options would be investigated as part of the design for the new terminal. The first option
would seek to adapt the existing configuration in a minimally intrusive manner to improve
public access. If analysis finds this option to be infeasible, then a design for reconstructing the
connecting walkway to incorporate a moving walkway system in a manner consistent with the
original design will be undertaken. Should such an effort prove to be inconsistent with the
objective, a contemporary and appropriate design will be constructed. Both tubes will provide
public access between the rehabilitated/ restored main TWA Terminal building and the newly

constructed terminal building.

~ Configurations That Retain the TWA Terminal Exclusively as an Airline Terminal. The following
alternatives would retain the TWA Terminal’s sole function as an airline terminal.

Alternative 8—Terminal Addition to North Side of TWA Terminal. Alternative 8 (Figure 12in
Appendix A Section 4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at [FK) would maintain use
~ of the TWA Terminal as an airline terminal. To do so, it would add a major new terminal
structure to the north side of the existing TWA Terminal, extending along the same frontage
road. The addition would contain 17 gates. Flight Wing 1 would be demolished, but its .
connecting tube (the West Tube) would remain with an undefined function. Flight Wing 2
and its connecting tube (the East Tube) would be retained. Extending from Flight Wing 2
would be a new 1,200-foot concourse added to the end of the eastern flight wing gate-
lounge. Alternative 8 would provide a total of 46 gates including hardstands. As shown in
Figure 12 in Appendix A Section 4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK, most
gates would be for smaller Group 111 aircraft, which would not serve the purpose and need
of the Proposed Project. A new bilevel road system would place departures at-grade with
the roadway and arrivals underground within a watertight bulkhead to resist the high
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water table at JEK. The altemahve would provide roughly 1,200 feet curb51de frontage per
level.

This alternative would not be prudent and would not meet the project purpose and need. It
“would cause adverse impacts to historic resources since views of the TWA Terminal would be
affected by the large new terminal structure to be located adjacent and connected to its north

side, and the original use of the connector tube to Flight 1 (the West Tube) would be
discontinued. While an advantage of Alternative 8 is the retention of the historic structures
and maintenance of their use, the West Tube would terminate in the ramp area without
connecting to another building. Airfield views from the TWA Terminal would be maintained.

Alternative 8 would not be feasible because the original TWA Terminal would not

~ adequately servé the gates in Flight Wing 2 in the areas of passenger service, baggage
handling, security and ADA requirements. The 185,000-square-foot TWA: Terminal would
not be of adequate size to support the necessary number of loading positions. Alternative 8
does not meet the project purpose and need because it does not provide the flexibility for
Group III through V aircraft to be located along each concourse. When the TWA Terminal
supported a 16-gate complex it experienced capacity problems (see Appendix A Section 4
Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK, Figures 17 and 20). The addition of 50 percent
more gates, the new needs for passenger and baggage screening areas, and the need for
more space for concessions and baggage handling together would cause severe congestion,
would not comply with FAA design guidelines, would not meet or the project purpose and
need, and would create a very low level of service for passengers within the terminal. This
alternative would continue to be noncompliant with the ADA, offer marginal weather
protection, and use outmoded building systems. Its reliance on existing facilities, including
retention of the 1970 baggage room as the only connection between the old and new
terminals, would generate bottlenecks in passenger flow. Two security areas are required as
no direct connection is provided between the north and south gates, so passengers would
have to exit one security area and enter another if they wished to make connections within
the same complex. Extensive and expensive underground construction would be necessary
for the subterranean arrivals roadway, as well as an additional arrivals passageway to
alleviate overcrowding in the flight wing. The new long concourse extending from Flight
Wing 2 would cause long passenger walking times to most gate positions.

Passenger, baggage, service, and security systems requlrements would not be met because of
the lack of space and flexibility in the original building to support the planned level of gate
activity. The underground roadway, which would bé more costly and difficult to maintain
than an at-grade structure, would result in a deficiency of 127 linear feet of arrivals curb and
310 linear feet of departures cutb (Basilio-Avadhani Associates 2000). Finally, this alternative

~would adversely affect the TWA Terminal through the addition of a large new structure with
a different appearance adjacent and attached to the sculptural Saarinen form. The effect would
marginalize the unique historic character of the historic property. Use of the terminal also
would not allow full restoration of the exterior and major intetior spaces of the main TWA
Terminal building and connector tubes because a full complement of modern aviation items

- (security machines, vestibules, kiosks, etc.) still would need to be accommodated. Thus,

Alternative 8 would not meet the purpose and needs for which the project was established.
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Alternative 9—Terminal Addition Connected to Flight Wing 1. Alternative 9 (Figure 13 in
Appendix A Section 4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK) would locate a major
_terminal structure north of, but separate from, the original TWA Terminal. The new terminal
" building would be connected by a short concourse to Flight Wing 1. A1,200-foot-long
concourse would be positioned between the two gate lounges of Flight Wing 2. This '
alternative would retain the original TWA complex and continue the use of the original
building as an airline terminal. The access roadway would continue to provide at-grade
arrivals at both the new and old terminals; the departures roadway would be located on the
upper level of the new terminal only. Forty-four gates, including hardstand positions, would
be provided, most of which would be for smaller Group Il aircraft. The plan would
accommodate 1,800 feet of curbside frontage. '

This alternative would be neither prudent nor feasible. It would cause adverse impacts to

historic resources, since views of the TWA Terminal would be affected by the large new
terminal structure that would be located near its north side, and airside views from the

TWA Terminal would be blocked by the new terminal and departures roadway. An

- advantage of Alternative 9 is the retention of the historic resources, although intérventions
are proposed for both flight wings: a concourse connecting to the new terminal at Flight

‘Wing 1 and a new concourse at Flight Wing 2. Part of the existing airfield views from the
main TWA Terminal building would remain.

Disadvantages would be numerous and severe. First, the complex would support eight
fewer gate positions than set forth in the preferred alternative. Second, limiting aviation
activities in the TWA Terminal to arrivals only would be a fatal flaw, as it would require
moving aircraft from an arrivals gate to a departure gate. Whereas this limitation may
improve passenger flow in the undersized TWA Terminal by eliminating the need for
extensive passenget and baggage screening equipment it would create numerous other
issues. Of the 36 contact gates, only 14 could be used for departures, resulting in serious
" underuse of the facilities. Aircraft would have to be tugged between gates when
 transitioning from arrivals to departures. JetBlue Airways requires that a terminal gate turn
an aircraft in 35 minutes. The process of unloading, repositioning, and reloading an aircraft
could not be accomplished in that time, especially if more than oné aircraft must be
repositioned at the same time. With respect to convenience and meeting FAA design
guidelines, passenger walking distances and wayfinding within the terminal, especially
between connecting fights, would be long, circuitous, and confusing, Departing passengers
using the southernmost gate would have to travel, in sequence, through the new terminal
building, Flight Wing 1, the TWA Terminal, Flight Wing 2, and then the new concourse ,
before reaching their gate. The space would be used too inefficiently to support concessions,
which need space for both passengers waiting to depart and greeters waiting for arriving
passengers. The arrivals hall would not generate an adequate amount of waiting traffic to
justify a concessions program, and space in the departures hall would be restricted to
accommodate security and screening. '

This split configuration with two clusters of gates would require two separate security
areas, or the redesigning of the upper lobby of the TWA Terminal to be a secure zone. The
plan accommodates 1,800 feet of cutbside frontage, a deficiency of more than 1,000 feet
compared to the need identified (Basilio-Avadhani Associates 2000). Although Alternative 9
would create a better visual relationship between the new and old terminals, with the
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connection made beyond the signature view, the mass of the new terminal would be too
close to avoid an imposing and adverse visual impact on the historic main TWA Terminal
building. Continued use of the TWA Terminal, although modified by restricting the main
building to arrivals only, would not address the inherent deficiencies in the building for
contemporary aviation use, nor would it allow full restoration of the historic inferiors.
Alternative 9 would not meet the purpose and needs for which the project was established.

Alternative 10—Terminal Addition North of the TWA Terminal and Terminal 4 Concourse.
Alternative 10 (Figure 14 in Appendix A Section 4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at
JFK) would be a two-part expansion program with a major new terminal structure located
north of the TWA Terminal and an additional concourse proposed for the adjacent site at
Terminal 4. The new Terminal 5/6 would be appended to the north baggage wing of the TWA
Terminal and would face the same frontage road. An extended concourse from the new
‘structure would intersect Flight Wing 1. Aviation use for the TWA Terminal is proposed.
Flight Wing 2 and both connector tubes would be preserved. Forty-seven gates would be
provided although 20 would be part of Terminal 4, which would be accessed beyond the
project site. Sinrilar to Alternative 9, all departures would occur in the new terminal, relieving
some of the congestion at the TWA Terminal. The historic terminal would handle only
arrivals, whereas both departures and arrivals would occur in the new structure on a new
bilevel roadway. Roughly 1,800 feet of total curb frontage would be provided.

Alternative 10 would be neither prudent nor feasible. It would cause adverse impacts to
historic resources since views of the TWA Terminal would be affected by the large new
terminal structure that would be connected to its north side, and views from the north side
of the TWA Terminal would be blocked by the new structure. It does offer the advantage of
retaining the historic resources, although Flight Wing 1 would be severely compromised by
the superimposition of a new concourse. A partial view of the airfield.still would be possible
from the main TWA Terminal building upper lobby. Disadvantages, on the other hand,
would be numerous and severe. On its northern end, the layout provides for seven gate
positions on a deadend taxiway, creating a flow problem. The flow problem would be
exacetbated by the fact that the terminal would serve JetBlue, an airline that strives for a
35-minute turnaround time. This scheme would not make efficient use of the Terminal 5/6
_apron area, since it would create space for only 27 gates where 51 are possible. Another
major disadvantage is the development of a new concourse at Terminal 4, which is outside
the project area. The gate positions at Terminal 4 could not serve JetBlue as required because
it would force JetBlue to be in two separate buildings, making quick connections infeasible.

Similar to Alternative 9, the operating configuration of Alternative 10 creates several issues
that would not meet the needs of airlines or passengers. These include confusing passenger
wayfinding between Flight Wing 2 and the rest of the complex, long passenger walking
distance between connecting flights, long time requirements to reposition the aircraft, an
imbalance between arrival and departure capacities, and inability to support a concessions
program in the Terminal 5 arrivals hall. An estimated 1,800 feet of total curb frontage would
be provided, 1,037 feet shy of the 2,837-foot requirement (Basilio-Avadhani Associates 2000)
rendering this alternative infeasible. Another disadvantage would be the juxtaposition of -
the new terminal, with its significant bulk, adjacent and connected to the historic TWA
structure. This would adversely affect the historic scene and compromise the sculptural
quality of the Saarinen-designed TWA Terminal. Finally, continued aviation use of the
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original TWA Terminal would continue noncompliance with serious deficiencies in
passenger, security, ADA and service requirements due to lack of space and HexibilityQ
Alternative 10 would not meet the purpose and needs for which the project was established.

Alternative 11—New Terminal North of TWA Terminal. Alternative 11 (Figure 15 in Appendix A
Section 4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK) would retain the entire TWA
Terminal complex while adding a large new concourse on Flight Wing 2 and annexing a
new terminal structure to the existing north baggage room, facing the frontage roadway.
The plan proposes 48 gates, of which 7 would be hardstand positions. Access would be
afforded on a bilevel departures/arrivals roadway at the new terminal. The TWA Terminal
would accommodate arrivals only. Roughly 1,200 feet of curb frontage wauld be provided.

Alternative 11 would be neither prudent nor feasible. It would adversely affect historic
resources since views of the TWA Terminal would be affected by the large new terminal
structure that would be connected to its north side, and views from the north side of the TWA
Terminal would be blocked by the new structure. Advantages include full use of the site and
retaining the historic resource in its entirety, although significant additions would be
required. The original airfield view from the center of the TWA Terminal would remain intact.

Major disadvantages are similar to those described for Alternatives 9 and 10. These issues

include confusing passenger wayfinding between Flight Wing 2 and the rest of thé complex (see

- Alternative 9), long passenger walking distance between connecting flights, time and financial

' requirements to reposition aircraft, an imbalance between arrival and departure capacities, two
separate security zones, and inability to supporta concessions program in Flight Wing 2.
Alternative 11 is infeasible because it would provide roughly 1,200 feet-of curb frontage, less
than 43 percent of the required 2,837 feet. Alternative 11 would affect the TWA Terminal
adversely because much of the new terminal would appear to be out of place when connected to-
the delicate, sculptured shell of the TWA Terminal. As with Alternatives 9 and 10, Alternative
11 contains a major deficiency—lack of space and flexibility to adapt the TWA Terminal for
contemporary operations. Without significant modifications, the terminal would be unable to -
meet current passenger, baggage, accessibility, and security standards. On the other hand, major
modifications, if such could be made, would compromise the historic character of the TWA
‘Terminal and hamper efforts for its full restoration. This alternative would not meet the purpose
and needs for which the project was established.

Alternative 12—Four Additions to Existing Terminal 5.This alternative was submitted asan
evolution of several earlier alternatives. The meetings described in Section 6 Public Outreach
and Agency Coordination included discussions about various aspects of the alternatives being "
considered. This alternative would retain the entire Terminal 5 complex but would make
four major additions. First, a new terminal would be constructed adjacent and attached to
the north side of the TWA Terminal, facing the same frontage road and connected to Flight
Wing 1. Second, a new concourse would bé added to Flight Wing 1. Together, the new
terminal, Flight Wing 1, and its additional concourse would serve 19 gates. Third, a major
concourse would be added to Flight Wing 2 that, together with Flight Wing 2, would serve
30 gates. Fourth, a new arrivals hall and associated arrivals roadways would be constructed
below grade to the east of the TWA Terminal, in the area between the terminal and the
AirTrain guideway. The new complex would have three new underground access corridors
that would connect the two flight wings to each other, to the TWA Terminal, and to the new
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terminal. The drawings for Alternative 12 show 2,100 feet of curb frontage for parallel-lane
arrivals in a depressed cut that would lie below the current access road to the TWA
Terminal, and 1,200 feet for departures on a roadway at grade in front of the existing TWA
Terminal. Alternative 12 would provide a total of 49 gates and 4 hardstands.

Because of the strong desire on the part of some of the consulting parties for the main TWA
terminal building to continue to be used as a terminal, and because this alternative evolved
from other alternatives that were found to be either not prudent or not feasible, this
alternative was reviewed in great detail. Alternative 12 would not be prudent, and it would

" not be feasible. It would cause adverse use of the Section 4(f) resource, because views of the

TWA Terminal would be affected by the large new terminal structure that would be
connected to its north side and many modifications would be required in the main TWA
Terminal building, connector tubes and flight wings. Advantages of Alternative 12 are that
it would: retain some views from the terminal looking airside and the property would
continue to have an aviation use. Disadvantages are discussed below under airside,
terminal, and landside issues. '

Airside Issues,

Inadequate Taxi-Lane Separation. The taxi-lane separation distance of 75 feet '
between Terminals 5 and 6 would not be adequate to support Group V aircraft (see
Appendix A Section 4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK Figure 18). The taxi-
Jane at the inner Terminal 6 location would be inadequate to support the Group IV and V
aircraft shown. A startup position for these aircraft cannot be established within the taxi-
lane because of the jet blast hazard. The aircraft would need to be pushed back into the
taxiway system and would then interfere with aircraft traffic on Taxiway Alpha. This
procedure would not be acceptable to the FAA air traffic controllers who are responsible for
managing aircraft traffic. To meet standards and be consistent with modern airside
requirements (FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13, Airport Design), the aircraft in this area
must be downsized to Group Il aircraft, which does not meet the project purpose and needs
in achieving the flexibility to service Group IV and V aircraft from each concourse.

Inadequate Concourse Size. The new concourse addition to. Terminal 5 is
inadequately sized to meet needs for passengers and holdrooms (see Appendix A Section 4(f)
Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK, Figure 18). Expansion of the concourse would
reduce the apron size and number of gates. Aircraft aprons at the node of the old finger
concourses may not be appropriate for aircraft gates. These problems would reduce the”
flexibility of Alternative 12 and would constrain service to only Group IIT aircraft, without
the possibility of future upgrades. It is not feasible for Group IV and Group V aircraft along
each concourse therefore limiting the flexibility of the terminal to serve tenant airlines’
varied needs. Alternative 12 would not provide full use of the airfield and thus would not
meet the project needs. ' '

Terminal Issues.

Inadequate Departure Terminal Space. The 185,000-square-foot TWA Terminal
(roughly 18 percent of the redeveloped Terminal 5/6 space) would process arriving and
departing passengers for the 30 gates in Flight Wing 2 (more than 60 percent of all gates in
the redeveloped Terminal 5/6). The TWA Terminal had reached capacity when it processed
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passengers for 16 gates, at a time when passenger and baggage screening requirements were
less stringent (see Appendix A Section 4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK,
Figure 20). With the new requirement to screen 100 percent of checked baggage and the
additional 14 gates proposed under this alternative (almost doubling the number of gates),
the TWA Terminal would not be capable of functioning at an acceptable level of service.

 Inadequate Space for Security Checkpoint and Vertical Circulation at CR
Location C. Alternative 12 indicates a security checkpoint in Flight Wing 2 to serve the 29
aircraft contact gates proposed for the flight wing and the Y-shaped concourse expansion.
The space requirements for the security checkpoirit and the separate vertical circulation -
cores (escalators, elevators, and stairs) required to access the tunnel from the baggage claim
area and to access the separate secure tunnel for transfer passengers far exceed the envelope
of the existing flight wing and the proposed expansion (see Appendix A Section 4(f)
Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK, Figure 21). Increasing the building size to
accommodate the necessary layout and area would result in‘a loss of five aircraft contact
gates. The large building expansion required would compromise the existing landmark

structure.

Inadequate Width of the East Tube Connecting to Flight Wing 2. Alternative 12
proposes that the connecting tube for Flight Wing 2 (the East Tube), which is 300 feet long
and 12.5 feet wide, accommodate all departing passengers for the proposed 29 aircraft
contact gates proposed for this expanded concouse. In addition, the East Tube must be able
to accommaodate the reverse flow arrival traffic for those with only carry-on baggage
wishing to get to the parking lot or the new parking structure. The most direct access for
those passengers would be through the terminal, across the at-grade departures, roadways,
and across the depressed arrivals roadways on pedestrian bridges required for that purpose.
Based on typical air terminal design standards and guidelines (FAA Advisory Circular

-150/5360-13, Planning and Design Guidelines for Airport Terminal Facilities), this main
passenger circulation path is drastically undersized, especially during high peak hour
passenger usage (see Appendix A Section 4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK .
Figure 22). Therefore, this alternative is not feasible unless substantial modifications are
made to the historic, land-marked connector tubes and Flight Wing 1. '

" Excessive Passenger Walking Distances and Tunnels. Alternative 12 would
cause a passenger walking distance, ticket counter to aircraft gate, of 2,100 feet (see
Appendix A Section 4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at |FK, Figures 23 and 24).
Many terminal planners would consider this distance to be excessive and unacceptable
without moving walkways or other passenger assistance devices to improve it's low level of
service. FAA Advisory Circular 150/5360-13, Planning and Design Guidelines for Airport
‘Terminal Facilities recommends minimizing passenger walking distances (FAA 1988,
paragraphs 32(a) and 38(b)). The installation of such devices would require increasing the
width of the new concourse areas. The impact of wider concourses on aircraft parking and
construction costs would require investigation. Because the new terminal would also
process some of the passengers destined for Flight Wing 2, passenger wayfinding would be
difficult and would exacerbate the passenger circulation problem. Because Alternative 12
proposes major public spaces below-grade, by their nature, they will have limited ceiling
heights and will lack the important element of natural daylight, a significant contributor to
the design of user-friendly terminals. :
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Nonconformance with Americans with Disabilities Act and Low Level of
Service to the Elderly. There would be multiple vertical changes for arriving passengers with
Alternative 12, which adds to the difficulty of complying with ADA (see Appendix A Section .

A4 Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK, Figure 27). It is assumed that in the new

_ construction areas, vertical transportation cores consisting of ramps, stair escalators, or elevators
will be provided in conformance with ADA. For departing passengers (see Appendix A Section
4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK, Figure 28), a vertical change is needed in the
TWA Terminal. Previous efforts to install ramps in the area of the main terminal lobby stairs
were unsuccessful, and therefore the ramps were subsequently removed and not replaced with
any other ADA conforming method. The slopes of the tube ramps do not meet ADA
requirements, and no proposal has been shown to bring them into conformance.

Costly Baggage System, Space Requirements, and Tunnels. Baggage handling
systems are major factors in the design of terminals and should be considered in the
conceptual design phase. Requirements for such systems often influence passenger flow and
other major terminal considerations. For Alternative 12, an unobstructed view of the aircraft
apron from the main terminal is a stated major design goal. To préserve that view, baggage
from the ticket counter to the make-up areas, and baggage from an airside unloading area to
the claim devices would be transported through below-grade tunnels. The baggage tunnels .
must cross the passenger tunnels and therefore must extend deeper below-grade and
further into the water table to avoid the passenger tunnels (see Appendix A Section 4(f)
Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK, Figure 31). The baggage tunnels would need
to be extremely long and wide in cross sectional area to fit the number of baggage conveyors
and maintenance walkways necessary to allow a reasonable level of passenger service. Both
the initial cost to construct the tunnels and the operation and maintenance costs to the
airlines to keep them operating would be major.

Lanc_lside Issues.

Inadequate Landside Development Space. The space available between the TWA
Terminal and the AirTrain guideway structures is inadequate for the dimensional width
required for the proposed below-grade arrivals level and the dual arrivals roadways
proposed by Alternative 12 (see Appendix A Section 4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6
Redevelopment at JFK, Figures 32-34). The area in which below-grade construction can occur is
limited by the pile cap and pile foundations of the AirTrain guideway, the pile and concrete
foundations of the TWA Terminal concrete shells, and. the offsets necessary to protect the
structural integrity of both structures. The dimension of the available area varies but is
about 180 feet at the most critical point. Roughly 280 feet is required to accommodate
properly sized baggage claim devices and clearances sized for the proposed number of
aircraft gate positions and aircraft-types, properly sized meeter/greeter space, and dual 4-
lane frontage roadways with sidewalks. This is 100 feet more than what is available. Because
the available space is insufficient to accommodate the below-grade arrivals area, Alternative.

12 is infeasible.

Problems with Depressed Roadway. The concept of depressing the arrivals roadway
and baggage claim area adjacent to the TWA Terminal has significant geotechnical problems
(see Appendix A Section 4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK, Figure 34). First, the
proximity of the required excavation to the existing terminal would undermine some of the
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terminal’s foundations, thus requiring the affected structural elements to be supported with
underpinning. Also, the proposed roadway and baggage area would be roughly 15 feet below
groundwater level. The structure would need a massive base slab, on the order of 7 feet thick, to
counteract buoyancy. In addition, the structure would require a durable waterproofing system

* to prevent groundwater seepage into the depressed structure.

' Infeasible Utility Relocations. The below-grade terminal and roadways would be
located in one of the areas at JEK most congested with utilities (see Appendix A Section 4(f)
Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK, Figure 35). The area has myfiad power,
communication, water, sanitation, gas and fire protection pipes, conduits, and sewers
running east-west, and main-chilled and high temperature hot water feeder lines from the
Kennedy International Airport Cogeneration (KIAC) plant running north-south. Greatly
~ exacerbating this problem is that many of the utilities serve other buildings and sites at JEK.
Alternative 12 would require construction and installation of replacement utilities around
the below-grade construction site and then reconnection before the existing utilities were
removed. The only potentially feasible rerouting path in this highly congested area would
be to the east of the AirTrain guideway in the parking lot (see Appendix A Section 4(f)
Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK, Figure 36). Construction of the replacement
' utilities along the new route would have a major impact on the construction: of the new
parking structure and will cause delays and higher cost to that project. The parking
structure needs to be completed and operational at the same time that the new Terminal 5
goes into operation. In addition, pedestrians connecting between all parking areas and
Terminal 6 will be required to cross this construction using temporary bridges and walking
between construction barricades. Many of the water and sewer lines are gravity fed and
would require pumps and other appurtenances as part of their relocation. The scope and
staging of such work would be a complex problem and would add greatly to project costs
and ongoing operation and maintenance costs. In addition, and perhaps more critical given
JetBlue’s need for additional aircraft gates, the work would significantly lengthen the
construction period and delay the start of work on the new Terminal 5/6 building. Utility
relocations are mandatory to implement Alternative 12, which cannot be modified to avoid
them. The ability to do this work in a cost-effective and timely manner is questionable, and
the huge costs and schedule extensions would contribute to the imprudence of this

alternative.

~ Lengthy and Complex Construction Phasing. Construction phasing for
Alternative 12 is extremely complex and would have considerable adverse impact on-
Terminal 6 operations during construction of the new Terminal 5/6.(see Appendix A Section
4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK, Figure 37). Pedestrian connections from
parking and vehicular access and egress to the terminal will require temporary construction
and result in a greatly diminished level of passenger service. Construction would need to be
done in three main phases, each with several subphases. The main phases would be (1)
relocate utilities, (2) restore, refit, and expand Terminal 5, and (3) demolish and rebuild
Terminal 6. The overall time period would be lengthened by 2 years because of the utility
work, and the extent of below-grade construction and associated protection of existing
structures and dewatering requirements would be great. In addition, the temporary means
required for pedestrian and vehicular access and egress would add greatly to the
complexity and cost. :

‘
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Phase 1 would be the construction and installation of the replacement utilities in the areas of
below-grade construction at both the Terminal 5 and Terminal 6 sites. With the exception of
the KIAC lines, which run perpendicular to the roadways, all replacement utilities would be
relocated to the parking lot side of the AirTrain guideway. The KIAC replacement lines
would need to be located below the planned arrivals roadways. They would be deep into
the water table, and their installation would require tunneling or open-cut construction with
the necessary roadway staging. The details of this difficult work would require careful
analysis with respect to ultimate connection to the main TWA Terminal building and the
new utility corridor’s impact on the parking structure to be built. Phase 1 must be complete
before construction of the roadway and modifications to Terminal 5 could begin.

Phase 2 would consist of restoring, refitting, and expanding Terminal 5. It would include the
extremely difficult below-grade work consisting of construction well below the water level
and with significant hydrostatic pressure. While the work proceeds, an at-grade temporary
roadway would need to-be constructed through the parking lot, with a temporary structural
bridge over the below water level construction area to maintain access to Terminal 6. This
phase of the work would include the final Terminal 5 below-grade arrivals-level egress road
and a temporary on-grade departures egress road routed through the parking lot, as well as
a temporary structural bridge. Constructing the new roads, while maintaining continuous
access and egress from the crossing Terminal 6 roadways, likely would require several '
subphases of construction in areas of interface. In addition, both temporary roads running .
through the parking lot must be staged with the parking structure construction and
pedestrian access to and from the parking lot.

Following Phase 2, airline operations could start in the expanded Terminal 5 and Phase 3, the
demolition of the Terminal 6 and construction of the new terminal, could begin. This work also
would be difficult, requiring “bathtub” construction and careful phasing on the airside at the
interface the new terminal, aircraft paving, fuel system, etc. in the area of Flight Wing 1 and its
expansion. The work in Phase 3 would also include final connection to the below-grade arrivals
roadway constructed in the previous phase. This would require excavating adjacent to, and
removal of, a recently completed retaining wall that is more than 400 feet long and 20 feet tall. If,
due to lack of demand, it is desirable to keep existing Terminal 6 in operation concurrently with
the new Terminal 5, issues relating to the crossing of the Terminal 5 temporary departure egress
road and the Terminal 6 departure and arrivals access roads must be resolved. A grade
separation or a traffic signal at the crossings would be required. -

Excessive Construction Cost. Because of the large amount of below-grade
terminal and roadway space, the extensive utility relocations, the need for extensive
subsurface passenger and baggage tunnels, and the need for structural protection of the
Saarinen building and the AirTrain guideway due to their proximity to the underground
constriiction, Alternative 12 would be extremely costly to construct and extremely difficult

‘and costly to phase. ' ‘

Alternative 12 would cost significantly more than the preferred alternative, without.
considering the cost of borrowing money. Another important consideration is that a large
portion of these additional costs would be required in the first phase of construction. This
requirement would place a major burden on financing during the initial stage of operation
and would be difficult for cost-sensitive airlines to support.
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Conflict for Pedestrians at Frontage Roadway. Alternative 12, because of space
restrictions and geometry, proposes dual-frontage roadways (see Appendix A Section 4(f)
Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at [FK, Figure 38). This roadway design would
require passengers using the outer roadway to cross the inner active roadway, thereby
diminishing passenger service and impeding vehicular traffic flow.

Inadequate Sight Distances. Under Alternative 12, the frontage roadway ramps
would be located too close to the main roadway system. This arrangement would cause
very tight turns at merging and weaving intersections and provide inadequate sight -
distances for vehicles to safely merge, as provided in the FAA Advisory Circular 150/5360-
13, Planning and Design Guidelines for Airport Terminal Facilities. (FAA 1988, paragraph.
149(c)). : -

Inadequate Arrivals Curb Frontage. Alternative 12 would not meet needs for
departure roadway frontage since it would provide only 1,200 feet for departure curb
length, about 310 feet less than what is required (Basilio-Avadhani Associates 2000). The
effective curb fronitage would actually be less than noted in the drawings for Alternative 12
because ramps are not usable as curb frontage, and part of the 1,200 feet indicated would
need to be ramped to meet other existing and proposed roadways. Terminal frontage and
area access road design guidelines are provided in the FAA Advisory Circular 150/5360-13,

* Planning and Design Guidelines for Airport Terminal Facilities. (FAA 1988, paragraphs 149(b)

and 149(c). ,

Conclusions. The following significant limitations to Alternative 12 make it neither feasible
nor prudent. Alternative 12 proposes: : »

e A terminal expansion in an area of insufficient size to accommodate the elements
necessary for a functional terminal with all the proper facilities to handle the forecast
traffic demands. The scheme either is infeasible, or spaces would need to be downsized
and contoured to fit the site at the expense of a functional layout, adequate facilities, and

a high level of passenger service.

e A terminal expansion in an area requiring the relocation of significant utilities, thereby
extending the overall schedule for the project and increasing the construction
complexity and cost. '

o A terminal expansion requiring significant below-grade construction, adding additional
cost and time to the project. This approach adds risk to the project because of the
proximity of “bathtub” construction to existing structures, including the historic main
TWA Terminal building.

e A terminal expansion that would provide five or more fewer contact aircraft gate
positions than proposed because of security, concourse widening; and other unresolved
issues in the layout of the Flight Wing 2 concourse expansion. - '

¢ A terminal layout that would diminish passenger service relative to the Proposed Project
because of frontage roadway crossings, excessive walking distances, numerous level
changes, undersized circulation corridors, and generally confusing and unclear passenger
- flow patterns. In addition the scheme proposes major public spaces below-grade. By their
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nature, they would have limited ceiling heights and would lack the important element of
natural daylight, a significant contributor to the design of user-friendly terminals.

s A terminal expansion and layout that would cost significantly more, and require a
longer schedule to construct, than the preferred alternative. ”

Alternative 12 would adversely affect the TWA Terminal because the bulk of the new
terminal would appear to be out of place when connected to the delicate, sculptured shell of
the main TWA, Terminal building. As with Alternatives 9, 10, and 11, Alternative 12

contains a major deficiency—the lack of space and flexibility to adapt the TWA Terminal to
contemporary operations. Without significant modification, the terminal could not meet
current passenger, baggage, accessibility and security standards. If such major modifications
could be made, they would compromise the historic character of the TWA Terminal and
hamper efforts for its full restoration. Alternative 12 would not meet the purpose and needs

for which th_e'pm)ect was established.

3.2.4 Preferred Alternative

The airport sponsor’s preferred alternative is Alternative 7A. This alternative evolved from
Alternative 7, through a series of process meetings held with the consulting parties in
September 2003 (refer to Section 6 Public Outreach and Agency Coordination) which resulted in
the Revised Concept Master Plan (Appendix B). The terminal configuration of this alternative
for the redevelopment of the Terminal 5/6 site (Figure 3.2-1) is a modern pier terminal
complex that will réhabilitate and restore the main TWA Terminal building, retain and

. rehabilitate the East Tube, evaluate modifications to the West Tube, and house JetBlue
Airways, and /or other new or existing airlines. Under this proposal, existing Terminal 6 and
the concourse parts of Terminal 5 (Flight Wings 1 and 2) would be demolished in a phased
approach as the need arises. Efforts will be made to reuse two of the gate lounge “trumpet”
elements found in the existing Flight Wing 2, as well as other architecturally significant
elements. Efforts will be made to incorporate these elements as part of the new terminal
concourse and gate holdroom. If feasible, all or part of the "trumpets” and their original
interiors would be relocated and included as part of the new terminal concourse. The Port
Authority’s Concept Master Plan (Port Authority July 2000, amended February 2001) was
amended to include Alternative 7, which retained the entire length of the connector tubes.

* Alternative 7A, the preferred alternative, (Appendix B Revised Concept Master Plan) is the

result of extended consultation and alternative analyses.

_ The Port Authority is studying alternatives for, and has solicited public input on, an
acceptable adaptive reuse of the terminal and connector tubes. A fundamental design
consideration in these investigations is that the TWA Terminal would remain within a
reconfigured roadway and landscape environment with the roadway depressed under the
preserved East Tube and the preserved or modified West Tube. The airside flight wings on

_ the Terminal 5 structure would not be removed until a business arrangement for the new
terminal is consummated. New vertical circulation (escalators) at the ends of the connéctor
tubes would allow for passage from the new Terminal 5/6 complex to and from the existing
main TWA Terminal building. Additional pedestrian access would be provided between the
new AirTrain station (associated with the JFK light rail system) and the Terminal 5/6
redevelopment. - :
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The retention and decommissioning of the main TWA Terminal building as an airline
terminal provides the opportunity to restore and rehabilitate the unique structure. As noted,
the Port Authority plans to pursue the reuse of the building and would make the’
rehabilitation of the terminal a condition to the reuse. The rehabilitation would include the
removal of building structures added to the original Saarinen-designed TWA Terminal since
the original construction. As stated above, a minimum of two (2) electronic ticketing

" machines (kiosks) would be maintained in the main TWA Terminal building for passengers

with only carry-on baggage.

Although the end adaptive reuse of the main TWA Terminal building has not yet been
established, the building can be readily adapted for a number of airportwide functions. As
described in Section 6, Public Outreach and Agency Coordination, through December 2001 and
February 2002, the Port Authority issued a Solicitation of Interest to provide adaptive reuse
proposals that appeared in roughly 20 newspapers, periodicals, trade magazines, and other
publications. The Port Authority received 41 expressions of interest, and those entities will
receive a Request for Proposal for the restoration/rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of the
TWA Terminal. A condition of the redevelopment of the Terminal 5/6 site would be the
restoration of the TWA Terminal. The Port Authority would require that any adaptive reuse

_ developer agree to improve the building in accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s

Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. Portions of the building to be demolished
(Flight Wing 2) would be recorded to the Level 1 standards and guidelines of the Historical
Architectural Building Survey /Historic American Engineering Record of the National Park
Service.

Potential adaptive reuses under consideration include a conference center, a lobby and -
support facility for a new hotel planned nearby (in the Terminal 4 automobile parking area),

‘or as a first class restaurant to serve the éntire airport. Prior to redevelopment, it can also be

used as an emergency terminal for use in the event of closure of another terminal for
emergency or other reasons. Its deficiencies and limitations in terms of level of service,
roadway frontage, rain cover, non-moderm facilities, and inadequate space for security
equipment may be tolerable in an emergency situation but would not be acceptable for long-

~ term operations as described in Section 2 Purpose and Need. Additional information on the

potential reuse of the TWA Terminal is provided in the Concept Master Plan (Port Authority
July 2000, amended February 2001) and Appendix A Section 4(f) Evaluation of TWA Terminal

- 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK.

As shown in Figure 3.2-1, the overall site plan for the Terminal 5 /6 Redevelopment Project
would be constructed within the limits of the current site of Terminals 5 and 6. The new
terminal would be constructed airside of the existing main TWA Terminal building. This
shift in building placement would retain the TWA Terminal while avoiding any net loss of

 gates as a result of the more efficient terminal area layout that combines the two former

terminal sites with the area between them. The new complex would have a central
passenger processing facility, with four pier concourses. ‘

Overall, the new terminal and apron complex is expected to provide 1.5 million square feet
of floor space and increase the number of aircraft positions from 37 to as many as 51 aircraft
loading positions that still remain within the envelope of the former terminal aprons.
Preliminary phasing plans have been developed to assure that the building and apron
layouts can be accomplished with minimal impact to ongoing terminal and aircraft
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operations. The staging plans will be finalized during the contract documentation
preparation stage of the redevelopment project so as to ensure proper coordination with
airside operations and terminal construction requirements.

The new Terminal 5/6 complex would be accessed by vehicles via an elevated
arrival/departure roadway system. The loop road now used to access the TWA Terminal,
Terminal 6 and Terminal 7, would not serve all the proposed Terminal 5/6 redevelopment
project, since reconfiguration of these new facilities occurs farther north and east of the
existing road. An additional loop road is proposed to be constructed between the existing
TWA Terminal and the new Terminal 5/6 complex. The road would be elevated to directly
serve the departure curbsides of this redevelopment project. :

As previously noted, access to the proposed Terminal 5/6 complex and to the existing
Saarinen building will be provided by the AirTrain light rail system which is a separate,
active project. A pedestrian walkway from the AirTrain connects to the existing Terminal 6.
A new pedestrian walkway from the existing Terminal 6 AirTrain connector to the main
TWA Terminal building would be constructed, as per the MOA. Additional connectors to
the new terminal would also be constructed to enhance the flexibility of public accessibility
to the TWA Terminal and the new terminal. The Port Authority’s AirTrain is a light-rail
system that links all nine terminals in the CTA at JFK with the rental car facilities at Federal
Circle, the Long Island Railroad, the New York City Transit Subway at Jamaica Station, Queens,
and the Howard Beach “A” Train, thereby offering fast and dependable service to points
throughout New York City and Long Island. Using AirTrain, passengers are able to speed from- -
JFK to Jamaica Station to connect with 740 daily Long Island Railroad trains, three New York
City Transit subway lines, and a dozen local bus lines to continue their journeys to points across
Long Island, as well as stops throughout Queens, Brooklyn and Manhattan (including Penn
Station). The Howard Beach connection serves other stops in the three boroughs. Reversing the-
trip, a passenger can reach JFK from midtown in less than 45 minutes.

An AirTrain station is located in front of existing Terminal 6, and an access walkway will
~ connect the AirTrain station to the main TWA Terminal building, and to the proposed
Terminal 5/6 complex.

Passenger parking for Terminals 5 and 6 is currently provided in the Orange daily parking
lot. The surface lot is located on the opposite side of the access roads across from these two
terminals, and its capacity is not sufficient to handle existing parking demand. As shown in
Figure 3.2-1, the Port Authority is proposing to improve the sizing and access for passenger

_parking and pickup near these terminals by constructing a multistory parking garage across
the access roads from the terminals. o ‘

The proposed garage would contain 1,500 parking spaces to accommodate this sector of the
CTA. The garage will replace 349 spaces in the Orange daily parking lot. The Port Authority
expects that the overall impact of the garage project on the parking supply at the Airport
will be to replace parking.spaces lost within the CTA as a result of various roadway,
AirTrain, and other construction projects, and a slight reduction in parking levels in long
term lots, given the availability of parking directly adjacent to the terminal.
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4. Affected Environment

This section contains descriptions of land use, zoning, population and housing characteristics,
and employment characteristics of the study area. It provides the context within which more
specific impact categories are examined in Section 5 Environmental Consequences.

4.1 Land Use
4.1.1 Methodology

Land use around the airport is described below, focusing on the area containing potential
sensitive receptors. Current New York City and Nassau County land use maps were used
to classify properties as a low- or high-density residential, commercial, industrial, public or
quasi-public use, open space, and vacant land. Information about proposed development in
the study area was derived from the JFK Light Rail Final Environmental [mpact Statement, JFK
International Airport Light Rail system (Port Authority, May 1997), the JetBlue High Density
Rule Envirorunental Assessment (CH2M HILL 1999a), personal and telephone interviews
with officials and staff of the New York City Department of City Planning and the New
York City Department of Housing, Preservation and Development, and from available

documents and publications.

4.1.2 Generalized Land Use Summary

Land use around JFK consists primarily of varying-density residential areas and national,
state, and local parks. There are also small areas of commercial and light manufacturing
operations. The residential areas range from detached, single-family dwellings on 40- to
60-foot-wide lots to medium-density, multi-residential structures such as row houses or
garden apartments. There are no large apartment buildings (typically 14 stories) in the
immediate vicinity of the airport. ‘

Along the southern side of the airport is the Gateway National Recreation Area, which
 contains the Jamaica Bay Wildlife Refuge. All this area is part of either the National or
New York State Park systems.

The commercial areas include general commercial district (shopping centers and offices in
more densely built areas), general central commercial district (wide range of high-bulk
commercial uses with increased parking requirements), and general service district
(automotive sales and service, and heavy commercial services bridging manufacturing and
commercial uses such as auto repair). ' : :

The airport and numerous small areas around the airport contain and are zoned for light
manufacturing operations. These manufacturing operations are generally located adjacent
to low-density residential areas. '

EA 4 04-17-04PRINT.DOC ' : . 4t




ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 3 4—AFFECTED ENVIHONMéNT

413  Local and Regional Plans | -

Proposed projects in Jamaica include development of an intermodal transportation center
intended to reduce traffic and congestion, improve air quality, and enhance economic -
development. A Congestion Mitigation Air Quality Grant from the federal government to
the State of New York financially supports the Jamaica Transportation Center project. The
Port Authority is responsible for contractual management and overall administration of the
project. The JEK light rail system (AirTrain) is being incorporated into the Jamaica
Transportation Center planning.

Transportation system improvements in the area also include the installation of intelligent
transportation infrastructure on the Van Wyck Expressway to provide a modicum of
operational improvement and the extension of the Nassau Expressway to the Belt Parkway,
both initiatives of the New York State Department of Transportation.

414 Other Projects in the Area

4.1.4.1 Proposed Development Projects .

Parts of southeastern Queens, particularly Jamaica Center, are undergoing redevelopment.
Recent government efforts at stimulating redevelopment in Jamaica Center include the
Social Sectirity Administration Federal Building, the Master Plan at York College, the
modernization of the New York City Transit (NYCT) subway system at the Parsons / Archer
~ Station in Jamaica Center, the creation of a transit mall, and the designation of Jamaica as an
Economic Development Zone. Other proposed projects in Jamaica include the following:

¢ Queens Civil Court Building

¢ FDA Building at York College

¢ Sony Theater Complex (above the NYCT Parsons/ Archer Station)

e New York City Department of Finance Administration’s Help Center

The Port Authority is involved in a Redevelopment Program to modernize JFKand to
improve its functionality. The improvements have been organized into three operational
and physical development groups: the airside, the landside-Central Terminal Area (CTA),
and the laridside-perimeter. Section 5.24 includes an assessment of the cumulative effects

on environmental resources of these and other proposed projects not on airport property.

4.2 Zoning
The zoning maps of the New York City Planning Commission in the project area include the
zoning designations defined in Table 4.2-1.

43 Population and Housing Characteristics

4.3.1 Population Characteristics

The Proposed Project is located near Queens Community Districts 10 and 12, the
Community of Far Rockaway, and the Villages of Lawrence, Cedarhurst, Inwood, Hewlett,
and Woodmere. The Districts and Far Rockaway ate part of the large area of Queens
County surrounding the airport. JFKis located outside these Community Districts and
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immediately borders Queens Community Districts 10 and 12 to the north. The airport is
also located north and west of Far Rockaway and five other villages. Inwood is part of Far
Rockaway but for this discussion is treated separately. Table 4.3-1 summarizes of
population, housing, and employment data by Community District and village.!

TABLE 4.2+

Zoning Designations

Residential

R-1-2 ~  Single-family detached residences. 60-foot lot width, FAR* = 0.5; allows 4 to 7 homes per acre.

R2 Single-family detached residences. 40-foot lot width. FAR = 0.5; allows 11 hames per acre.

R3-1 Singte- or two-family residences, detached or semidetached.

R3-2 General residence district, Lowest-density multiresidential with FAR = 0.5. Lowest-density
muitiresidential, generally row homes and garden apartments.

R4 General residence district, Same as R3-2, but FAR = 0.75 and with a 3-story limit.

R5 General residence district: Like R3-2 and R4, but higher density. FAR = 1.25. Generally row homes
and garden apartment.

R6 General residence district. Medium-density housing of 3 to 12 stories. FAR = 0.78 to 2.43, allowing
176 units per acre. Lowest density in Manhattan.

R7-1 General residence district. Medium-density;, typically 14 stories, allowing 208 to 226 units per acre.
FAR :0.87_ t0 3.44. '

Commercial _ .

C1-2,C2-2 .Local and communitywide retail zoning.

C1-20 Commercial corridor.

C3-20 Low-density, multiresidential use.

C4-20 Heavy commercial use.

C4-2, C4-6 General commercial district. Shopping centers and offices in more densely built areas. Major
commercial center in core area, but outside the central business district. Allows department stores
and theaters. FAR = 3.4.

Co6-1A General central commercial district. Regional subcenters. Zoned for a wide ra'nge of high-bulk
commercial uses.in a central business district; but with increased parking requirenients.

. C8-1 General service district. Automotive sales and service. Heavy commercial setvices bridging

manufacturing and commercial uses such as auto repair, Commercial FAR = 1.0.

Manufacturing -

M1-1 Light manufacturing—high performance. Located adjacent to fow-density residential areas.
FAR = 1.0. _

M-1-2 Light manufacturing—high performance. Older industrial areas. Same as M1-1, but with FAR = 2.0.

M2-1 Medium manufacturing—medium performance. Mainly in older manufacturing. Performance

standards lower than M1 areas with FAR =2.0.

TNote that Hispanic origin Is a category based on national origin, rather than race. As a result, persons of Hispanic origin can be of
any race, and the percentages In the Race and Ethnicity category will not add up to 100 percent.
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TABLE 4.2-1
Zoning Designations

Residential

FAR = floor area ratio (total building floor space divided by building footprint area)

TABLE 4.3-1 _ .
Demographic Data for the Proposed Study Area
v Queens County Queens County Far Queens fnwood Nassau

Demographic Data District 10 District 12 Rockaway County CDpa County
Population '
Persons 22,240 34,126 100,730 1,951,598 6,472 1,278,348
Families | '5,359 7,679 ‘ 23,525‘ 490,915 | 1,687 344,502
Hduseholds 6,340 9,646 34,802 720,149 2,301 431,515
Race and Ethnicity
White 34.79% 15.56% 49.1% 57.9%  65.9% 86.6%
Black 57.4_4% 62.31% 42.1% 21.7% 30.4% 8.6%:
Native American 0.46% 1.25% 0.4% 0:4% 0.0% 0.1%
Asian » ‘ 3.33% 6.54% 1.5% 12.2% 1.5% 3.1%
Other 3.97% 14.34% 6.9% 7.9% 2.2% 1.6%
Hispanic? 12.55% 26.92% . 14.3% 19.5% 7.8% 6.0%
Age '
Otod 7.64% | 7.23% 7.90% 6;2% 6.6% 6.1%
51017 ‘ 18.01% 20.08% 19.18% 14.7% 14.9% - 156.7%
18to 24 ' 12.39% 11.21% 10.10% 10.2% 10.6% 10.0%
2510 44 29.19% i 34.21% 28,38% 33.5% | 29.8% 31.1%
45 to 64 21.70% 18.78% 17.60% 20.6% 20.7% 22.9%

. 65+ 11 .06% 8.48% . 16.85% 14.8% 17.3% 14.2%
Transportation to Job ’ ' _
Number of Workers® ' 9,152 15,023 35,299 918,063 2,815 650,947
Drive Alone 38.91% 28.14% 40.60% 33.76% 59.30% 68.17%
Carpool 12.81% 10.46% 13.07% 10.45% 14.8_0% ’ 9.38%
Bus 11.74% 16.69% 14.61% 10.10% 7.20% 2.55%

. Streetcar or Trolley 0.26% 0.00% 0.10% 0.18% 0.00% 0.02%
Subway 30.76% 34.62% 18.74% 34.5.7 % 1 ‘00% 1.13%
Railroad , 2.01% I 2.02% 1.91% 2.32‘% - 3.80%. 11.97%
Ferryboat 0.00% | 0.00% 0.00% . 0.01% 0.00% O.QO%

Taxicab : 0.75% 0.44% 1.02% 0.57% 2.10% 0.28%
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TABLE43-1
Demographic Data for the Proposed Study Area
Queens County Queens County Far Queens Inwood Nassau
Demographic Data District 10 District 12 Rockaway County Chp? County
Motorcycle ' 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% AO.OS% 0.20% 0.03%
Bicycle 0.00% 0.37% 0.27% 0.17% 0.10% 0.22%
Walk 1.87% 5.20% 7.82% 5.95% © 8.70% 3.38%
Other Means 0.00% 0.77% 0.49% 0.41% 0.30% 0.36%
Work at Home 0.90% 1.28% 1.36% 1.46% 1.50% 2.52%
Commute Time _ '
< 156 minutes 8.14% 10.62% 16.76% 11.98% 36.39% 23.31% .
"~ 15 to 29 minutes 19.29% 16.57% : 19.70% 21.14% 32.51% 29.27%
30 to 44 minutes 18.49% 22.09% 17.67% 24.02% 16.64% 18.17%
45 to 59 minutes 16.46% : 17.77% 10.84% 15.83% 6.65% 7.88%
-60 to 89 minutes . 25 71% 25.13% 21.17% 20.12% 5.49% . 13.14%
> 90 minutes 11.02% 6.55% . 12.58% 5.46% 1.23% 572%
Work at Home ‘ 0.90% 1.28% 127% =~ 1.46% 1.20% 2.52%
Edication¢ | | -
< 9th grade 10.70% 15.12% 13.08%  12.69%  15.70% 5.97%
gth to 1éth grade : 24.43% 24.95% 20.96% 16.16% . 25.40% 9.82%
High School 34.27% 28.40% 30.60% 29.76% 36.29% 30.22%
Some College 156.70% 16.76% 15.48% 15.60% 10.90% 17.41%
Associate Degree 5.20% 5.32% 4.89% 5.19% 3.10% 6.60%
Bachelor Degree 6.63% 7.24% 9.30% 12.46% 6.40% 16.97%
Graduate Degree 3.07% 2.21% 5.70% C 8.12% 2.20% 13.00%
Household Size _ o .
1 person 13.38% 16.14% 30.14% 26.88% 24.08% 16.9%
2 people 2431%  20.70% 25.20%  28.56%  28.20%  29.8%
3 people . 18.36% 20.12% 15.01% 17.04% 16.30% 19.1%
4 people ' 18.80% 17.13% 13.83% 14.24%  16.00% 19.1%
5 people 11.29% 12.65% 8.26% 7.20%  8.20% 9.6%
6 people 6.51% 5.77% 3.49% 3.29% 5.10% 3.4%
> 7 people . 7.35% 758%  3.99% 2.69% 1.90% 20% -
Industry .
Persons Employed® 9,290 . 15,383 38,837 938,996 - 2,876 661486
. Agricultural and Mining 0.09% 0.33% -0.34% 0.28% 2.66% 0.86%
Construction- 4.64% 5.64% 4.83% 4.95% 7.10% 5.14%
Manufacturing 8.77% 13.01% 7.08% 11.87% 11.80% 11.04%
Transportation and 15.22% 12.59% 10.82%  11.22% 15.80% 8.98%
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TABLE 4.3-1
Demographic Data for the Proposed Study Area
Queens County  Queens County Far Queens inwood Nassau

Demographic Data District 10 District 12 Rockaway County cop? County
Communications ‘ : _
Aetail and Wholesale 13.86% 16.78% 15.20% 20.00% 18.50% 20.48%
Finance, Insurance, ahd 13.05% 9.56%‘ . 10.59% 11.43% 7.10% 11.68%
Real Estate
Services . 38.41% 36.256% - 43.91% 36.52% 31.10% - 37.09%
Public Admjnistration 6.26% 5.84% 7.23% 4.71% 6.10% | 4.74%
Median Income (1989) )
Houéehold Income $38,860 " $34,001 . $32,858 $34,186 $26,340 $54,283
Family Income ' $41,811 $56,967 $28,471 $40,426 $35,955 $60,619
Per Capita Income $12,686 $11,073 $14,107 $15,348 $12,366 $23,352 v
Number Below Poverty 1,996 4,609 18,377 210,057 1,043 47,192
Percent Below Poverly ' 8.97% 13.51% 15.96% 10.76% 15.35% 3.69%
Housing '
No. of Units 6,687 10,288 38,388 752,690 - 2,420 446,292
Occupied | 96.32% 96.18% 90.85%  96.24%  9623%  96.69%
Vacant 3.68% 3.82% 9.15% - 376%  376%  3.31%
Owner-Occupied! 67.91% 43.61% 32.16% 47.570% 45.79% 80.45%
Renter-Occupied' 32.09% 56.39% 67.84% 52.43%. 50.45% 19.55%
Median Rent " $655 . $596  g461 $513 $533 $678
Median House Valué $154,182 $138,090 $169,300 $191,000 $177,100 .$209,500.
Note: A

Totals may not add to 100 percent due to.rounding error.

a. CDP = Census Deslignated Place .
b. Hispanic origin, an ethnic category, is based on national origin rather than race. As a result, persons of Hispanic

origin can be of any race and percentages do not add to 100%.
_¢. The number of workers only counts those workers 16 years and older.
d. Includes only those persons 25 years and older. )
e. The number of employed person only counts those persons 16 years and over.
f. Based on the number of occupied housing units, not the total number of housing units.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1990. Summary Tape Files 1A and 3A.

432 Housing Characteristics

'43.21 Community Districts 10 and 12

In Queens County, about 40 percent of the housing units are owner-occupied. Community
District 12 is similar to that of the Counity, with nearly 44 percent owner-occupancy rates;
the rate in Community District 10 is much higher at 68 percent. The vacancy rate for
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Queens County is only 4 peréent. Community Districts 10 and 12 have similarly low |
vacancy rates. ’ ' ' : '

The median value of owner-occupied housing in Queens County is $191,000. This is much
higher than the median housing values of $154,182 in Community District 10 and $138,090
in Community District 12. The median rental in Queens County is lower than that of the
two Community Districts.

4.3.2.2 Community of Far Rockaway ,

There are approximately 38,390 housing units within the Community of Far Rockaway, -
" excluding the Village of Inwood. Of the occupied units, 32 percent are owner-occupied,
68 percent are renter-occupied. Nine percent are vacant. The medjan cost for houses is

$169,300, and the median rent is $461 per month.

4323 Village of Lawrence . ‘ ‘ |

" There are approximately 2,530 housing units within the Village of Lawrence. Of those, 70
percent are owner-occupied, 25 percent are renter-occupied, and 5 peicent are vacant. The

- median cost for houses is $419,800, and the median rent is $733 per month.

4.3.24 Village of Cedarhurst

There are approximately 2,690 housing units within the Village of Cedarhurst. Of those,

71 percent are owner-occupied, 24 percent are renter-occupied, and 5 percent are vacant. The
median cost for houses is $291,300, and the median rent is $641 per month.

4.3.2.5 Village of Inwood

There are approximately 2,420 housing units within the Village of Inwood. Of those,

46 percent are owner-occupied, 50 percent are renter-occupied, and 4 percent are vacant.
The median cost for houses is $177,100, and the median rent is $533 per month. The ‘
percentage of owner-occupied housing and the relative cost for housing in Inwood is
significantly different than that for other surrounding communities.

43.26 Village of Hewlett , ,
There are approximately 3,030 housing units within the Village of Hewlett. Of those,
84 percent are owner-occupied, 11 percent are renter-occupied, and 5 percent are vacant.

The median cost for houses is $317,700, and the median rent is $786 per month.

4.3.2.7 Village of Woodmere |

There are approximately 4,500 housing units within the Village of Woodmere. Of those,
85 percent are owner-occupied, 12 percent are renter-occupied, and 3 percent are vacant. The
median cost for houses is $333,700, and the median rent is $843 per month.

433  Summary of Co'mmunity'Characferistics |

43.3.1 Queens Community District 10 ,

In 1990, there were 22,240 residents and 6,257 households in Queens Community District 10.
The residential areas to the west of the Van Wyck Expressway were predominantly African
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American, while the block groups just north of the airport and in Old Howard Beach were
almost all white. The community had the second largest percentage of people between the
ages of 5 and 17 (18 percent) and the largest percentage of people between 18 and 24 (12
percent) in the study area. '

In 1990, 9,290 persons were employed in services (38 percent), transportation and
communication (15 percent), retail and wholesale business (14 percent) , and finance,
insurance, and real estate (13 percent). More people took the subway to and from work

(31 percent), and fewer people walked to and work than any other District within the study
area. The median household income was $38,860, and 9 percent of the population was
below the poverty level. More homes were owner-occupied (68 percent) than in the other

Community Districts.

4.3.3.2 Queens Community District 12

There were 34,126 residents and 9,646 households in Queens Community District 12 in 1990.

This area had more minority residents than any other District in the study area. In 1990,

16 percent of the residents were white, 62 percent African American, 1 percent Native

American, 7 percent Asian, 14 percent “other”, and 27 percent Hispanic. The most racially

~ mixed block groups were located in the northwestern comer of the community—the corner
opposite JEK. There were also more people under the age of 18 than in any other

Community District in the study area.

Of the 15,383 employed residents, 36 percent had positions in the services sector, 17 percent
in retail and wholesale business, 13 percent in manufacturing, and 13 percent in
transportation and communication. Most residents (35 percent) used the subway to get to
and from work. Median household income was $34,001, although per capita income was
one of the lowest it the study area at $11,073. Thirteen percent of the residents were living
below the poverty level. While this level was the highest for the study area, it was still
below the Census Bureau’s definition of a “poverty area”.

4.3.3.3 Community of Far Rockaway

'The Community of Far Rockaway had a population of 100,730 people in 1990 living in 34,802
households. The racial breakdown was 49 percent white, 42 percent African American,
14 percent Hispanic, 2 percent Asian, 7 percent other, and less than 1 percent Native -
American. Roughly 27 percent of the population is under the age of 18. Of those employed,
44 percent were in the service industry, 15 percent in the retail and wholesale business;,
8 percent in manufacturing, and 11 percent in the finance, insurance, and real estate business.
Approximately 19 percent comumuted on the subway and 15 percent on public buses. Far

' Rockaway residents relied more on public transportation than adjacent communities. The
average household income was $32,858 and the per capita income is $14,107.

- 4.3.3.4 Village of Lawrence _ _ :

‘The population of the Village of Lawrence was 7,264 with 2,396 households in 1990. The
racial breakdown was 90 percent white, 4 percent African American, 5 percent Hispanic,
and less than 1 percent Native American and other. The largest segment of the residents
was between 25 and 44 years of age, and 23 percent had at least a bachelor's degree from
college. Approximately 22 percent of the population was under 18 years of age. Almost
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half of those employed (47 percent) were in the service industry, 19 percent in the retail and
wholesale business, and 13 percent in manufacturing. Over 59 percent drove to and from
work daily, and 14 percent commuted on trains. The average household income was
$63,113 and the per capita income was $35,376.

4.3.3.5 Village of Cedarhurst
In 1990, the Village of Cedarhurst has a population of 7,198 in 2,558 households. The racial
makeup is 94 percent white, 3 percent Hispanic, and 3 percent Native American, African
American, and other. The largest segment of the residents was between 25 and 44 years of
age, and 23 percent had at least a bachelor’s degree from college. Approximately 23.5 percent
of the population was under the age of 18. Of those employed, 41 percent were in the service
_industry, 22 percent in the retail and wholesale business, and 14 percent in manufacturing.
More than 66 percent drove to and from work daily, and 15 percent commuted on trains. The
average household income was $56,449 and the per capita income was $28,549.

43.3.6 Village of Inwood :

The 1990 population of the Village of Inwood was 6,472 with 2,301 households. The racial
makeup, which was significantly different from the surrounding areas, was 66 percent white,
- 30 percent African American, 8 percent Hispanic, 1 percent Asian, and 2 percent Native
American and other. Approximately 21 percent of the population was under the age of 18. Of -
those employed, 31 percent were in the service industry, 19 percent in retail and wholesale
business, and 16 percent in transportation and communications. More than 59 percent drove
to and from work daily, while 15 percent carpooled. The average household income was
$26,340 and the per capita income was $12,366.

4.3.3.7 Village of Hewlett : ‘ :

The Village of Hewlett had a population of 8,286 in 1990. The number of households was
2,842. The population was 94 percent white, 3 percent Hispanic and the remaining 3 percent
were African American, Native American, and other. Twenty-two percent of the population
was under the age of 18 Of those employed, 39 percent were in the service industry,

22 percent in the retail and wholesale business, and 11 percent in manufacturing. Over

67 percent drove to and from work daily, and 15 percent commuted on trains. The average
household income was $75,834 and the per capita income was $42,427.

4.3.3.8 Village of Woodmere o :

In 1990, the Village of Woodmere had a population of 13,460 in 4,390 households. The racial
makeup was 92 percenf white, 3 percent Hispanic, 2 percent African Ametican, and’

2 percent Native American and other. Twenty-six percent of the population was under the
age of 18. Of those-employed, 47 percent were in the service industry, 20 percent in the
retail and wholesale business, and 10 percent in manufacturing. Over 63 percent drove to
and from work daily and 16 percent commuted on trains. The average household income
was $76,754 and the per capita income was $36,888. :
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44 Employment Characteristics

In the study area, the greatest number of workers were employed in service positions during
1989, The median household income ranged from a low of $27,595 in Inwood to a high of
$38,860 in Queens Community District 10. The percentage of persons below the poverty level
- ranged from a low of 2 percent irt Hewlett to a high of 16 percent in Far Rockaway. The

. Census Bureau defines a poverty rate of 20 percent or higher as a “poverty area” and

© 40 percent or higher as an “extreme poverty area”. No part of the study area met these

criteria.
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5. Environmental Consequences

This section identifies and quantifies potential environmental impacts predicted to occur
with implementation of the Proposed Project (i.e., the full build-out of Alternative 7A and

_ the Revised Concept Master Plan). The analysis conducted was based on procedures and data
contained in the Final Environmental Impact Statement, JEK International Airport Light Rail
System (Port Authority, May 1997), the Environmental Assessment of New Entrant Exemption to
the High Density Rule and Operations Specifications for JetBlue Airways Corporation (CH2M
HILL 1999a), and the American Airlines Terminal EA (Port Authority 1999). These data have
been supplemented by additional information supplied by the Port Authority and airlines
operating at JFK, and have been refined to account for specific effects that will result from
the Proposed Project. SR :

5.1 Air Quality

The federal Clean Air Act,! as amended, requires that states identify areas where the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) are not met for specific air pollutants. The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has designated such areas nonattainment areas. A
state with a nonattainment area must prepare a State Implementation Plan (SIP) that details
the programs and requirements that the state will use in order to meet the NAAQS by the
deadlines specified in the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA).2

The Clean Air Act, as amended, requires that federal actions conform to SIPs. Projects that
do not conform to an SIP will not be approved and may not be eligible for federal highway
funding. The USEPA has published a final rule regarding conformity determination.® The
final rule includes annual emission thresholds for nonattainment areas and maintenance
areas that trigger the need for a conformity determination. Generally to comply with the
basic conformity requirements, two criteria st be met: (1) total direct and indirect
pollutant emissions resulting from a project must be shown to be below de minimis
emissions levels specified in the conformity rules, and (2) pollutant emissions from the
project must be demonstrated not to be regionally significant (i.e., the project will not
_contribute 10 percent or more of the region’s total emissions for a criteria pollutant).

51.1 . Existing Conditions

The USEPA, pursuant to mandates of the 1970 Clean Air Act (CAA), as amended in 1990, has

established primary and secondary NAAQS for six air contaminants or criteria pollutants

(40 CFR 50). These pollutants are: carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, particulate

matter, lead, and sulfur dioxide. The primary standards were established at levels sufficient to
protect public health with an adequate margin of safety. The secondary standards were

' established to protect public welfare from other adverse effects of air pollution.

1ys. Congress. Clean Air Act of 1970. Public Law 91-604, December 31, 1970.
2 1.8. Congress. Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. Public Law 101-49, November 15, 1990
3 U.8. EPA General Conformity Final Rule, 40 CFR Parts 6, 51, and 93, November 30, 1993.
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~ New York State’s Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) has adopted the

federal NAAQS as statewide ambient standards. When USEPA aménded the standard for
particulate matter (PM), changing the regulated pollutant from total suspended particulates
(TSP) to inhalable PM;o, NYSDEC adopted the PMyo standard but continued to use both
PMo and TSP as monitoring indicators for the level of particulate matter. Therefore, the
New York ambient air quality standards include all the NAAQS, plus a standard for TSP.
Table 5.1-1 is a complete list of the current national and New York State ambient air quality
standards. Areas that conform to the NAAQS standards for particular criteria pollutants are
designated “attainment” areas for those pollutants; alternatively, areas where criteria
pollutants exceed air quality the standards for particular pollutants are designated.
“nonattainment” areas for those pollutants. Nonattainment areas are further categorized
based on the severity of the pollution problem (i.e., marginal, moderate, serious, severe, or
extreme). Areas in transition from nonattainment to attainment classification are referred to
as "maintenance areas." When insufficient data exist to determine an area’s attainment
status, it is designated unclassifiable. JFK is located in Queens County, New York, an area
with the following air quality designations: -

. Maintenance area for carbon monoxide
¢ Severe-17 nonattainment for ozone
o Attainment for the other criteria pollutants

5.1.2 Environmental Consequences

The environmental consequences of the Proposed Project in relation to air quality are
analyzed in the following section by a general conformity analysis, and an air quality
hotspot analysis. The analysis was performed in relation to the maximum build-out arid

represents the worst-case scenario.

5.1.2.1 General Conformity Analysis

The general conformity rules apply to federal actions occurring in nonattainment air basins

~ for the NAAQS or in maintenance areas. Federal actions occurring in air basins in .
attainment with the NAAQS are not subject to the conformity rules. The Proposed Project

will require FAA approval for the related airport layout plan modification. Therefore, the

general conformity rule applies to FAA’s approval action. .

Since ozone is formed principally from nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic compounds
(VOC) through a series of complex chemical reactions in the atmosphere, the following de
minimis criteria apply to the nonattainment area within which the project is located:

o 25 tons-per year of NOx or VOC for a severe ozone nonattainment area
* 100 tons per year of carbon monoxide for a catbon monoxide maintenance area

Based on the general conformity rule,.any direct or indirect emissions resulting from the
‘Proposed Project, over which the FAA has continuing program responsibility within the
nonattainment area, must be included in the applicability analysis.

Emission sources associated with the Proposed Project are in two categories: construction
sources and operational sources. Table 5.1-2 presents the emission generating activities in

each category.
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TABLE 5.1-1 .
National and New York Air Quality Standards
Pollutant Averaging Time Primary Standard® Secondary®
Ozone ' 1-hour Maximum 0.12 ppm® 0.12 ppm
8-hour Maximum ‘ ~0.08 ppm° 0.08 ppm
Carbon Monoxide 1-hour Maximum 40,000° —
: 8-hour Maximum 10,000 —
Sulfur Dioxide Annual Arithmetic Mean . 80°
24-hour Maximum : 365
3-hour Maximum e 13002
Nitrogen Dioxide _ Annual Arithmeétic Mean 100° 100
PMio , Annual Arithmetic Mean 50° 80
24-hour Maximum 150’ ‘ 150
PMas Annual Arithmetic Mean 15° 16
: : 24-hour Maximum - 85° 65
TSP . Annual Arithmetic Mean ‘ 75
- 24-Hour Maximum ‘ 250
Lead  Quarterly Arithmetic Mean - 15" 15

‘a. All concentrations are in micrograms per cubic meter of air unless designated as parts per milflion (ppm)
b. Expected number of exceedance days shall not be more than one per year (3-year average).

c. An area will attain the standard when 3-year average of the annual 4th-highest dally maximum 8-hour
concentrations is below 0.08 ppm. '

d. Not to be éxceeded more than once per year.

. Not to be exceeded during any calendar year. .
f. An area will attain the standard when the annual highest 99th percentile of 24-hour concentrations over

3 years is below 150 uglm®,
g. An area will atiain the standard when the annual highest 98th percentile of 24-hour concentrations over

3 years is below 65 pg/m®.

h. Not to be exceeded in any-quarter.

Source: 40 CFR 50; USEPA Fact Sheets, June 1997; 1996 Annual New York State Air Quality Report, June
1997.

TABLE 5.1-2
Emission Sources

Operational Emission Sources Construction Emission Sources
Aircraft engines _ Diesel-powered trucks
Aircraft ground support equipment Diesel-powered construction equipment
Other stationary.sourges

Operational Emissions. The Proposed Project analyzed in this section is'a consolidation and
reorganization of terminal facilities to handle future projected aviation demand at JFK
Airport. As discussed in‘Section 2, the aircraft landing and take-off operations expected to
occur at the airport will be the same with or without the Proposed Project, but without the
Proposed Project there would need to be a significant increase in gate utilization, and/or
addition of hardstands, that may or may not be feasible. Without additional gates, there
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would be an increase in aircraft waiting for a gate to become available, resulting in an
increase in idling time and emissions. Additional apron hardstands, if installed under No
Action, would likely be insufficient to meet the project needs, and would require bussing of
passengers and loading of passengers in an unsheltered environment, with a decrease in the
level of service. Emissions would increase from this No Action use of the existing terminal
from the resultant additional transport of passengers to aircraft at hardstands and
additional emissions from Ground Support Equipment (GSE) at these remote aircraft. The .
Proposed Project would improve the gate utilization and efficiency, which would avoid
these potential No Action adverse air quality impacts. The Proposed Project roadway
realignment is expected to improve traffic flow, which would also result in an air quality
improvement. '

An air quality analysis was performed to determine the overall operational air quality

~ impact of the garage project. This section summarizes the results of an air pollutant
emissions analysis that was performed to determine (1) if the proposed parking garage
could adversely affect ambient air quality and (2) whether the project will result in
exceedances of USEPA de minimis standards for carbon monoxide, VOC, and oxides of
nitrogen. The analysis was conducted for 2005, the year the garage was originally expected
to be completed. Although the current construction schedule indicates the garage will be
completed by the first quarter of 2008, the analysis remains valid because this portion of the
project has not changed, and overall ground emissions in and around the airport from other
~ sources are expected to be similar over time, with use of better air pollution controls on

vehicles and equipment.

The USEPA’s New Jersey-New York-Connecticut Interstate Air Quality Control Region,
which includes JFK, is classified a severe-17 nonattainment region for ozone. Within this
region, a subregion consisting of the five boroughs of New York City, Nassau County, ard
Westchester County is also designated a maintenance area for carbon monoxide.

Emissions and Dispersion Modeling System. The development.of an air pollutant emissions
budget for the proposed parking garage was conducted using the Emissions and Dispersion
Modeling System (EDMS). EDMS is a combined emissions and dispersion model developed
by the FAA in cooperation with the United States Air Force. EDMS is the USEPA’s preferred
guideline model for air quality analyses at airports. :

The primary applications of the EDMS are (1) generating an inventory of emissions caused
by sources on and around an airport or air base, and (2) calculating pollutant concentrations
in the surrounding environment. The back-end for both the emissions inventory and
'dispersion modeling components of EDMS is a comprehensive database comprising tables
 for system data and user-created sources and results. System data tables include emissions

factors for civilian and military aircraft, civilian ground support equipment, and civilian
motor vehicles. Civilian motor vehicle emissions factors for vehicle fleets between 1997 and
2020 are based on MOBILESa, the latest model available at the time of the analysis. The
latest available version of EDMS, an emissions inventory module that incorporates USEPA-
approved methodologies, was used for calculating aircraft emissions, on- and off-road
vehicle emissions, and stationary source emissions. '
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Alternatives. Air pollutant emissions were calculated for two scenatios: the Proposed Project,
which assumes that a four-story parking garage will be operating in the Terminal 5/6
parking area in 2008, and the No Action Alternative, which assumes that parking demand in.
2008 will be accommodated in the Orange surface parking lot and the existing adjacent
parking garage and surface parking lot. Emissions associated with each scenario were
compared to determine the net change in air emissions that will result from the
implementation of the proposed parking garage. Under the current construction schedule,
the parking garage will be operating in 2008, however, the analysis remains valid because
this portion of the project has not changed, and overall ground emissions in and around the
airport from other ground sources are expected to be similar over time, with use of better air

pollution controls on vehicles and equipment.

- Methodology and Analysis. Parking lot emissions are a function of parking lot traffic volumes
(expressed as peak hour volume or annual traffic volume), the time vehicles spend idling in
the lot, and the distance vehicles travel in the lot between entering and exiting. The "
methodology used to model parking lots in the action Alternatives and the No Action
Alternative is described in the sections that follow.

Traffic/Parking Area Volumes. Traffic volumes used to represent parking demand in the

. Terminal 5/6 area were derived from the daily parking counts collected by Five Star
Parking through its revenue control system. Parking transaction counts on peak days
(Thursdays) in an average parking demand month (March) were combined, and an average
representative parking demand was derived. This representative parking demand was then
increased in direct proportion to existing projections of enplaned air passenger demand at
JFK for the period 2000 to 2005. This resulted in a parking demand of 3,136 transactions per
day. This representative daily parking demand for the Terminal 5/6 area was used for both
the Proposed Project and the No Action Alternative. :

Vehicle Idle Time. In EDMS the default time vehicles spend idling in parking lots is
1.5 minutes. Due to the absence of data for the proposed garage, the default idle time was
used in the modeling of the Proposed Project and the No Action Alternative.

Vehicle Travel Distance. Based on a réview of preliminary plans for the proposed parking
garage and conversations with Port Authority staff regarding parking lots in the Central
Terminal Area (CTA), average parking lot travel distances were computed for the Proposed
Project and the No Action Alternative. Due to the compact and efficient layout of a structured -
parking garage as compared to an expansive surface parking lot, it was estimated that ‘
motorists would on average travel up to % mile less under the Proposed Project than under

the No Action Alternative.

_ Analysis Results and Environmental Consequences. Table 5.1-3 summarizes the results of the
EDMS analysis for the proposed parking garage. It is expected that there will be a net
decrease in air pollutant emissions if the new proposed parking garage is constructed as

"compared to the No Action Alternative. The reason for the net decrease is due primarily to
the compact and efficient layout of a structured parking garage when compared to-an
expansive surface lot. It is also anticipated that implementation of the proposed garage will
decrease roadway pollutant emissions in the CTA since airport passengers will not be
required to travel to other parking lots when the Terminal 5/6 parking lot is full.
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" TABLES§.1-3~
Pollutant Emissions: Proposed Garage

Pollutant (tons/year)

Project ) Carbon Monoxﬁde Hydrocarbons Nitrous Oxide; Sulfur Oxides PMio
Proposed Action 74.6 8.0 38 02 0.0
No Action . 964 10.4 Y 02 02
Net emissions change (21.8) (2.4) (1.4) e (0.2)

Note: A negative number indicates an emissions reduction occurs under the “Build” scenatio. Calculations were
performed for 2005. The completion year is now anticipated to be 2008. The analysis remains valid because this

. portion of the project has not changed.

In light of these findings, it is expected that the net emissions associated with the proposed
parking garage will be below USEPA. de minimis criteria, and the parking garage project will
therefore conform with the rules and requirements of the Clean Air Act-and the.Clean Air
Act Amendments of 1990. This analysis was based on estimates of enplaned passenger
demand projected to be in place by 2005. As outlined in Section 2 Purpose and Need of this
document, the economic downturn coupled with the events of September 11,2001 have .
resulted in a significant reduction in aircraft operations and passenger traffic at JFK and
other airports nationwide. However, the aviation passenger traffic at Terminal 6 at JFK has
increased substantially with JetBlue’s operations, and passenger traffic at other airports
worldwide is projected to continue to increase. Therefore, the Proposed Project and parking
garage are needed now, and the analysis contained herein remains valid because the traffic
volumes generated by the Proposed Project are expected to be similar to the volumes used

in the analysis. :

Construction Emissions. Under the General Conformity regulations, emissions associated
with construction must be calculated, added to operational period emissions if appropriate,
and the total compared to the annual de minimis standards/levels for criteria pollutants.
Because the Proposed Project will not change or alter projected aircraft operations, -and the
Proposed Project will reduce parking emissions and improve traffic flow-related emissions,
only construction-related emissions associated with the Terminal 5and 6 Redevelopment
Project were compared to applicable de minimis levels. Since JFK is within a maintenance area
for carbon monoxide and a severe-17 nonattainment area for ozone, pollutants evaluated in
the construction emissions analysis included carbon monoxide and ozone precursors: VOC

and NOx.

Construction Schedule. Initial construction timetables and schedules were developed in 2000 -
and early 2001 by the airlines participating in the Terminal 5 and 6 Redevelopment Project at
that time (JetBlue, United and TWA) and by the Port Authority for proposed roadway and
garage improvements. The construction schedule estimated for the construction and N
demolition sequencing of the Proposed Project, due to the conceptual level of project design,
was used to determine annual estimates of pollutant emissions. Initial annual emissions
estimates were calculated for an eight -year construction period (i.e., 2000-2008). At present,
“the construction schedule for the full build out scenario would still be eight years, or
possibly longer depending on market conditions. Construction of the JetBlue terminal, the

56




ENVIRONMENTAL ASSEQSMENT ) B . 5—ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

parking garage, the new roadway system, and public access connections from AirTrain
would start during the first quarter of 2005 and be completed during the first quarter of
2008. Full build out of all terminal concourses of the Terminal 5/6 site would be completed
by 2012. Therefore, the analysis still remains valid because this portion of the project will be
the same or less extensive than what was analyzed, and ground emissions are expected to
be similar or better over time, with use of better air pollution controls on vehicles and
equipment. :

Sixteen separate construction incréments were identified. Estimated construction hours
associated with the projects were distributed over the 8-year construction schedule based on
input from construction managers and consultants. Emissions estimates presented in this
section represent total cumulative emissions that would be generated by construction
equipment operated by the airlines and their respective contractors in a given year.

The methodology used to determine annual construction-related emissions estimates is
discussed below.

Methodology. Construction related emissions are a factor of (1) the type and horsepower of the
construction equipment; (2) the operating time of the equipment (expressed in annual hours
or number of vehicle miles traveled); (3) equipment fuel type; (4) equipment age (newer
construction equipment is assumed to be subject to stricter emissions standards);

(5) equipment loading (load factor); and, (6) local climatic vatiables. The respective airlines
and the Port Authority provided construction equipment types, model year; and equipment
usage data. These data are provided in Appendix F, Air Quality Analysis.

For the construction emissions analysis, it was assumed that the age of construction
equipment used onsite in a given year will be 9 years or younger. For example, the oldest
piece of construction equipment used in 2008 would have been manufactured in 1999.This is a
conservative evaluation because newer equipment with betterair pollution controls may
actually be used. It was also assumed that the construction site would be wired for electricity
by the end of the second year of construction. Provision of electronic power from the grid
eliminates the need for local fuel powered generators or gas powered equipment (gas
compressors) after the second year. Emissions caused by nonroad equipment (bulldozers,
loaders, and cranes that cannot travel on highways arid local roadways) and by onroad
equipment (tractor trailers, light duty trucks, employee travel vehicles) were evaluated
‘separately to account for national emissions standards in place for onroad vehicles. Emissions
from these broad types of construction equipment were summed to determine total annual
construction emissions. Table 5.1-4 presents annual construction emissions for the eight-year
construction period. ‘ '
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Diesel and Gasoline Engine Nonroad Equipment Emissmns Emission factors for nonroad

diesel equipment were derived from the following sources:

» Uncontrolled emission factors provided in
Non-road Engine and Vehicle Emission Study

Report (USEPA November 1991) for equipment

models manufactured before 1996

o Tier 1 controlled emission standards regulated
under 40 CFR, Part 89.112 (USEPA September
1997) for equipment models built since 1996

Emissions factors for nonroad gasoline equipment
were based on the gasoline emission factors in AP-
42: Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors,

" Mobile Sources (USDOT April 1998)

Horsepower data for each equipment type were
obtained either from the Caterpillar Petformance
Handbook (Caterpillar October 1999) or from the
USEPA document Non-road Engine and Vehicle
Emission Study Report and subsequent reports.

Vehicle emission factors, expressed in grams per

‘hour per horsepower, for the three criteria

pollutants of interest (carbon monoxide, VOC,

NO,) were multiplied by the estimated running
time, load factor, and horsepower for each piece of

construction equipment. In this manner, it was
possible to calculate the total pollution (in grams)
emitted from each piece of equipment for each
year of the emissions analysis. Estimates of
pollutant emissions were subsequently converted
from grams to tons. :

USEPA recommends the followmg technique for’

calculating houtrly emissions from nonroad engine

sources, such as loaders:

TABLE 5,14 -

Construction Emissions by Project Year

co

_ HC NOy
Year1 Nonroad -0.1_36 0.86 5.59
Onroad = 0.63 5.35 1.57
Total 098 620 7.16

Year2 Nonroad 1.69 1831 13.29
Onroad  1.33 12.00 *2.90

Total 3.02 3031 16.19
Year3 Nonroad 125 373 1821
Onroad 2.71 2730 4.08

' Total 3.96  31.03 2229
Year4 Nonroad 3.27 51.19 13.28
Onroad 2.45 2488 3.59

Total 572 7607 16.88

" Year§ Nonroad 229 2778 14.14
Onroad  5.92 62.53 7.58

Total 821 9032 2172
Year6 Nonroad 0.62 1.68 7.92
Onroad 1.27 10.51 3.22

Total 1.90 1219 1114

Year7 Nonroad 020 059 235
Onroad 0.44 3.92 0.96
Total 064 451 3.3
Year8 Nonroad 0.08 030 1.06
Onroad 022 196 047
Total 030 225 153

Note that the construction is currently anticipated
to begin in the first quarter of 2005 -

Mi = N x hp x LF x EF;
where:
M; = mass of emissions of it pollutants durmg mventory period
N = source population (units)
hp = average rated horsepower
LF = typical load factor '
EF; = average emissions of i* pollutant per unit of use (e.g., grams per horsepower-hour)
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A sample calculation of NOx emissions from a grader (CAT 12G-1988 model) expected to be
used during the first 12 months of construction, is provided below: B -

Operational hours 1,040 hours (provided by the contractor)

Total Emissions 1,040 hours/year x 140 hp x 61% x 9.6 grams/hp-hr
= 852,634 grams/year = 0.94 tons/ 12-month

Table 5.1-4 summarizes estimates of nonroad equipment emissions for each year of the
8-year construction schedule. '

Diesel and Gasoline Engine Onroad Equipment Emissions. During construction, light duty
trucks will be used to move construction materials and people on and off the project site.
Emissions factors for these onroad motor vehicles were determined using the USEPA-
approved software model, MOBILESb. As noted, motor vehicle emissions factors are a
function of speed, ambient temperature, vehicle classification, mode of operation, and other
factors. In developing emissions factors for construction-related motor vehicles, no emission
credit was taken for the use of wintertime oxygenated gasoline.

Emissions factors calculated by MOBILESb are supplied in the form of grams per mile
traveled. For the construction emissions analysis, the number of vehicle miles traveled in a
year by each piece of onroad construction equipment was multiplied by the MOBILES5b
emissions factor to calculate the total pollutant emissions by equipment (in grams per year).
This figure was then multiplied by a conversion factor to convert from grams to tons.

The following formula details the process of calculating pollutant emissions associated with
onroad construction equipment. :

M; = NxDY xEF

where:
M; = mass of emissions of it" pollutants during inventory period
N = source population (units)
DY = distance traveled per year

EF; = average emissions of it pollutant per unit of use (e.g., grams per hp-hr) .
A sample calculation of NOx emissions from two trucks that would be used during the first
12 monthis of construction, is provided below: :
Operatiohal miles 1,040 miles (provided by contractor)
Total emissions 2 trucks x 1,040 miles/year x 1.35 grams/mile =
2,808 grams/year = 6.19 tons /12-month
Table 5.1-4 summarizes estimates of onroad equipment emissions for each year of the 8-year
construction schedule. o ‘

Conclusion. Based on the foregoing analysis, the Proposed Project (as a full build-out “worst
case” scenario) would conform to the New York SIP. As shown in Table 5.1-4, the Proposed
Project
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will not result in construchon~related emissions that equal or exceed the following applicable de
minimis threshold rates: '

o 25 tons per year of NOy or VOC for a severe ozone nonattainment area
* 100 tons per year of carbon monoxide for a carbon monoxide maintenance area

The project would not be considered “regionally significant” with regard to air polluh’on'
emissions because project emissions will be a minute fraction of the total emissions in the
region. A formal conformity determination, therefore, is not legally required for this project.

. USEPA's rules and guidance are clear: where the net emissions increase resulting from the
project do-not exceed the applicable threshold rates, there are no further obligations regarding
the conformity rules. Thus, the proposed airport improvements are consistent with the SIP.

5.1.2.2 Air Quality Hot Spot Analysis

_An air quality hot spot analysis was performed to determine if the Proposed Project alternative
at JFK would impact ambient air quality, primarily in the area immediately in front of the
proposed terminal complex that would replace existing Terminals 5 and 6. This section
quantifies carbon monoxide concentrations at full build-out under both the Proposed Project
(i.e., split-level and frontage reorientation and improvement), as well as under the No Action
Alternative (i.e., combined, at-grade arrivals and departures at Terminal 5 and separated, but
at-grade, arrivals and departures at Terminal 6).

Hotspot Analysis Procedures. The air pollutant of most concern for hotspot analysis is carbon
monoxide because ambient concentrations of carbon monoxide are predominantly influenced by
motor vehicle emissions. Carbon monoxide is a colotless and odorless gas that results from the
incomplete combustion of gasoline and other fossil fuels. Because carbon monoxide disperses
quickly, the concentrations can vary greatly over relatively short distances. Elevated
concentrations are usually limited to locations near intersections and along congested roadways.
Carbon monoxide estimates reflect the sum of a local increment generated by local sources and a
background increment generated by sources over a wider area.

Locally Generated Carbon Monoxide Concentrations. Dispersion models are used to simulate -
mathematically how emissions sources, meteorology, and geometry combine to affect pollutant
concentrations, CAL3QHC (Version 2.0), and a USEPA-approved dispersion model, was used to
estimate carbon monoxide concentrations from traffic associated with arrivals and departures in
* front of Terminals 5 and 6 under the No Action Alternative and in front of the new combined
terminal complex under the Proposed Project. The analysis corresponds to 2008, the 1st year of
operations under the completed combined terminal complex. :

CAL3QHC is a line dispersion model widely used for predicting pollutant concentrations near
roadway segments and intersections. The model assumes that the dispersion of pollutants
downwind of a source follows a Gaussian distribution. (A Gaussian distribution is a bell-shaped
curve.) Figure 5.1-1 shows receptor locations used to evaluate the No Action Alternative; Figure
5.1-2 shows the receptor locations used to evaluate the Proposed Project. These receptor
locations remain valid. Even though the new terminal configuration has been modified from
earlier drafts of this EA, the roadway system remains the same as in the original Proposed
Project.
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- wintertime oxygenated gasoline, given that USEPA has approved the removal of the

CAL3QHC uses an approach that separates idle.emissions from the rest of the emissions. Separate
links are set up for“idle” emissions and for “speed” emissions. For this analysis, “parking lanes”
were modeled as “idle” emissions links and “through” lanes were modeled as “speed emissions
links.” Passenger loading and unloading activities in front of the terminals (in the parking lanes)
were modeled like an intersection where the light stays red for 3.3 minutes in a 3.5-minute cycle.
Average speeds for lanes adjacent to the parking lanes were assumed to be 12.5 miles per hour.
Average speeds for lanes used for recirculation, ingress to the terminal area, and egress from the
terminal area were assumed to be 15 miles per hour. The Combined Terminals 5 and 6 Preliminary
Frontage, Intersection Capacity and Parking Analyses Report (Basilio-Avadhani Associates 2000) was
used to develop.a vehicle fleet mix that would be representative of conditions in 2008 (ie., the
relative percentage of light-duty and heavy-duty onroad vehicles).

CAL3QHC generates 1-hour average concentration estimates. To estimate the local ,
incremental 8-hour-average carbon monoxide concentration, a persistence factor of 0.7 was
applied to the 1-hour-average concentration. CAL3QHC requires certain input data, including
the coordinates of the road links included in the modeling effort, meteorological assumptions,
traffic volumes on each link, and emissions factors. ' '

* Meteorological Assumptions. The principal meteorological‘fact(')rs'that influence the trahsport

and concentration of pollutants from vehicular sources are wind speed and wind direction. The
carbon monoxide hot spot analysis was performed by assuming a worst-case wind speed of .
1.0 meter per second, atmospheric stability class D, and mixing height of 1,000 feet. To ensure the

~ worst impacts are reported, the carbon monoxide dispersion calculation was conducted for

various wind directions to determine the worst-case wind direction resulting in maximum
concentrations at each receptor site. '

Traffic Volumes. Traffic volumes used for this analysis were derived from the Combined
Terminals 5 and 6 Preliminary Frontage, Intersection Capacity and Parking Analyses Report (Basilio-
Avadhani Associates 2000). Peak-hour traffic volumes under the No Action Alternative reflect
vehicular activity once associated with United Airlines and TWA for 2008. Under the No '
Action Alternative, JetBlue would reach a level of operations by 2008 that cannot be served

- within Terminal 6. Therefore, a worst-case scenario of JetBlue operating at an undetermined
. alternate location was assumed for the No Action Alternative for the hot spot analysis. Peak-
- hour volumes under the Proposed Project reflect projected vehicular activity associated with

the airlines in 2008 (which under the current schedule would occur in 2012), ensuring the
greatest difference, and thus worst-case scenario, between the No Action and Proposed Project
carbon morioxide emissions. These data remain valid as the construction time has been
deferred, but does not differ in duration from the analysis. -

- MOBILES5b Emissions Factors, Composite motor vehicle emissions factors were developed

using MOBILESb, USEPA’s most recently approved motor vehicle emissions model at the time
that the anialysis was conducted: Motor vehicle emissions are a function of speed, ambient
temperatuie,‘ vehicle classification, mode of operatidn, and other factors. Average vehicle
speeds ate discussed above in connection with adaptation of CAL3QHC to a terminal frontage
roadway situation. The emissions factors reflect a temperature range of 25 to 38 degrees '
Fahrenheit. In developing emissions factors, no emissions credit was taken for the use of
“oxyfuel”
program from the carbon monoxide SIP (USEPA and USDOT April 2000). '
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Vehicle classifications refer to categories of motor vehicles, such as cars, light-duty trucks, and

- buses. For most lanes, a riix of 95 percent gasoline-powered automobiles, 4 peicent light-duty

gasoline-powered trucks, and 1 percent heavy-duty diesel-powered buses was assumed. For bus
and shuttle lanes, the mix was assumed to be 25 percent hght~duty gasohne-powered trucks
and 75 pereent heavy-duty diesel vehicles.

Different modes of vehicle operation include “cold start,” “hot start,” and “hot stabilized.”
Carbon monoxide emissions are highest under “cold start” mode and lowest under “hot
stabilized” mode. In general, “cold start” mode applies to a vehicle that had been turned off for
more than 1 hour prior to use. “Hot start” mode applies to a vehicle that had been turned off
within the hour prior to use. Both modes last until a vehicle has warmed up and attained “hot

‘stabilized” mode, which is typically within several minutes of startup. For this analysis, all

vehicles were assumed to operate under the following typical P.M. peak-hour conditions: 65.5
percent hot stabilized, 26.3 percent cold start, and 8.2 percent hot start (USDOT Iune 1997)

Background Concentrations. Background concentrations are carbon monoxide levels not
directly accounted for through the dispersion modelmg analysis. These background levels
must be added to the modeling results to obtain total pollutant concentrations. Carbon
monoxide background concentrations within the project area in 2008 are 3.3 parts per million
(1-hour average) and 2.3 parts per million (8-hour average; USDOT, June 1997). Although the
end of construction is now: anticipated to occur in 2012 or later, levels would be expected to be
similar to those projected for 2008 due to overall greater controls on equipment and

~ improvement in air quality.-

Analysis Results and Environmental Consequences. Using the hotspot analysis procedures
described above, the modeled 1-hour and 8-hour locally generated carbon monoxide
concentrations resulting from terminal frontage traffic at each analysis site were added to the
background concentrations to predict total carbon monoxide pollutant concentrations. The
worst-case carbon monoxide conicentrations are summarized in Table 5.1-5 for the No Action

~ Alternative and Table 5.1-6 for the Proposed Project. In Tables 5.1-5 and 5.1-6, receptor sites are

identified by number; however, receptor location #1 in Table 5.1-5 is not the same spot as
receptor location #1 in Table 5.1-6, since the physical configuration of the terminal frontage
roadways would differ under the two scenarios.
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. TABLE51-5

Estimated Maximum Carbon Monoxide Concentrations Undér No Action Alternative

Carbon Monoxide Concentration (ppm) ‘

1-Hour Average 8-Hour Average
Receptor Maximhm Local Increment  Background  Total -Maximum Local Increment  Background Total
1 76 3.3 109 |  s3 2.3 7.6
2 78 3.3 11.1 5.5 23 7.8
3 8.7 83 20| et 23 8.4
4 8.6 3.3 119 60 23 8.3
5 60 . 33 93 | . 42 23 65
6 .44 3.3 7.4 C 29 _ 23 5.2
7 4.7 33 80 | 33 - 23 - 56
8 6.0 a3 9.3 a2 23 6.5
9 28 33 . 61 | 2.0 23 43
10 2.8 | 3.3 81 | 2.0 ‘ 23 . 43
11 2.4 3.3 57 17 2.3 4.0
. 12 4.4 33 77 3.1 2.3 5.4
13 4.2 33 75 29 2.3 5.2
14 4.3 E 3.3 7.6 3.0 23 = 63
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TABLE 516
Estimated Maximum Carbon MonOX(de Concentrations Under Proposed Project

Carbon Monoxide Concentration (ppm)

1-Hour Average 8-Hour Average

Receptor 'Maxlmﬁm Local Increment  Background = Total | Maximum Local Increment  Background Total
1 ' 6.5 3.3 9.8 46 : 2.3 6.9
2 5.4 33 87 | . 38 23 6.1
3 5.6 33 89 | 3.9 23 62
4 6.6 33 9.9 ‘ 46 2.3 6.9
5 48 - 33 81 ‘ 3.4 » 2.3 5.7
6 65 ' 3.3 98 |- 46 23 89
7 6.3 . 33 9.6 4.4 2.3 6.7
8’ 5.3 3.3 8.6 3.7 23 6.0
9 52 3.3 8.5 . 36 23 5.9
10 5.1 33 8.4 38 23 59
1 4.6 3.3 7.9 32 23 55
12 4.0 : 3.3 7.3 2.8 2.3 5.1
13 40 3.3 73 28 2.3 5.1
14 a7 - 33 80 33 23 56
15 35 33 6.8 25 2.3 48
16 4.8 3.3 81 | 3.4 2.3 57
17 46 33 7.9 3.2 - 23 5.5
18 35 3.3 6.8 2.5 2.3 4.8
19 4.1 33 - - 74 2.9 ‘ 2.3 5.2
20 32 3.3 6.5 22 23 45

Under the No Action Alternative, the highest carbon monoxide concentrations would be
approximately 12.0.parts per million (1-hour average) and 8.4 parts per million (8-hour average),
including the applicable background concentrations, Under the Proposed Project, the highest
carbon monoxide concentrations would be approximately 9.9 parts per million, 1-hour average,
and 6.9 parts per million, 8-hour average, including the applicable background concentrations. .
All estimated concentrations under both the No Action and Proposed Project Alternatives are
below (within) the standards, Wthh are 35 parts per million, 1-hour average, and 9 parts per

-million, 8-hour average.

Concluslon The hot spot analysis result shows that the Proposed Project will not create any new
violation, nor increase the frequency or severity of any existing violations of the national
standards. Therefore, the Proposed Project will not delay the timely attainment of the national

* standards, and the project complies with the conformity rules and the requirements of the

Clean Air Act. The analysis was originally performed for the full build out scenario. Although
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the fall build out may occur later than originally anhcxpated (depending on market conditions);
the analysis remains valid because overall emissions in and around the airport from other
~ sources are expected to be similar over time, with use of better air pollutlon controls on

vehicles and equipment.

51.3 Summary of Findings

As discussed in Sections 5.1.2.1, General Conformity Analysis, and 5.1.2.2, Air Quahty Hot Spot
Analysis, the Proposed Project will not result in operatmnal or construction related emissions
that equal or exceed applicable de minimis threshold rates, nor increase the frequency or
severity of any existing violations of the national standards. Based on the foregoing analyses, it
is assumed that the Proposed Project will conform to the New York SIP and the conformity
rules and requirements of the Clean Air Act. NYSDEC comments on Air Quality have been

- adequately addressed (see Appendix G State Agency Correspondence)

The analyses were ongmally performed for the full build out scenario, which would occur over
an eight year period. Although the start date has shifted, and the full build out may occur later

than the otiginally anticipated (depending on market conditions), the analysis remains valid
because the Proposed Project will be the same or less extensive than what was analyzed, and
overall emissions in and around the airport from other sources are expected to be sumlar over
time, with use of better air pollution controls on vehicles and equipment.

5.2 Biotic Communities

52.1 Existing Conditions

JFK is bordered by Jamaica Bay on the south, Bergen Basin on the west, the Head of Bay on the '
east, and Thurston Basin on the northeast. With its complex of salt marshes, Jamaica Bay
supports the only major biotic cominunities in the vicinity of the airport. It has been designated
a State Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitat and a State Critical Environmental Area. A Critical
Environmental Area is a geographic reach identified by a state agency as having exceptional or
unique characteristics that make it environmentally important, A large part of the bay and its
adjoining shoreline are now a component of Gateway National Recreation Area, a National
Wildlife Refuge is part of the Gateway complex. - ’

Jamaica Bay provides habitat to a relatively diverse group of biotic life, given its urban setting
~ and the stress placed on it by point and areawide pollution sources. One area within the Bay,
Joco Matsh, supports the only known colony of laughing gulls on Long Island. Although there
are over 60 species of finfish and shellfish within Jamaica Bay, their numbers are low,
productivity is poor, and there are several aquatic species that are principally associated with
polluted conditions. The aquatic biota of the tidal ditch at the northern end of Hawtree Basin is
typical of that found within subtidal mudflats, which are found around the airport. This
community includes snails (Nassarzus) sandworms (Nercis), and killifish (Fundulus), a species
commonly found in shallow-water tidal ditches located at a distance from larger open-water
areas. '

The biotic community around the airport does not function at a high level of diversity. On the -
perimeter of JFK, Jamaica Bay and its tidal waters penetrate Bergen and Thurston basins.
Bergen Basin contains the discharge point for the Jamaica Water Pollution Control Facility
(WPCF) and stormwater outfalls from JFK. Thurston Basin also contains stormwater outfalls.
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High biological oxygen demand, heavy metals, and hydrocarbon levels in IamaicaA Bay near the

airport have resulted in a biologically “stressed” environment, where the biotic community
functions at relatively low levels. ‘

5.2.2 Effect of Proposed Project |

As noted in Section 5.16, the project is not expected to have significant impacts to Jamaica Bay
surface water quality. As noted in Section 5.17, the project is also not expected to affect the bay’s
shoreline or wetlands. For these reasons, the project will not cause adverse impacts to the bay’s
existing ecological resources. Since there are no sensitive biological communities near the

proposed terminals, no significant adverse biological impacts will occur.

5.3 Coastal Barriers

The Coastal Barrier's Resources Act of 1982 [PL 97-348] prohibits, with some exceptions,
federal financial assistance for development within the Coastal Barrier Resources System,
which consists of undeveloped coastal barriers along the Atlantic and Gulf coasts. JEK does not
fall- within the Coastal Barrier Resources System, and the Act does not apply to the Proposed
Project. S - :

54 Coastal Zone Management

54.1 Existing Conditions

The Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 established the Federal Coastal Zone Management
Program to encourage and assist states in preparing and implementing management programs
to “preserve, protect, develop, and, whete possible, to restore or enhance the resources of the nations
coastal zone,” '

Pursuant to the Coastal Zone Managemerit Act, New York State adopted its Waterfront
Revitalization and Coastal Resources Act (1981), which created the New York State Coastal
Management Program under direction of the New York State Department of the State. The
program encourages coordination among all levels of government to promote sound
waterfront planning and requires government to consider the goals of the program in making

. land use decisions. The Coastal Management Program consists of 44 policies and applies to all

areas within the designated coastal zone boundary. JFK, and much of its surroundings, are
located within the designated coastal zone, and so federal and state actions at JFK must be
reviewed in light of New York's 44 policies. A letter to the Department of State requesting a
coastal zone management consistency determination was transmitted by the Port Authority on

- November 21, 2000, The Department’s reply, dated December 18, 2000, provides the
_ determination that the Department has no objection to the proposéd modification. A copy of
the letter and all other correspondence is included in Appendix G, State Agency Correspondence.

54.2 Effect of Proposed Project

The Proposed Project is expected to have no impact on coastal zone management because there
will be no exterior construction activities that can affect the coastal zone. Moreover, JetBlue and
tenant airlines plan to implement measures to minimize the potential for any pollutant releases

to the coastal zone (e.g., Policy 38 requires that the quality of surface water and groundwater is

preserved and protected).
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‘55 Endangered and Threatened Species

The Endangered Species Act, as amended, provides for the protection of certain plants and
animals as well as the habitats in which they are found. The Act places protected plants and
animals into two classifications: “endangered” and “threatened.” New York State has adopted
these classifications and also has designated a third category for species of “special concern.”
Endangered species are defined as flora and fauna faced with the danger of imminent
extinction. Threatened species are in less danger, but require special protection to maintain
their populations and prevent them from becoming endangered. Species that are of “special
concern” in New York State are those for which welfare concerns or risk of endangerment have
been documented. - ‘

" The primary source for information pertaining to endangefed and thireatened species is the-

Final Environmental Impact Statement, JFK International Airport Light Rail System (Port Authority,
May 1997). The U.S. Fish.and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the National Marine Fisheries Service,
and the NYSDEC New York State Natural Heritage Program (NYSNHP) served as sources for
information on the potential occurrence of federal- and state-listed endangered, threatened,
candidate, and proposed species of special concern. In addition, published and unpublished
reports were reviewed. -

5.5.1 Flora , |
Neither the USFWS nor the NYSNHP report any recent records of occurrence for plant species’

of special concern at JFK. The NYSNHP reported several historical records from the late 1800s

to early 1900s in the general vicinity of the airport. Since these species were not observed
during the studies conducted for the light rail system, they are assumed to have been
extirpated due to continued environmental alterations. '

5.5.2 Faunha

The USFWS reports that, with the exception of transient individuals, there are no federal
species of special concern in the area of JFK. : : .

The National Marine Fisheries Service reports that no threatened or endangered marine species. -
under its jurisdiction are known to occur near the-airport. While Jamaica Bay and its environs
support marine turtles that are listed as federal and state special-status species, no marine turtles
are anticipated to occur at the airport due to the absence of appropriate habitat.

_ The NYSNHP reports several occurrences of the federal- and state—endangered‘pereg_rine falcon

(Falco peregrinus) within the general area of the airport. The species is known to have established
nesting sites on some buildings and bridges within the metropolitan area. There are no potential

“nesting sites for the species at the airport. Habitats near the airport that peregrine falcons may

use for hunting include waterfowl concentration areas, such as Jamaica Bay. These habitats will

not be affected by the Proposed Project.

No other species of special concern are repotted within the area of JEK.
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5.6 Energy Supply and Natural Resources
FAA Order 1050.1D identifies two types of energy impacts to be analyzed in an EA:
e Changes in demand by stationary facilities (e.g., buildings and hangars). The purpose of

this analysis is to identify changes to facilities that would have a measurable effect on local
. energy supplies, and to identify opportunities to reduce those effects. o

¢ Movement of aircraft and ground vehicles. Increased consumption of fuel by aircraft needs to
be examined if operating times increase substantially without offsetting efficiencies in
operating procedures. Ground vehicle fuel consumption needs to be examined if there is a
significant increase in access time or a substantial change in movement patterns.

Since the Proposed Project will not increase aircraft operating times, ground vehicle fuel
consumption, access time, or change movement patterns, this section provides only an analysis
of the energy impacts from stationary facilities resulting from the Proposed Project.

No unusual materials or materials in short supply are required for.the Proposed Project, so no
use of natural resources other than fuel are evaluated in this section.
5.6.1 Stationary Facilities

5.6.1.1 Existing Conditions

Electrical power for most existing Port Authority operations in New York State is presently
supplied by the New York Power Authority. The electricity produced by the onsite Kennedy

~ International Airport Cogeneration (KIAC) plant is sent back to the Con Edison gtid outside -

the airport. The KIAC plant at JFK became operational within the past 9 years. This power
plant produces over 100 megawatts of power available to the Port Authority-Based on an
energy audit conducted during the week of June 1, 1999 (CH2M HILL 1999), operations at
Terminal 6 used 8,936 megawatt-hours of electricity and 33,639 million British thermal units of
energy for heating and chilling water. Current gate facilities at Terminal 6 do not provide 400-
Hz electricity or preconditioned air supply to aircraft. In addition, energy facilities and fixtures

" at Terminal 6 are outdated and inefficient. The No Action Altemahve would not improve the

existing facilities.

5.6.1.2 Effect of the Proposed Project

The Proposed Project includes the construction of new bulldmgs, a parkmg garage, and other
airside improvements. The new terminal facilities would be designed to minimize the

* consumption of energy resources, especially fossil fuels. The use of new, energy-efficient

lighting and air conditioning systems, hot water and chilled water systems at Terminals 5 and 6

~ would reduce energy consumption per gate compared to No Action. It is estimated that use of

more energy efficient systems under the Proposed Project will reduce electricity consumption
and annual heat consumption per square foot.

In addition to the energy savings measures noted above, preconditioned air systems and 400-Hz
electrical outlets would be installed at each gate at the new Terminal 5/6 complex. The effect of
these improvements would be to reduce operating time (and expense) for aircraft auxiliary

power units, energy consumption, and air pollutant emissions at the replacement gates. Due to

the addition of gates, the overall consumption of energy may be greater or less than utilized by -
the existing Terminal 5 and Terminal 6, however, there is sufficient energy capacity, and
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therefore, there would be no adverse effects on energy demand from the Pr'oposed Project for
stationary sources. : ' ‘

5.672 Aircraft and Ground Sdpport Equipment

- The major energy use category is the amount of fuel required for aircraft operations. No
additional energy consumption is expécted, based on the premise that the same number of
passengers will fly to and from the airport with or without changes in the terminals. It is
anticipated that GSE will run on alternative fuels, and regional petroleum and gas companies
would be expected to meet the aircraft and GSE fuel demands. Expected electricity demand for
GSE is relatively small compared to the amount of power the KIAC produces, and energy
efficient equipment will be used where practical. Therefore, energy use and fuel consumption
from these sources will not increase as a result of the Proposed Project. ‘

5.6.3 Motor Vehicles

The Proposed Project will not cause a direct increase in passenger volumes and employment
levels at JFK or result in an increase in the number of JFK-access trips. This analysis is based on
the premise that the same number of passengers will fly to and from the airport withor
without chianges in the terminals. As a result, the net effect of the Proposed Project is that there

will be no increase in fuel consumption and energy use by motor vehicles.

5.6.4 Summary _ _
Based on the above analysis and the availability of fuel and electric power reported by JEK, the

amount of energy consumed by the Proposed Project can be accommodated by existing
supplies and will not cause significant adverse effects to energy or natural resources.

5.7 Environmental Justice Evaluation |
5.7.1 Executive Order 12898 |

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority =
Populations and Low-Income Populations, directs all federal agencies to develop a strategy to
address environmental justice concerns in its programs, policies, and regulations, including the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Its purpose is to achieve environmental justice by
having each federal agency identify and address disproportionately high and adverse impacts
on minority and low-income populations with respect to human health and the environment.
The memorandum accompanying Executive Order 12898 identifies the following ways to '
consider environmental justice: ‘ ' f

¢ Each federal agency should analyze environmental and social effects on minority
populations, low-income populations, and Native American tribes.

» Mitigation measures, whenever feasible, should address the effects.

¢ Each federal agency must prbvide opportunities for effective community participation in
the NEPA process.

¢ A review of the degree to which the project complieé with this order should be conducted
in conjunction with the NEPA process. "
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In response to the directive that each federal agency identify and address environmental justice
impacts, the USDOT has set forth four broad objectives in its implementation of Execufive
Order 12898: ‘

s Improve the environmént and public health and safety in the transportation of people and
goods, and the development and maintenance of transportation systems and services.

¢ Harmonize transportatibn policies and investments with environmental concerns,
reflecting an appropriate consideratiort of economic and social interests.

e " Consider the interests, issues, and contributions of affected communities, disclose
appropriate information, and give communities an opportunity to be involved in decision
making. :

* Implement Executive Order 12898 by integrating its provisiohs into existing USDOT
programs, policies, activities, regulations, and guidance to the greatest extent possible.

5.7.2 Environmental Justice Methodology . |

The CEQ's “Environmental Justice: Guidance Under NEPA” (December 1997) defines a minority
-as an American Indian or Alaskan Native; Asian or Pacific Islander; Black, not of Hispanic Origin;
or Hispanic. A minority population should be identified where either the minority population of
the affected environment exceeds 50 percent or the minority population percentage of the affected
area is meaningfully greater than the minority population percentage in the general population.
As shown in Table 4.3-1 in Section 4.3, the populations of both Queens County Community ,
Districts had a majority of minotity population groups (65 percent for District 10 and 84 percent
for District 12). Far Rockaway, also within Queens County, had a minority population roughly
half that of.the fotal population. These statistics are in contrast to the overall population of
Queens County, where the overall population identified themselves as white (58 percent). For
these reasons, the populations living in Community Districts 10 and 12, as well as the
Community of Far Rockaway, are identified as minority populations for purposes of this
analysis. In conttast, the community of Inwood has a large white population (69 percent).
Nassau County, where Inwood is located, also has a large white population (87 percent). For
this reason, the community of Inwood is not identified as a minority population for this
analysis. -

- The CEQ's guidance states that low-income populations in an affected area should be
identified with the poverty thresholds from the Census Bureau. The poverty rate describes the
number of people or families living below the poverty threshold and is based on the annual
income and number of persons in the family. The poverty rate for Queens County is 11 percent, -
whereas the rate is 9 percent for District 10 and 14 percent for District 12. Poverty rates were
similar for the communities of Far Rockaway (16 percent) and Inwood (15 percet;t). Neither

- District meets the Census Bureau’s criteria for a “poverty area” or “extreme poverty area.” For
this reasdn, none of the areas adjacent to the airport are identified as low-income for purposes
of this analysis. ‘ : «

5.7.3 Environmental Justice Evaluation

The Proposed Project was evaluated to determine if there were adverse impacts to human -
- health or environmental or social effects as a result of project implementation. The project area,
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as described in Section 4.3, includes Community Districts that are considered to include
minority populations. ' '

Although there is a large minority population in Community Districts 10 and 12 adjacent to the
airport, the Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse-social or environmental
impacts for the following resource areas: air quality (5.1); biotic communities (5.2); coastal
barriers (5.3); coastal zone management (5.4); endangered and threatened species (5.5); energy
‘supply and natural resources (5.6); historic, architectural, archeological, and cultural '
resources (5.8); induced socioeconomic impacts (5.9); land use (5.10); noise (5.11); Sectiont 4(f)
lands (5.12); social irapacts (5.13); solid waste (5.14); surface transportation (5.15); water and
wastewater quality (5.16); wetlands (5.17); construction impacts (5.18); and cumulative

impacts (5.20). Consequently, no disproportionately high or adverse effects on minority

~ populations would occur, and no, mitigation measures are needed pursuant to Executive Order
12898. The Proposed Project would cause an adverse impact on the historic TWA Terminal
(Section 5.8 and 5.12) due to the demolition of Flight Wing 2 and modification of the West Tube;
however, meastres are proposed to mitigate the impact. The demolition of Flight Wing 2 and
rehabilitation of the main TWA Terminal building does not cause an adverse impact to the
minority population in Community Districts 10 and 12.

The results of the analyses indicate that the Proposed Project would not disproportionately
affect the health or the environment of minority populations. The analysis documented in this

" EA and summarized above supports the conclusion that the Proposed Project has been planned
in accordance with the provisions of Executive Order 12898. -

58 Historic, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural
‘Resources | | |

5.8.1 Existing Conditions

5.8.1.1 Previous Analyses ‘

Most of the information in this section was obtained from the Final Environimental Impact
Statement, JFK International Airport Light Rail System (Port Authority, May 1997). The area of
potential effects for the light rail (AirTrain) system encompasses the same area applicable to
this project. In the course of preparing the Fintal Environmental Impact Statement, JFK
International Afrport Light Rail System (Port Authority, May 1997), historic and archeological
resources were inventoried in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic _
Preservation Act of 1966 as amended; Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act;
Section 101(b)(4) of NEPA,; the amended procedures for Protection of Historic and Cultural
Properties (36 CFR Part 800); and the New York CEQ. :

In the Final Environmental Impact Statement, JFK International Airport Light Rail System (Port
Authority, May 1997), background information was derived from secondary histories,
archaeological reports, historical maps, and structure and site inventories. Data were gathered
from the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (the State -
Historic Preservation Officer [SHPQY)), Albany; the New York State Museum, Albany; the New
York State Library and Archives, Albany; the New York City Landmarks Preservation
Commission, Manhattan; the New York Public Library, Manhattan; and the Queens Borough
Public Library (Long Island Division), Jamaica, Queens. A reconnaissance level survey was
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performed to record any historic properties that were not previously inventoried and to
evaluate potential impacts. Previously recorded archaeological sites in the project vicinity were
inventoried. The determination of archaeological sensitivity was based on consideration of the
location of known archaeological sites, models of prehistoric settlement, and assessment of
envirorunental changes and landscape alterations that affect archaeological site preservation.

The inventory of historic properties included those listed or eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP), New York City landmarks, and buildings more than 50 '
years old that required evaluation for historic or architectural significance: The evaluation of
significance of inventoried historical properties follows NRHP criteria (NRHP 1991). Historical
and archaeological sites are considered significant if they possess integrity of location, design,
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and if they:

‘e Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns

of our history; .
e Are associated with persons significant in our past;

o Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction; or that
represent the work of a master; or that possess high artistic values; or that represent a.
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;

or

e Have yielded, or may be ]ik_eiy to yield, information ilﬁportant in prehistory or history.

Based on the survey conducted for the Final Environmental Impact Statement, [FK International
Airport Light Rail System (Port Authority May 1997), the site of the TWA Terminal has been
determined fo be eligible for listing on the NRHP and the State Register of Historic Places. As
an NRHP-determined-eligible “historic property,” the TWA building at Terminal 5 is also a
Section 4(f) property. (See Appendix A, Section 4(f) Evaluation for the Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment
at [FK). Additionally, the original 1962 part of the TWA Terminal is a New York City -
Landmarks Preservation Commission designated landmark structure, having been granted this

status in 1994.

5.8.1.2 Airport Historical Background | |
The airport originally was to occupy 1,600 acres in the area around the former Idlewild Golf

. Coutse. By the time the ajrport opened for service in 1948, the scope of the project had

quadrupled in size to 4,900 acres and had undergone at least four master plan designs.
Throughout the history of the airport, numerous master plans were introduced, updated,
abandoned or revised over the years as JFK's planners have continually tried to keep pace with
technological innovations and the explosive increase in air passenger travel,

JFK opened to commercial traffic in July 1948 under the name New York International Airport. -
From the date of its opening until December 1957, all passenger traffic was handled in a
temporary terminal of Quonset-hut type buildings. Between 1948 and 1953, the temporary -
terminal was expanded five times. _ , R o

In 1955, the Port Authority presented a riew master plan for a Terminal City at the airport. The
Terminal City master plan envisioned a central international arrivals terminal with seven smaller

unit terminals for American Airlines as well as other supporting structures, including the control
tower—the only permanent structure that had been erected to date. The first completed building
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of the Terminal City.project was the International Artivals Building and Airline Wings (now
Terminal 4), which opened in December 1957. The first unit terminal to open was the Eastern -

- Airlines terminal, which opened for service in October 1959. The American Airlines Terminal, the

United/Delta Airlines Terminal, and the Pan Am Terminal opened in qitick succession between
February and July 1960. In March 1961, Braniff, Northeast, and Northwest Airlines opened a joint -
terminal. Other buildings that were part of the original Terminal City plan included the Central
Heating and Refrigeration Plant, the Gulf gas station (1959) and the chapels, which opened in
1966. The TWA Terminal, which opened in May 1962, was the last of the unit terminals to be
completed, and thus marked the substantial completion of the Terminal City project (although
other terminals continued to be planned and constructed). '

In December 1963, the City of New York officially changed the name of New York
International Airport to John F. Kennedy International Airport. In September 1966, the Port
Authority announced a new 10-year improvement plan designed to handle both jumbo jets and
the much-anticipated supersonic airplanes of the 1970s. Under this plan, Terminal City would
be expanded from 655 acres to 837 acres through the removal of one runway and some taxiway
area. In 1967, TWA became the first airline to expand upon its original unit terminal design
when it announced an improvement of its terminal to accommodate jumbo jets and increased
passenger traffic. In 1970, Pan Am opened a second terminal at its site, and that same year,
BOAC (now British Airways) became the first foreign carrier to open a terminal of its own. In
1972, the National Airlines Sundome (now Terminal 6) opened. '

Since 1972, the original Terminal City plan has been further eroded. Most of the unit terminals
have been demolished, and new multiairline megaterminals (now identified by number, not
airline) have taken their place. As with the initial construction of Terminal City, much of the
current construction program is taking place while the existing buildings continue to operate.
The redevelopment of the terminal core at the airport continues in the same central area first
set aside for terminal buildings in 1942. The scale of the new development is much larger than
its predecessor. In addition to the recently completed Terminal 1, further potential
development is slated in the areas of Terminals 2 (Delta) and 3 (Delta, formerly Pan Am), anew
Terminal 4 was completed, Terminal 7 was expanded (British Air), and the redevelopment of
Terminals 8 and 9 (American Airlines) is under way. In addition to the new terminals to be
constructed, the Port Authority is undertaking other infrastructure improvements, most
notably the recently completely construction of the AirTrain that connects the terminal core to
the rental car businesses at Federal Circle, outlying parking lots, and existing New York City
public transit hubs at Howard Beach and Jamaica Station. - -

5.8.1.3 TWA Terminal (Saarinen Building)ﬁ Historical Background

‘The TWA Terminal is one of nine original terminal structures built.in accordance with the Port -
- Authority’s 1955 Master Plan. Arrayed in a circular plan around a loop road and facing a 160-

acre landscaped plaza that included reflecting pools and parking, the terminals were designed

for individual airlines by internationally known architects. This plan became known as

Terminal City. Terminal 4, also known as the International Arrivals Building, was the first to be
completed in 1957, and the TWA Terminal was the last of the signature buildings to open in
1962. The highly sculptural design of the TWA Terminial is considered to be an iconic symbol of
the Modern Architectural movement of the 1960s. - - - :
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The TWA Terminal consists-of three main elements—a concrete shell main terminal building
with outlying wings, two flight wings and gate lounge structures, and two corinector tubes that
link the main building to the flight wings. The original Saarinen design included the main
terminal building, Flight Wing 2 with its departure lounges, and the west-connecting - -
passageway. Flight Wing 1 and its connecting passageway were not completed until 1970 along

- with east and west baggage additions. Additional baggage handling structures were built in-the

1990s. A detailed description of the architectural featiires and unique engineering/ design
achievements incorporated into the construction of the main terminal and connector tubes is
provided in Appendix A Section 4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK.

* TWA ceased operations at the terminal in October 2001 and in January 2002, American Airlines

(who purchased TWA assets in mid-2001) formally vacated the TWA Terminal and returned
the building to the Port Authority. The terminal is unoccupied, and through a public request
for proposals (RFP) process, the Port Authority will seek proposals for the adaptive reuse of
the terminal (see' Appendix D Memorandum of Agreement). Use of the property as a public
facility would ensure the main TWA Terminal building and the Bast Tube passageway are
restored and /or rehabilitated, that the West Tube is restored or modified for future use, that
the structural and surface features are maintained to the level needed to meet building health
and safety standards, and that their historical features will restored or rehabilitated and
survive into the future. ' '

5.8.1.4 TWA Terminal (Saarinen Building): Physical Characteristics

The TWA Terminal is adjacent to Terminal 4, at the apex of a curve in the airport service road.
The main building is flanked by wing-shaped single-story extensions on either side, which
follow the curve of the service road. Two raised walkways extend from the rear of the Terminal
and connect to the satellite gate structures (Flight Wings 1 and 2).

The interior of the terminal is divided into three levels. A theater-like waiting area facing the
runway originally was located on the main level of the Terminal, connected to the entrance hall

. by a wide central flight of stairs divided by two landings. The waiting area has since been

raised up to the height of the main level. Flowing staircases connect the main level to two

“balconies at the upper level, which contain restaurants, lounges and first-class waiting areas.

The balconies are connected at the upper level by a reinforced-concrete bridge. The walkways
leading to the gate structutes are entered at the main level. The main area of the east gate
structure (Flight Wing 2) consists of an open-plan area organized around a central core, with
floot-to-ceiling window walls around the perimeter. Two triangular departure lounges are
connected to the main gate structure by glazed concourses. : ”

‘The design for Flight Wing 1 followed Saarinen’s original concept for the flight wings;

however, its size, scalé and detailing, particularly on the interior, were different. Flight Wing 1 -
provided gates for 10 jets, versus 7 gates at Flight Wing 2, and was set ata slightly higher
elevation to accommodate the larger 747 jumbo jets. The new flight wing was connected to the
main terminal structure by-a much longer (220-foot) tube walkway. The interior finishes were
not consistent with those in the rest of the terminal, or they have been removed. Flight Wing 1,

~ which opened in 1970, was larger in floor area than the entire original TWA Terminal, in part
* because it contained four levels within. ' -

Other additions were also completéd during the early years of the terminal. Like Flight Wing 1,

' they were not executed with the same level of design and detail as the original construction,
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but in plan they reflect some of the original design intent. As constructed, the baggage
handling area had been accommodated within the concrete shell structure of the terminal, but
it proved inadequate. Additional space was also required for ticketing and general operations.
Consequently, one addition was constructed to expand the baggage handling function, which

" was connected to Flight Wing 1 by an underground people-mover. Ticketing counters
expanded into the area originally designated for baggage handling. On the other side of the
terminal, behind the original ticketing area, another addition was constructed to accommodate
offices and other back-of-house functions. These additions are tucked in behind the wings of
the original terminal building.and have little impact from the landside view; however, they
certainly changed the footprint of the original construction and their installation altered or
obscured the facade on the airside of the building. Other, later, alterations at the TWA Terminal
" have further eroded the visual quality of the original Saarinen design. '

The TWA Terminal at JFK is an excellent example of 20th Century modern architecture and
engineering, designed by one of the preeminent architects-of midcentury modernism in
America. Its use of satellite passenger loading areas was an influential innovation in airport
terminal design. The architect for the TWA Terminal was Eero Saarinen & Associates. The
TWA Terminal was one of Eero Saarinen’s last projects and was one of his most revolutionary
and influential designs. Eero Saarinen (1910-1961) designed several important works of the
post-World War II era. '

Although major alterations have been undertaken at the site, the TWA Terminal remains a
masterpiece of post-War Modern architecture in America. Today, the TWA Terminal retains its
integrity of location, design, and workmanship. Adaptive reuse will breathe life into the
building and ensure its visibility and revitalization in the future.

5.8.2 Effect of Propbsed Project , ,

The preferred alternative will require the demolition of the original Flight Wing 2 and'Flight
Wing 1, and potential modification of the West Tube. Without mitigation, this action could be
considered a significant adverse effect of the project on historical resources. As part of the
mitigation of removing Flight Wing 2, the Port Authority modified earlier concept designs and
created the preferred alternative, which retains the full length of the connector tubes. The East
Tube will be preserved in its entirety and will connect the Saarinen-designed TWA Terminal
building to the new terminal, providing public access between the two structures.
Modifications to the West Tube will be evaluated per the Port Authority’s October 10, 2003
consultation report, which is part of the Revised Concept Master Plan (Appendix B), and the
executed Memorandum of Agreement (Appendix D Memorandum of Agreement). Access from
the AirTrain to the TWA Terminal and the new terminal will also be enhanced through new
pedestrial connectors. Additional access will be provided via the roadway network at both the
frontages of the Saarinen-designed TWA Terminal building'and the new terminal. In

accordance with 36 CER Part 800, mitigation measures have been established to minimize harm
to the facility (see below). ' o

Several alternative design schemes were developed and evaluated (see Section 3 Alternatives,
and Appendix A, Section 4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK). Construction of the
terminal at another location was found to be not feasible. The No Action Alternative does not
meet the purpose and need. Of the remaining twelve alternatives evaluated, all except '
Alternative 7 and Alternative 7A resulted in either a significantly teduced number of aircraft
gates or limitations on aircraft size, an unacceptable roadway configuration, an inability to meet
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the project purpose and needs, excessive construction issues (infeasible), or adverse effects on

the TWA Terminal. The proposed design (Alternative 7A) achieves the goals of both preserving

- and enhancing public use of the TWA Terminal, and restoring the East Connector Tube, and

evaluating a hierarchy of options for the West Tube to enhance its use, while also providing for
a new contemporary airline terminal with flexibility and the required space and number of
aircraft gates. '

The proposed design optimizes the potential of the Terminal 5/6 site for the future needs of JEK'
and guides the development to balance the airside and landside parts of the project, while
allowing for the restoration, preservation, and adaptive reuse of the main TWA Terminal building
and the East Tube. The proposed design, which resulted in the culmination of the consulting

' parties process, is believed to be the most prudent of all schemes evaluated in terms of sound

preservation strategy and terminal redevelopment. Although the two flight wings would be
demolished, and the West Tube potentially modified, the impact would be mitigated through and

~ terminal redevelopment documentation and other measures specified in Section 5.8.3.

The proposed parking garage structure associated with the Proposed Project will be located
approximately 10 to 20 feet from the AirTrain Guideway, and within the footprint of the
current open area patking lot. The roof parking level of the proposed garage is roughly the

~ same elevation as the top of the Air Train Rotunda. An evaluation of the impact of the Air

Train structure on Terminal 5, which was conducted as part of Final Environmental Impact
Statement, JEK International Airport Light Rail System (Port Authority May 1997), concluded that
the AirTrain structures, as designed and sited, would have no adverse effect on the historic
character of Terminal 5. Given that the parking garage will be no higher than the AirTrain
Rotunda, and is further away from the terminal than the AirTrain structure, there will be no
adverse effect on Terminal 5. ‘ ' -

The Proposed Project does result in an adverse effect to an historic resource, namely, the

demolition of Flight Wing 2 and potential modification of the West Tube. The Proposed Project

would, however, preserve and restore the remaining historical resources. Through the public
process, measures have been developed to mitigate the adverse effect. The Proposed Project
would preserve the main TWA Terminal building, retain the East Connector Tube, and potentially
modify the West Tube, which would connect the main TWA Terminal building to the new
terminal, allowing access to the new adaptive reuse. It would allow for restoration, rehabilitation,
and access by the public. The Proposed Project will allow extensive restoration of the interior,
removing a series of acctetions that detract from Saarinen’s original plan. The exterior would be
restored, and its numerous recent accretions (vestibules, baggage handling facilities, conveyers,
etc.) would be removed to return the TWA Terminal to its original design condition,, which

_ wouild be a beneficial effect on historical resources. It would enhance views from the landside and

original airside of the terminal. Implementation of these measures would provide for ample
mitigation of these adverse effects on historical, architectural, archaeological, or cultural
resources. ’ o : o

The No Action Alternative will not require demolition of parts of the TWA Terminal, nor’
construction of a new Terminal 5/6 complex. Under this alternative; this striicture would remain
in its present state, would not be restored, mitigation measures would not be required to be
undertaken, and public access would not be available while the Terminal is unoccupied. Thus, -
the No Action Alternative would have an adverse effect on this historic resource.

§-26




ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT ) ‘ . . 5—ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

No other historic, architectural, archaeological, or culfurai properties would be affected by
either the Proposed Project or the No Action Alternative. ' Co

58.3 Mitigation Measures |

The Proposed Project results in an adverse effect to the historic resource, namely, the
demolition of Flight Wing 2 and modifications to the West Tube. The Proposed Project would,
however, preserve and restore the remaining historical resources. As described in Appendix A,

Section 4(f) Evaluation of TWA Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at [FK , a mitigation plan has been

developed and agreed to as part of the signed MOA (Appendix D Memorandum of Agreement).

The MOA lists stipulations to be taken to mitigate the adverse effect to the historic s.ite.. The
stipulations were developed with comment and input from the signatories (the FAA, SHPO,

. Port Authority, and Council) and consulting parties listed previously. The mitigation measures

include five major sections: Formation of a Redevelopment Advisory Committee; Planning;
Interim Maintenance; Restoration and Rehabilitation; and Ongoing Maintenance and
Preservation. The stipulations of the MOA include adaptive reuse of the TWA Terminal and
include the preparation of a Level 1 recordation document (Historic American Buildings
Survey/Historic American Engineering Record), nomination for listing on Federal and State
Historical Registers, maintenance and preservation guidelines for the TWA Terminal until an
appropriate reuse is determined, public education efforts, and preparation of a rehabilitation
and reuse plan. The MOA provides for specific'actions to be taken and for formation of a
Redevelopment Advisory Committee, to provide future input on the Terminal 5/6 '
Redevelopment Project as details are developed. The consulting parties to the Section 106

. process commented on the draft MOA prior to its execution by the signatories and were

invited to concur on its stipulations. Through the public process, measures have been developed
to mitigate the adverse effect, The MOA provides for mitigation of these adverse effects on
historical, architectural, archaeological, or cultural resources. ' :

5.9 Induced Socioeconomic Impacts

FAA Order 1050.1D defines examples of socioeconomic impacts as “shifts in patterns of
population movement and growth, public service demands, and changes in business and
economic activity to the extent influenced by the airport development.”

The Proposed Project would induce some positive socioeconomic impacts in the project area.
Such impacts would benefit sutrounding communities during construction by increasing
employment opportunities and expenditures on local services and materials. JFK employs |
more than 37,000 people and contributes more than $20 billion in economic activity to the
metropolitan region. During the project’s operational phase, the upgraded terminals would
provide additional long-term employment opportunities for local residents as a result of an
increase in terminal concessions, such as food-beverage, news-gift, and other retail. This
increase in employment would result in the payment of salaries and operating expenditures
such as materials, services, and utilities supplied to the airlines and airport. There would also
be beneficial indirect effects to those industries supplying goods and services to the airport and
airlines and induced expenditures spurred by increased wages and salaries. The multiplier
effect of these expenditures on salaries and seivices will boost the economy of the airport and
the area without affecting patterns of population growth, land use, public service demands,

. and changes in business or economic activity. The net socioeconomic impacts induced by the
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* Proposed Project would be positive. Therefore, there wpuid be no significant adverse impacts

as a result of the Proposed Project.

Neither the Proposéd Project nor the No Action Alternative would incur shifts in patterns of
population movement or growth, and public service demands in the surrounding communities
would remain at similar levels to present. As a result, no mitigation measures would be

requirgd.

5.10 Land Use
5.10.1  Existing Conditions

Land use around JFK consists primarily of varying density residential areas, federal and state
parklands, and also small areas of commercial and light manufacturing operations. The
residential areas range from detached, single-family dwellings on 40- to 60-foot-wide lots, to
medium-density, multiresidential structures such as row houses or garden apartments. There are

no large apartment buildings (typically 14 stories) in the immediate vicinity.
Albng the southern side of the airport is the Gateway National Recreation Area, which contains

the Jamaica Bay Wildlife Refuge. The commercial areas include general commercial districts
(shopping centers and offices in more densely built areas), general central commercial districts

(wide range of high-bulk commercial uses with increased parking requirements), and general

service districts (automotive sales and service, heavy commercial services bridging
manufacturing, and commercial uses such as auto repair).

The airport and numerous small areas around the airport contain and are zoned for light
manufacturing operations. These manufacturing operations generally are located adjacent to
low-density residential areas. Along with the on-airport aviation facilities, the airport land uses

~ onsite consist of office use in Federal Circle, as well as commercial activity, including car rental

and cargo services.

5102  Effect of Proposed Project

The greater area around JFK is highly developed with typical urban commercial, residential,
transportation, and industrial uses. The Proposed Project is compatible with existing zoning,
the area’s land use plans and the land uses on the airport and in the surrounding area. Given
the nature of the Proposed Project and the highly developed nature of most of the surrounding
area, there would not be any adverse land use impacts outside the boundaries of JFK as a result

of the Proposed Project.

The Proposed Project would not result in impacts exceeding thresholds of significance that have
land use ramifications such as disruption of communities, relocation of residences or businesses,
or impact to natural resources areas. The Proposed Project is located entirely within the limits of
the JFK complex. A review of land use around the proposed terminal indicates that all proximate
uses are dedicated to airport operations, including taxiways, runways, other airline terminals, -
and associated maintenance functions. Thus, the project is completely compatible and consistent '

with adjoining land uses.

The project site is located within the much largér JFK complex, and the Proposed P_rojed would

‘not have a direct impact on either the residential land uses situated beyond the encompassing

roadway system or the nearby parks and recreational facilities. Project impacts to regional
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5121  Existing Conditions

socioeconomics, air quality, and nonaircraft-related noise are discussed in their appropriate
sections of this environmental assessment. ‘ '

The project site is not located in a critical environmental area. The Proposed Project would be
constructed completely within the limits of the JFK complex. The land that would be occupjed
by the proposed terminal is already highly disturbed and in airport use. The Proposed Project
would not create a wildlife hazard, nor is it located adjacent to ponds or drainage areas,
putrescible waste disposal, or other uses adopted by wildlife for feeding, loafing, or
reproduction as described in FAA AC 150/5200-33. '

5.11 Noise
5.11.1  Existing Conditions

~ Noise levels in and around JFK are shown in Figure 5.11-1. The Environmeéntal Assessment, New
Entrant Exemption to the High Density Rule and Operations Specifications for JetBlue Airways

Corporation, dated September 1999, updates the existing noise conditions as follows:

e Slight increases in day-night average sound level are expected to occur primarily under
arrival paths to Runways 13L, 31R, 31L, 22L, and 04R. The affécted locations include areas
betwéen Woodmere Country Club and the Meadowmiere Park area in Nassau County;
Inwood Country Club, areas along the east and north sides of Brookville Park in Rosedale;
areas west of JEK between the Nassau Expressway and the Belt Parkway; and areas south

of the airport in Arverne.

'« The overall land area affected by aircraft noise day-night average sound levels of 65 or

above is expected to increase by a maximum of 2.3 percent.

JetBlue currently operates out of Terminal 6 and these noise conditions exist with or without
the Proposed Project. ! :

5.11.2  Effect of Propoéed Project ,

The Proposed Project would not increase the expected number of flights from JetBlue or tenant
airlines. The future number of flighits would be the same with or without the Proposed Project.

5113  Conclusions

Since the Proposed Project is not,expécted to induce a change in either the type or number of

aircraft flight operations, but rather reorganize the available aircraft parking positions (see
above), there would be no change in noise levels experienced by communities in the vicinity of
JFK as a result of the proposed terminal redevelopment. '

5.12 Section 4(f) Lands

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 establishes a federal policy that
special effort should be made to preserve the natural beauty and to minimize adverse effects of
transportation projects on the countryside and public park and recreation lands, wildlife and.
waterfowl refiiges, and historic sites (49-U.S.C. 303).
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~ The Secretary of Transportation cooperates and consults with the Secretarles of the Interior,’

Housing and Urban Development, and Agriculture, and with the states, in déveloping
transportation plans and programs that include measures to maintain or enhance the natural
beauty of lands crossed by transportation activities or facilities.

The Secretary of Transportahon may approve a transportation pro;ect requiring the use of
publicly owned land of a public park, recreation area, or - wildlife and waterfowl refuge of
national, state, or local significance, or land of an hxstonc site of national, state, or local

significance under two conditions:

o There is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land.
 The program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the park,
recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from the use.

Publicly and privately owned historic sites of national, state, and local significance are

protected under this statute and are subject to Section 4(f) evaluation when applicable.

+ Use of a Section 4(f) property occurs in any of the following ways:

¢ Whenland is permanently incorporated into a transportation facxhty

e When there is temporary occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the Section 4(f)
preservationist purposes '

¢ Whenthereisa construchve use of land (i.e., when the project’s proxumty impacts are so
severe that the Section 4(f) property is substantially impaired)

This project will be located in its entirety on JFK lands that are currently part of the CTA.
Therefore, no public parks, recreation areas, or wildlife refuges will be affected by the project.

However, the main TWA Terminal building, the connector tubes, and thht Wing 2 are eligible
for listing on the National and State Registers of Historic Places. The New York City Landmarks
Preservation Commission has designated these facilities as landmarks. Appendix A, Section 4(f)
Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK, describes significant features of this Section 4(f)
property and evaluates various alternatives considered. Section 5.8 of this document describes
the historic background of this structure, effects of the Proposed Project, and mitigation measures
that would be implemented. The demolition of Flight Wing 2 of the TWA Terminal is part of the

Proposed Project.

5122  Fffect of Proposed Project

The Proposed Project will result in the unavoidable use of and adverse nnpacts to a portion of
the Section 4(f) land (i.e., the demolition of Flight Wing 2 and the potential modification of the
West Tube). However, the actions described in Section 5.8 and the MOA (Appendix D
Memorandum of Agreement), are designed to mitigate to this. The activity resulting from the
proposed redevelopment of the Terminal 5/6 complex is similar to and compatible w1th the
normal activity (airline terminal) previously associated with the land.

A detailed Section 4(f) evaluation of the project was performed-and is included in this EAas

Appendix A, Section 4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK. The report contains a

thorough discussion of the architectural significance of the Saarinen design and its building
components. It presents the alternative concept plans studied for the redevelopment of the
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Terminal 5/6 site. The feasibility, prudence, and impact to the Section 4(f) property were
evaluated for each alternative. The discussion below summarizes the report’s primary findings.

There are no feasible and prudent alternatives that would avoid all impacts to the historic
structure, including construction at an alternative site, relocation of tenant airlines to other
terminals, and construction of new facilities at the Terminal 5/6 site. Therefore, it was
concluded that the project would have an unavoidable adverse effect on the resource.

All alterriative schemes that were developed for the Terminal 5/6 site were considered and
evaluated from the standpoint of aircraft parking, maneuvering, and servicing, terminal area
and configuration, and roadway capacity and curb frontage. Each design element was to be
incorporated into the alternatives in layouts that satisfied the overall terminal passenger
demands and balanced these needs with the desire to preserve the TWA Terminal for suitable
alternative use. Alternative 7A, which is the Proposed Project, uses the full potential of the
airside area of the site while retaining and rehabilitating the main TWA Terminal, and the East
Connector Tube in their entirety, and potentially retaining and modifying for use the West
Tube. This design renews views of the Section 4(f) property that have been compromised over
the years, and allows for restoration and adaptive reuse of the Section 4 (f) property.

Without the Proposed Project, the TWA Terminal property and facilities would remain in their
present state and not be restored. Measures have been identified and will be taken to minimize
the effects of the Proposed Project on the TWA Terminal. Through the Port Authority’s
intermediate and long-term efforts to restore and reuse the facility, this Section 4(f) property -
would be preserved and enhanced, in keeping with the statutes for improving lands that are
protected by Section 4(f). ' : '

5.12.3 Mitigation Measures

The Port Authority is committed to takitig neasures to minimize harm to the TWA Terminal.
Upon approval of this project, these strategies would include:

e Atiered apprbach to modification of the West Tube, to enhance public access
e The rehabilitation and restoration of the TWA Terminal and the East Tube
e Sinking of the departures roadway below grade to retain the entire lengths of the East Tube
and the West Tube. ' o : '
o Developing a public plaza between the new and historic terminals to enhance views of the
- structure
¢ Restoring the signature view of the site by removing clutter and post-1960s structures now
located in front of the terminal N ‘
e Prior to demolition of the flight wings, recordation of the main TWA Terminal building, the
* connector tubes, and Flight Wing 2 to the Level 1 standards and guidelines of the Historic
American Building Survey and Historic American Engineering Récord (HABS/ HAER)
 section of the National Park Service (NPS) ' - - i
+ Nomination to listing of the site on the National and State Registers of Historic Places
e Implementation of the stipulations in the signed Memorandum of Agreement (Appendix D),
_including formation of a Redevelopment Advisory Committee

Nomination to listing of the site on the National and State Registers of Historic Places. As
noted in Sections 1.2, 5.8, and elsewhere in this document, the Pott Authority is pursuing
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adaptive reuse options that would retain the signature landside view of the terminal and
provide for the much needed restoration of the terminal building within-a reconfigured
roadway and landscape environment. Until the final designs and improvements can be made,
the Port Authority is maintaining the now vacated TWA Terminal structure and premises.

The adaptive reuse of the TWA Terminal will require the rehabilitation and restoration of the
main TWA Terminal building and the East Connector Tube and potential modification of the
~ West Tube consistent with the original Saarinen design. The structures are expected to

- undergo major rehabilitation of mechanical, electrical, and life safety systeéms, in addition to
removal of inappropriate features that were added since the original Saarinen design was
executed. Moreover, the new Terminal 5/6 complex will be designed to complement the main
TWA Terminal building. Adaptive reuses that have been studied include: '

¢ Conference center facility to serve business travelers
e Restaurant with kitchen, dining, lounge, and meeting spaces

The SHPO, the FAA, and the ACHP, consulting parties to the Section 106 process, and other
interested parties are being consulted concerning the Proposed Project. As stipulated in the
MOA, measures will be taken to maintain, rehabilitate, and reuse the historic structure.

5.13 Social Impacts

The Proposed Project would not result in adverse social or economic impacts, and no changes
in population or nearby communities would occur. Demands for public services would be
supplied by existing resources. The Proposed Project would be constructed. entirely within the
limits of the JFK complex. Therefore, construction of the new terminal facilities would not
involve residential or business relocations, divide or disrupt established communities, or
disrupt planned community development. '

There would be long-term benefits to local communities within the project vicinity. As
discussed in Section 2.1, JFK is the largest employer of the commercial passenger airports
serving the New York metropolitan area, having a reported workforce of 37,365 in 1997, or 57.4
percent of the combined employment at the three airports. This is a reduction from the period
of 1984 to 1991, when employment exceeded 40,000 workers and reached as high as 46,000 in 1
year. The payroll from this employment has a substantial benefit in the region. It was estimated
that in 1997, workers at JFK received $1.9 billion in payroll. As discussed in Section 2.1, the
Proposed Project would support JFK as a major employer in the region, which provides an
important foundation for the regional economy and its growth. :

In addition to supporting JFK and its importance to the regional economy, the Proposed Project
would provide an important economic benefit to the regional economy by accommodating

existing and future passenger demand with remodeled and renovated facilities. The New York -

metropolitan region has 18 million residents and is the largest travel market in the nation. New
York consistently ranks as one of the busiest city market pairs in the country. :
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5.14 Solid Waste Impacts

5.14.1  Existing Conditions

Solid wastes at JFK are generated by terminal service to passengers travelling through

the airport (including building maintenance) and by cargo and aircraft maintenance
operations. ‘ o

The quantity waste materials collected at JFK, measured at the time of the first draft of this EA
by Baisley Park Carting Company, Inc. (the contractor responsible for more than 95 percent of
JFK's solid waste removal), averages roughly 200,000 compacted cubic yards per year for total -
airport operations. According to Baisley, 70,000 cubic yards are attributed to terminal
operations, with the remainder attributed to maintenance and cargo facilities. Nearly

40 percent of the terminal operation’s solid waste results from international flights and require
handling in accordance with specific regulations. '

The remaining waste is sorted for recyclable materials, which are distributed to various
recycling companies in the metropolitan area. The nonrecycled portion is hauled to
Environmental Services, a transfer station in Brooklyn. When the nonrecycled solid waste
reaches Environmental Services, it is again sorted, and any remaining recyclable mixed paper
or metal is recycled. The remaining nonrecyclable waste is bailed and shipped to various
landfills. '

5142 . Effect of Proposed Project

Solid waste from the Proposed Project would be generated both during construction at
Terminals 5 and 6 and the parking garage, and in the future as JetBlue and tenant airlines
continue operations at JFK. The types and quantities of waste generated during these two
periods are expected to differ. . '

5.14.2.1  Construction Petiod

The existing airport infrastructure would support terminal, roadway, and airline operations
(parking, concessions, retail, and maintenance areas, and storm and‘Sanitary sewer systems).
Therefore, the only construction waste expected would be from the demolition and renovation of
the interior of Termiinals 5 and 6 and construction of roadways and-parking garages.

Construction wastes that can be expected include:

Formwork and other wooden debris R
Scrap metal
Demolition debris :
Lead-based paint debris, if found
Asbestos waste, if found
Fluorescent lamps and ballasts
Used oil -
" Scrap metal
Left-over painting supplies
Other left-over supplies (glues, adhesives) _
Left-over construction materials (walls, pipes, tiles) - ' :
Heating, ventilating, and air conditioning (HVAC) system-related waste (refrigerants and
used oil) ‘
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Construction contractors would manage the storage and disposal of all construction waste in |
accordance with applicable federal, state, and New York City requirements. Some waste
streams would require special management and disposal (e.g., asbestos waste would be
handled in accordance with the Rules of the City of New York Department of Sanitation Title
16, Chapter 8 - lead-based paint would be handled in accordance with New York Code of Rules

and Regulations, Part 371).

" Attempts would be made to return construction supplies that are not used to suppliers or to
" donate the supplies (e.g., painting supplies) to a local organization that can use them. Some
~ construction waste would be recycled in accordance with New York City requirements (New

York City Administrative Code Title 16, Chapters 1 to 3). Wastes that may be recycled include
demolition debris, fluorescent lamps and ballasts, scrap metal, and HVAC system-related
waste (e.g., refrigerants and used oil). ' '

51422  Opetations Period
Operations wastes génerated during operations of Terminal 5 /6 would be associated with:

e Useof the terminalé by passengers _
» Maintenance of the space occupied by airlines inside Terminal 5/6.

Airlines would be responsible for storing and disposing of wastes generated from terminal,

hangar and aircraft maintenance. The airlines would manage the storage and disposal of these
wastes in accordance with the federal, state, and New York City requirements applicable to
thei waste classification (e.g., used oil would be'managed in accordance with New York Code
of Rules and Regulations Title 6, Part 360 Subpart 360-14 and Part 374 Subpart 374-2). Waste
streams would be recycled where possible (e.g., used oil and fluorescent lamps). The airlines
would establish contractual agreements with permitted haulers and recycling or disposal
facilities that would handle all wastes in accordance with applicable regulatory requirements.
Although these contractual agreements have not been established at the time of preparation of
this EA, prospective contractors will be required to demonstrate sufficient capacity to handle
each airline’s types and quantities of wastes before their services are rétained.

Solid wastes generated from terminal services to passengers would be collected for disposal by
the Port Authority, which has overall management responsibilities for JFK. Each airline would

‘squrce-separate recyclable materials from nonrecyclable trash prior to the collection and

transportation of these mateérials offsite by the Port Authority’s contractor. The recycling
program would cover the following wastes: - ' ‘

o Metal cans, glass bottles, plastic bottles, and aluminum foil products ‘
o Paper materials including high-grade office paper, newspaper, magazines, catalogs,
telephone books, and corrugated cardboard - -
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Recyclable wastes, as well as nonrecyclable
trash, would be stored in containers meeting
New York City requirements (Title 16 New
York City Administrative Code, Chapters 1
to 3 and Title 16 Rules of the City of New

" York Chapter 9 Subchapter B Section 12). The

containers would be stored in a manner to

minimize the potential for accidental releases -

from the containers to JFK’s storm sewer
system and any associated impacts on
surface water quality.

The contractor used by the Port Authority to
handle solid wastes from JFK has sufficient
capacity to handle the additional solid waste
that would be generated from Terminal 5/6
operations. Specifically, in 2001, the Port
Authority predicted that by 2003 the

" number of passengers passing through JFK

TABLE 5.14-1

Types of Wastes Expected from Terminal Operétions

" Terminal Terminal Building
Sgrvlce Maintenance -
Solid waste - Used oil
Kitchen grease Refrigerants
Paper materials: ‘ Cleaning solvents
High-grade office paper Rags
Newspaper Painting supplies
Magazjneé . Janitorial supplies
Catalogs ' Fluorescent lamps

Telephone books

Corrugated cardboard

Metal cans -

Glass bottles and jars
Plastic bottles and Jars
Aluminum foll products

Ballasts
Batteries
Tiles, carpet
Scrap metal
Wood
Other

would increase by 30 percent (or 7 to 8
million passengers) to slightly more than _ v ‘
34 million. This additional passenger volume is expected to result in 20,000 cubic yards, or
nearly 30 percent, more solid waste from terminal operations. According to Baisley, the
existing solid waste collection and disposal infrastructure (carting companies, trucks,
personnel, and landfill space) is capable of handling more than double the current total
quantities of solid waste. Therefore, the additional solid waste generated by operations at the
renovated terminal could easily be accommodated.

In summary, the Proposed Project would generate solid wastes that would be stored,
transported, and recycled or disposed of in accordance with applicable federal, state, and New
York City regulatory requirements. JetBlue and tenant airlines would establish contractual
agreements for the offsite transportation and recycling or disposal of its wastes. The remaining
solid wastes would be collected for recycling or disposal by contractors working for the Port
Authority. All contractors have sufficient capacity to handle the increased wastes. Therefore,
no significant impacts from solid waste generated by JetBlue and tenant airlines are expected.

5.15 Suﬁace TfanSportation‘

The Proposed Projeét would change surface transportation circulation patterns and parking
within the CTA, specifically the curbside roadways serving Terminals 5 and 6 (Figure 1.2-1).

5.15.1 Existing Conditions
5.15.1.1 Existing Approach Routesto JFK -
" Direct access to and from JFK is provided primarily by the Van Wyck Expressway, the JFK

Expressway (also called the Nassau Expressway; see Figure 1.2-1). Primary feeder routes to the

'Van Wyck and JFK expressways from the greater New York area include the Belt Parkway, the

Long Island Expressway, and the Southern State Parkway. The Belt Parkway primarily serves
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~ traffic from Brooklyn and Staten Island. The Long Island Expressway primarily serves traffic
from Manhattan, Westchester, Connecticut, and northern New Jersey, while the Southern State
Parkway primarily serves traffic from Long Island.

5.15.1.2 Public Transportation to JFK . o

Airport employees and passengers are able to access JEK by several modes of public -
transportaﬁon, including bus, rail, and subway. Primary access modes and locations for
passengers and employees using public transportation include:

+ New York City Transit subway via the Howard Beach station or the Sutphin Blvd. — Archer
‘Ave. Jamaica Station: The AirTrain provides access to the airport terminals .

e Long Island Railroad (LIRR) via Jamaica Station. The AirTrain, taxi, and bus service
connect passengers to the airport terminals

¢ New York City Transit bus service
Other combixiations of bus, rail, and subway travel also are used by those Wishing to access

JFK; however, uncertain travel times, numerous required transfers, and inconveniences limit
the number of people accessing the airport in this manner. :

Various private taxi services, express shuttles, and buses also provide transpdrtation to and
from JFK. Travel times may vary substantially, especially during peak periods. According to
the Airport Guide: A Professional Travel Planner’s Reference, travel times to JFK from various areas

of the City are approximately as follows:.

e Manhattan 40 to 70 minutes
e Queens 15 to 30 minutes
e Brooklyn 20 to 60 minutes
e Bronx 60 minutes
o Statenlsland 60 minutes

©5.15.1.3 On-Airport Access at JFK

Access to the Central Terminal Area is provided by the AirTrain and the Van Wyck and JFK
- expressways (Figure 1.3-1). Connections to long-term parking, employee parking, and rental car
operations are provided by the AirTrain and these two expressways as well as a network of on-
airport service roads. Cargo operations use the expressways and on-airport service roads to
traverse the airport grounds. ‘

Terminals 5 and 6 are served by a single level roadway and curbside network, separating the
arriving and departing vehicular activity horizontally, through lane changes (Figure 1.2-1).
Terminal 5 handles departing passengers sequentially, in the first segment of curbside (adjacent
to ticketing), while arriving passengers continue past the first segment using the left bypass lanes
and weave to the right to enter the second segment of curbside (adjacent to baggage claim).
Terminal 6 has a separate ticketing and baggage claim building layout, and the arrivals curbside
veers far right from the bypass lanes to serve baggage claim while the departures curbside is
adjacent to the bypass lanes to serve ticketing, ' '
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5.15.1.4 Frontage Level of Service

At an airport terminal curb, service levels are related to the amount of double to.‘t‘n’ple parking
(congestion) that occuss. The following section describes the frontage Level of Service (LOS).

LOS A represents vehicular operations at the curb where motorists experience free flow

 conditions. Arriving drivers can stop immediately adjacent to the curb at a location they select.

LOS B describes relatively free flow conditions, however, limited to double parking can be
observed at check-in doors along the frontage. LOS C is indicative of activity observed at most

“major peak houts and represents operating conditions where double parking near doors is

common and some intermittent triple parking occurs. LOS D exhibits conditions where triple
parking becomes mode prominent and vehicle maneuverability is somewhat restricted. LOS E
occurs at a curb when motorists experience major delays and queues. Both congestion and
multiple parking are evident throughout the entire terminal curb frontage area. Momentary
breakdowns in operation occur as the flow of vehicles comes virtually to a halt.

The curbs‘ide levels of service and effective curb length can be summarized as follows:

LOSA: Effective area length equal to 1.0 x length of curb loading area
LOSB: Effective area length equal to 1.1 x length of curb loading area
LOSC  Effective area length equal to 1.3 x length of curb loading area
LOSD: Effective area length equal to 1.7 x length of curb loading area
LOSE: Effective area length equal to 2.0 x length of curb loading area

For example, at LOS C the effective length is equal to 1.3 times the length of the curb loading
area. This means that the inner loading time is 100 percent-used and the outer loading

30 percent used. Similarly, for LOS D, the inner curb lane is 100 percent used and the outer lane
70 percent used. If both the loading lanes are fully used, then the vehicles from the inner curb
lane would have difficulty in getting out of that lane, thereby, resulting in LOS E. The Port
Authority’s JFK Redevelopment Program stipulates an operating LOS C or better for most of

CTA’s landside facilities.

5.15.15 Planned Roadway/Transit improvements at JFK

Planned improvements to off-airport roadways serving JFK do not include providing
additional capacity. However, reconstruction projects are planned for several East River Bridge

_ crossings, the Long Island Expressway, the Van Wyck Expressway, and the Belt Parkway. .

5152 - Effect of Proposed Project

5.15.2.1 Approach Routes to JFK _

No change in the vehicular demand volume on approach routes to JFK is anticipated from the
Proposed Project. Therefore, no significant adverse effects on transportation would occur.

5.15.2.2 On-Airport Access at JFK

" The Proposed Project would change the curbside roadways serving Terminals 5 and 6 (see.

Figure 3.2-1). Specifically, it would provide a new two level curbside system fronting the new
‘Terminal 5/6 that would serve JetBlue and other terminal airlines. The main building of the
current Terminal 5 (Saarinen building) will be accessed by an enhanced single level roadway

system in front of the terminal. :

540



ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT . ) . 5—ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

5.15.2.3 Departures Level Roadway .

The Proposed Project’s departures level roadway is projected to carry 1,058 vehicles during the
composite peak hour. This composite peak hour volume is based on the maximum number of
passengers at curb combined from the airlines that were then converted to peak hour vehicles.

The peak hour traffic volume of 1,058 vehicles (Basilio-Avadhani Associates 2000) dictates a
4-lane roadway to provide sufficient roadway capacity for the proposed gates at a design LOS
of C. This would result in a 1,510-foot active length of curb (Table 5.15-1). The 4 lanes are to
include 2 travel lanes and 2 frontage lanes. :

5.15.2.4 Arrivals Level Roadway
The required arrivals curb frontage for JetBlue and other airlines is 412 feet, 450 feet, and 465
feet to meet the LOS C requirement (Basilio-Avadhani Associates 2000). Based on this
information, the total arrivals frontage length required for all three airlines is 1,327 feet (Table
© 5.15-1). While the tenant airlines who eventually occupy Terminal 5/6 may differ from those
.~ indicated on the Table, their requirements for arrivals curb frontage are anticipated to be
similar. :

TABLE 5.15-1
Summary of Required Frontage for LOS C
' Autos Taxi ’ HOV Total
Airline ~ Arrivals Departures  Arivals  Departures  Arrivals  Departures Arrivals  Departures

" United 250 362 77 -1 123 123 450 485

JetBlue 212 417 77 -1 - 123 123 - 412 - 540
" TWA 250 32 92 - 123 123 465 485

TOTAL ) 712 1,141 246 0 369 369. 1,327 1,510

Measurements in ft. .
Source: Basilio-Avadhani Associates 2000

5.15.2.5 Intersection Analysis ' ,

While the proposed changes to the roadway configuration serving the new replacement
terminal are in the preliminary design phase, certain criteria were analyzed to ensure
‘consistency with the JFK Redevelopment Program guidelines. One of the key criteria is the
proposed intersection No. 3. This key intersection was selected as the potentially worse case
scenario as a result of the proposed changes. Intersection No. 3 occurs where the two-level
roadway transitions together at grade and joins the other on-airport access roads at JFK—the
most complicated movement of the proposed roadway changes.

According to the Combined Terminals 5 and 6 Preliminary Frontage, Intersection Capacity and
Parking Analyses Report (Basilio-Avadhani Associates 2000), Intersection No. 3 will operate at an
overall LOS B. As shown in Table 5.15-2, the expected LOS for Intersection No. 3 is an overall
grade of B. The JFK Redevelopment Program of the Port Authority stipulates an operating LOS
C or better for most of the CTA’s landside facilities. The Proposed Project exceeds the criteria
suggested by the Redevelopment Program.
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TABLE 5152
LOS of Intersection No. 3

Apptoach Vic Delay ' LOS
T56.0EP (Left-turn movement) 0.60 13.9 B
T56.DEP (Through movement) 060 14 B
T56.ARR 079 26.7 c
Overall ' : 0.67 19.4 B

Source: Basilio-Avadhani Associates 2000

5.15.3 ~ Conclusions ,

The approach routes to JFK would not be affected by the Proposed Project. The Proposed-
Project, therefore, would not have any net impacts on the approach routes to JFK.

The proposed changes to the curbside roadiways serving the replacement terminal are
consistent with guidelines of the JFK Redevelopment Program. The Proposed Project may offer
an improvement in the on-airport access roads at JFK. Intersection No. 3 is expected to provide
an overall LOS of B, which is superior to the Redevelopment Program guidelines of a LOS of C.
The Proposed Project therefore, would not net any adverse impacts to the on-airport access

roads at JFK.

5.16 Water and Wastewater Quality

5.16.1  Existing Conditions‘-

JFK is bordered on the south by Jamaica Bay, on the west by Bergen Basin, on the eastby the
Head of Bay, and on the northeast by Thurston Basin. Consequently, operations and discharges
at JFK (including operations at Terminals 5 and 6) have the potential to affect the quality of the -
bordering water bodies, as well as underground water quality, if contaminants were allowed to
reachi these waters, In addition, JFK operations discharge to the New York City sewer system
and Jamaica Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) . The current surface and underground

water quiality and discharges in the region and from JFK that may affect water quality are

- described briefly below.

5.16.1.1 Surface Water Quality -

Jamaica Bay, bordering JFK to the south, covers an area of 13,000 acres including open waters,

- tidal flats, bordering marshes, and several islands. The Bay has been extensively modified

through dredging and filling operations resulting in a net loss of 12,000 acres over the years.
Through continued dredging, the mean depth has gone from 3 to 16 feet, and the residence

~ time has increased from 10 to 35 days.

Water flows into the Béy from several major tributaries including Bergen and Thurston basins.
Much of the flow entering the Bay through these tributaries carries pollutants from sewage
treatment plant effluent discharges, combined sewer overflows, and rainfall from streets and
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roadways. These sources have contributed to water quality problems in the tributaries and the
Bay. ' : 1
Jamaica Bay is connected to the Lower Bay of New York Harbor by Rockaway Inlet, through
which all tidal waters enter. The average tidal range is approximately 5 feet. There is a low rate

of tidal flushing (exchange of fresh water with ocean water), thereby resulting in conditions
where pollutants discharged to the Bay tend to remain in the Bay for some time rather than

being dispersed by currents.

The waters of Jamaica Bay and Head of Bay are classified SB by the NYSDEC; SB waters are

considered suitable for primary and secondary contact recreation and any other use except

shellfishing for market purposes. SB waters are generally referred to as swimming waters. All
the waters within the tributaries are classified as “I.” I waters are considered suitable for
secondary contact recreation and other usage except for primary contact recreation and.
shellfish for market purposes.

5.16.1.2 Groundwater Quality _ _ |
Similar to surface water quality, groundwater quality in Queens has been affected greatly by
urbanization. The groundwater is recharged mainly by precipitation, subsurface inflow from

Brooklyn and Nassau County, and leakage and breaks in the city water supply mains.
Recharge from precipitation has been reduced by the increase of impetvious surfaces and

- water diversion by the sewer system. Reduced recharge and large-scale withdrawals have
resulted in a drop of groundwater levels from 5 to 10 feet above sea level to 35 to 40 feet below

sea level. With this decrease came an increase in saltwater intrusion and degradation of the’
water quality. In addition, contamination by industrial sources (e.g., underground and
aboveground storage tanks) has adversely affected the quality of the groundwater. Jet fuel is
present.on top.of the groundwater surface under parts of JFK (Port Authority July 2001). The
jet fuel is the result of spills from airplane fueling operations and other aifport operations and
storage. The spills are being remediated through Consent Orders between the NYSDEC and
the identified responsible parties.

Water in the upper manmade fill layér generally is under water table conditions, although in

* some areas the water may be confined by clay and silt beds. Some of the water moves laterally

through the layer and eventually discharges into streams or nearby bodies of watet. The
remaining water percolates downward toward the deep aquifers.

The water supply of Queens County is provided by the City of New York from upstate surface
waters and from local wells operated by the Jamaica Water Supply Company. Groundwater
also is used in industrial processes, air conditioning, lawn watering, and cleaning; Jamaica
Water Supply Company is the last remaining private water supply company in New York City
that draws water for potable supply from the underlying aquifers. Wells 11, 14, and 32 are
located near JFK. Groundwater at the airport generally flows to the south and away from these
water supplies. - ‘ '

In 1984, the USEPA designated the Brooklyn/Queens Aquifer system underlying Kings and
Quéens counties a Sole Source Aquifer System (49 CFR 2950, designated January 24, 1984). A

sole source aquifer is one that supplies at least 50 percent of the drinking water consumed in
‘the area overlying the aquifer, with no alternative drinking water sources that could physically,
legally, and economically supply water to all who depend on the aquifer for drinking water.
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t

According to Section 142(e) of the Safe Drinking Water Act, proposed actions that would
receive federal assistance that “may contaminate such an aquifer through a recharge zone so as
to create a significant hazard to public health” will be subject to USEPA review that may
involve redesign such that this contamination does not occur. A “significant hazard” is deemed
to occur when contamination exceeds maximum contaminant levels at any point where water
may be used or may otherwise threaten human health or result in the need for additional
treatment. Operations at the project site are not expected:to result in a significant hazard.

According to the USEPA Fact Sheet on the Brooklyn/Queens Aquifer system, eighty percent
(80%) of the water used by the Jamaica Water Supply Company is derived from ground water
in the southern portion of Queens County. The fact sheet also states that with the exception of
~ the Lloyd Aquifer underlying the airport, water quality has been steadily declining. This poor
water quality is due to the high population density, Jeaking sewers, past and present industrial
practices, lawn fertilization practices, and saltwater intrusion. The NYSDEC classifies all
groundwater in New York State as GA. The best usage of GA waters is as a source of potable
water supply. Groundwater depth varies from 3 to 8 feet below grade at the site, and the
groundwater generally flows southward toward Jamaica Bay.

5.16.1.3 Sanitary Wastewater and Stormwater Discharges Affecting Water Quality

Regional Discharges. There are many sources of water quality impairment in Jamaica Bay and its
tributaries. Four WPCPs discharge into the Bay and its tributaries: Jamaica WPCP (which
receives sanitary wastewater from JFK and sanitary and storm water from the southeastern
portion of Queens), Rockaway WPCP, Coney Island WPCP, and 26th Ward WPCP. On average,
the four WPCPs discharge 268 million gallons per day (mgd) of treated effluent into-the Bay.
During high flows, the sanitary and stormwater collected for treatment may overflow to Jamaica

Bay and its tributaries through C5Os. There are more. than 25 CSOs that discharge directly into
_the Bay. '

Other sources of surface water pollution include raw sewage discharges from improper
‘housing connections and stormwater runoff from streets and roadways discharging to the Bay
through the storm sewer system. Roughly 78 percent of the 26,000 acres served by the Jamaica
WPCP are provided with separate sanitary and storm sewers. In that area, stormwater that
carries urban pollutants is discharged to the Bay directly through the separate storm sewer

system.

The effects of these discharges on water quality vary across the Bay and its tributaries. In
general, the discharges have resulted in high coliform levels, fluctuations in dissolved oxygen,
excessive algae growth, floating materials (e.g., oil, grease, food waste, plastics, imber, and
personal hygiene products), deposition of solids/sediments, shallow water conditions, and
odors. In addition to these nuisance conditions, various pollutants (e.g., heavy metals) have

* been measured in sediments in Jamaica Bay. '

The City of New York has monitored water quality in New York Harbor for the past

80 summers. This has created a tremendous database of short- and long-term trends in the
water quality of the harbor and its tributaries. Based on the most recent report as of the first
draft of this EA, (September 1998), water quality conditions in New York Harbor (including -
nuisance conditions and pollutants) have improved steadily over the years. To achieve
improvements, the City has implemented a suite of aggressive pollution control programs and -
is continually upgrading the City’s sewer systems and treatment facilities.
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Regional factors that affect groundwater quality include high population density, leaking
sewers, past and present industrial practices (e.g., leaks from aboveground and underground
fuel storage tanks), present lawn fertilization practices, leachate from three closed landfills, and
saltwater infrusion. ' .

Discharges from JFK. JEK is served by a separate sanitary and storm sewer system. The sanitary
sewer system discharges to the Jamaica WPCP and the storm sewer system discharges directly
to Jamaica Bay. JFK constitutes the major industrial activity discharging to the Jamaica WPCP.
Specifically, only 17 percent of the Jamaica WPCF drainage area is occupied by industrial
activity, of which JFK is the major contributor (4,500 acres): Other land uses contributing to the
flow to the Jamaica WPCF include 3.3 percent of the land occupied by commercial activity, 5 -
percent occupied by open spaces such as parks and cemeteries, and over 74 percent devoted to
housing. '

Flows to the sanitary sewer syétem at JFK are from:
o Passenger'facilities (e.g., bathrooms and kitchens)
e Building maintenance areas (e.g., boiler and HVAC rooms)

o Fuel storage areas

¢ Vehicle maintenance facilities (e.g., vehicle, floor wash water, and discharges thro,ugh
neutralization pits and oil/water separators)

o Aircraft maintenance facilities (e.g., aircraft, floor wash water, and discharges through
neutralization pits and oil/water separators) :

The stormwater collected by the storm sewer system is from parking areas, runways, rooftops,.
and fuel storage areas. Some stormwater also flows as sheet flow directly-to Jamaica Bay and

the basins surrounding JFK.

The USEPA, Occupational Safety and Health Administration, and NYSDEC have established
regulations regarding the prevention of stormwater pollution. The USEPA-regulations are found
in 40 CFR 122, NPDES Regulations for Stormwater Discharges. There are also regulations under
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) in 40 CFR 260-262.and 270-272,

'Hazardous Waste Management. The regulations are found in 29 CFR 1910 Subparts G-K,

Hazardous Materials, Envirorunental Controls, and Personnel Protection and 29 CFR 1910.1200

'OSHA Hazard Communication Standard.

The Port Authority has a Best Management Practices (BMP) Plan for the airport that includes
baseline and activity-specific management practices to prevent or minimize pollutants from
contaminating stormwater runoff. The BMPs control potential adverse effects on surface water
quality in and around the airport from point and nonpoint source stormwater runoff. They also
help reduce the potential of stormwater becoming contaminated if chemicals used in certain
activities at the airport are improperly used or spilled. Examples of the activities conducted in the
Terminal 5/6 area to which BMPs apply include: '

. Airplane deicing

e Airplane lavatory servicing
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. 'Airplane or vehicle fueling
e Cargo handling |

* Materials storage

e Spills or releases

Application of BMPs to the above activities reduces the potential for discharge of fuels, sanitary
waste, hazardous substances or wastes, silt and sediment, and debris into surface waters

adjacent to the airport.

5162  Effect of Proposed Project

5.16.2.1 Construction Period _

Groundwater may seep into excavated pits during construction. This groundwater seepage.
would be withdrawn in compliance with JEK’s Long Island Well permit, and either recharged
onsite or discharged to the airport stormwater collection system. The permit has been applied
to dewatering activities at other redevelopment sites within the CTA and would be applicable
to the project site. Most groundwater encountered during construction is expected to meet the
applicable limitations for discharging without treatment, However, several areas of subsurface

contamination have been identified adjacent to Terminal 6. If necessary, groundwater

withdrawn from those areas would be treated to reduce contaminants to acceptable levels so -

 that discharge quality would comply with the Port Authority permit. Therefore, dewatering

and groundwater recharge during construction would have no significant impact on
groundwater quality, and may have a beneficial impact on groundwater that is already o

degraded.

'The NYSDEC regulates stormwater runoff during construction under the State Pollution

Discharge Elimination System program. The program mandates the implementation of a Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plah that would include BMPs to prevent stormwater
contamination during construction. BMPs include provisions for the control of erosion from

soil and debris storage piles, containment of construction materials (hydraulic fluids, fuel, etc.),
washing of construction vehicles, cleaning of cement mixers, and so on. Thé BMPs would be
incorporated into the project’s construction documents and would, therefore, become an -
obligation of each contractor on the site. The Port Authority would monitor compliance with
BMPs and assure that stormwater discharges meet acceptable quality standards. Therefore,
stormwater runoff-and discharge into Jamaica Bay would have no significant impact on surface ~

water quality.

5.16.2.2 Operations Period : ,

Current discharges (regional and from JFK) would continue. The quantity of sanitary
wastewater flow to the sanitary sewer system is expected to increase slightly due to the
additional terminal building maintenance. The Jamaica WPCP has a capacity of 126 mgd and
discharges 77 mgd. The discharge includes treated wastewater from all current operations at
JFK. The projected increase of sanitary wastewater flow in 2007 is slightly more than 116 mgd,
which is below the 126-mgd treatment capacity. -

The quality of the wastewater generated from the Terminal 5/6 operation would be cdnsistent
with that of the wastewater currently discharged by JFK. The new terminal would meet all

© 546




ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT . ' - 5—ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

limits for disc;hargeé to New York City sewers and, where required, provide the necessary
pretreatment. For example, as required by Title 15 RCNY Chapter 19-11, gredse traps would be
provided for discharges from cafeteria and other food facilities at the Terminals.

The Port Authority has been issued a State Pollution Discharge Elimination System dischatge
permit in compliance with the NYSDEC for the entire airport that includes monthly monitoring
requirements for specified water quality constituents. The constituents and their discharge
limitations have been chosen, in consultation with NYSDEC, to specifically address issues
relating to airport operations. Discharges through the stormwater conveyance system would be
in accordance with requirements set forth in the Port Authority’s permit. The quantity and
quality of surface runoff from the airport is expected to remain the same after the terminals are
completed. This is because any new facilities (e.g., increase in paved areas, which would
increase stormwater runoff) would be designed and constructed to accommodate the increase
in runoff. Occasional accidental discharges of pollutants to storm sewers (e.g., spills from
aircraft operations) may occur. However, these would be cleaned up immediately, consistent
with JFK's and the airlines’ contingency plans. .

JFK operations after the implementation of the Proposed Project would be similar to current
operations and are not expected to affect existing groundwater quality. The contingency plans,
which the airlines would implement at the terminals, will include immediate cleanup of all
spills, thus minimizing the possibility for impacts on groundwater quality.-

Airline operations in the renovated facilities are not expected to have any significant affects on
the quality of wastewater currently discharged from JFK to the Jamaica WPCP. The quantity of
wastewater is expected to increase but can be accommodated by the WPCP’s existing capacity.
© No significant impacts on the quantity or quality of surface runoff from the airport are
expected, since. existing facilities would be used. Finally, no impacts on underground water
quality are expected because there are no planned discharges to underground water.

5.16.3  Mitigation

Because routine airline operations are not expected to have any significant impact on water
quality, mitigation measures will need to be established only as required by regulatory agencies
to deal with the accidental discharges of products used in JFK operations. The mitigation
measures will consist of a contingency plan requiring that all accidental discharges be cleaned up
immediately and will describe the procedures and supplies to be used. This measure would '
" prevent any significant impact on water quality from accidental discharges.

5.17 Wetlands
5171 Existing Conditions < -

Freshwater and tidal wetland resources within the project area were identified through a
review of: ‘

o USFWS National Wetlands Inventory maps
o NYSDEC Tidal Wetlands maps and Freshwater Wetlands maps

Because the Proposed Project would use existing JFK facilities during both construction and
operation, field verification of the identified wetlands was not conducted.
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The USFWS classifies the wetlands bordering the airport as Estuarine, Intertidal, Flat, regular
or intermittently exposed during tides (E2FLM or E2FLM) and as Palustrine, Emergent,
temporary tidal (PEMSA). The NYSDEC classified the tidal wetlands around JFK as Littoral
Zone, Intertidal Marsh, High on Salt Marsh, or Shoals and Mudflats. ‘

Based on the information reviewed, there are no wetlaﬁd'areas at or near Terminals 5 or 6,
although JFK itself is bordered by wetlands. Wetlands can be found along Jamaica Bay and

 parts of the Bergen and Thurston basins. There are no freshwater wetlands bordering the

airport.

517.2  Effect of Proposed Project

According to NYSDEC Tidal Wetland Maps, there are no identified wetlands or regulated
adjacent areas on the project site at JFK. The nearest wetlands are found along the airport’s
perimeter. The project would not involve the modification of delineated wetlands. Thus, the
Proposed Project will have no significant adverse impacts on wetlands.

5.18 Wild and Scenic Rivers

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act describes riverareas that are eligible to be.protected under the

~ act as free flowing and possessing “outstanding remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish

and wildlife, historic, cultural, or other similar values.” No rivers exist within or near the project
site or JFK, so there would be no significant adverse impacts to wild and scenic rivers.

5.19 Floodplains

The Proposed Project is not located in the base floodplain and is not a critical action in the 500-
year floodplain. Under the Proposed Action, flood effects (1) would not create an added
dimension of disaster; (2) would provide for adequate warning lead time because the size of
the area in the floodplain is more likely to result in sheet flows during flooding rather than in

‘more narrowly confined, higher intensity flows; and.(3) would not involve the loss of

irreplaceable records, utilities, or emergency services. Actions could be taken to minimize harm
where necessary, such as closing the facility to public use. For these reasons, the Proposed
Project is not considered a “critical action” in which there is unusual or extraordinary risk to
life and shelter. Since the projectis not located in the base floodplain or the 500-year floodplain,
it is not expected to have any significant impacts on floodplains. .

5.20 Farmland

The Farmland Protection Policy Act authorizes the Department of Agriculture to develop
criteria for identifying effects of federal programs on the conversion of farmland to -
nonagricultural uses. The Proposed Project does not involve acquisition or conversion of
farmland, and so it will not have any significant impacts on farmland. -
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5,21 Light Emission

Light emissions from the Proposed Project have been considered to evaluate whether an
annoyance may occur in residential areas around JFK. Since the terminal would be built in the
south section of the JFK complex, removed from the residential areas along the north border of
the airport, no lighting would be directed to residential areas. Therefore, no light emission

~ impacts are anticipated to occur under the Proposed Project.

5.22 Construction Impacts

Potential impacts to water quality will be minimized or avoided through the use of the Port
Authority’s adopted BMPs. BMPs address soil erosion and sediment control and potential

~ impacts on water that could result from excavation dewatering. As noted in Section 5.16, all

wastewater, including contaminated groundwater, will be discharged in accordance with
appropriate regulations-and permits, In addition, BMPs would be implemented-to prevent and

respond to accidental spills. Contractors will be required to comply with all applicable federa),
state, and local laws and regulations including guidance contained in FAA. Advisory Circular
150/5370-10A, Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports (February 17, 1989).

522.1 Air Quality

Emissions from construction equipment are discussed in Section 5.1, Air Quality. Air quality
impacts resulting from construction are addressed in that section under “Construction
Emissions.” As discussed in Section 5.1.2.1,a general conformity analysis was performed for
project related construction and operation emissions, and included the emissions from a variety
of nonroad.and onroad construction equipment. Emissions résulting from construction related
achvities were determined to be less than or equal to applicable de minimis threshold rates and
did not increase the frequericy or severity of any existing violations of national standards. The
analysis concluded that the Proposed Project would conform to the New York SIP and the
conformity rules and requirements of the Clean Air Act. o

Air quality construction impacts can be reduced through application of appropriate air quality
mitigation measures. To ensure that construction mitigation measures are used, the Port
Authority would require that all construction contracts specify procedures set forth in FAA.
Advisory Circular 150/5370-10A, Standards for Specifyying Construction of Atrports (February 17,

- 1989), as well as Port Authority’s Good Enviroitmental Practices Manual for JFK (December 1997).

These procedures restrict the emission of dust (particulate matter) and provide a series of-
measures that can be taken to prevent particulate matter from becoming airborne. Such
measures assure that construction related air quality impacts are minimized. '

5.22.2 Noise

Operators of the equipment and other nearby construction workers typically experience
relatively high levels-of noise from various types of construction equipment. Appropriate
measures should be taken to protect operators and workers from excessive noise exposute.
There is no residential development near the proposed construction site. Therefore, no

residents are anticipated to be significantly affected by construction noise.
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5223 = Surface Traffic Congestion _

Daily construction materials supply and removal activities would be scheduled during off-
peak traffic periods to the maximum extent possible. Routes used by trucks transporting
materials to and from the construction site would be specified to minimize the number of .

project-related vehicles on the roadways in the airport environs at any one time. Due to the

coordination of these measures, no significant impacts in relation to construction surface traffic
are anticipated. ' -

5204  Potential Impacts to Airside Operations a

Construction of the Proposed Project could affect airside operations. This disruption can be
attributable to several factors such as project mobilization, demolition, and removal
requirements; locations and haul routes in and out of laydown areas and equipment yards;
delivery of construction materials; building construction and airside paving; additions of
roadways and pedestrian bridges; and numerous other needs and activities associated with the
project. The airfield must remain operational and the airline passengers must be processed.

Carrying out construction at the scale required to implement the Proposed P_foject genérally is .

similar to what has occurred on other development projects in the CTA. It is also comparable to
what has occurred at other airports in the U.S. where major redevelopment programs have been

~ undertaken. The large international airports in Seattle, Miami, Washington DC, and Chicago are

a few such facilities hat have carried out similar programs. All these airports, including JFK,
have had to deal with generally similar construction activities and disruptions in the completion

of their respective development programs.

The effects of construction on airfield and landside operations are reduced and minimized
through various standardized techniques. Careful scheduling and project controls involving
short-term changes and temporary closures, nighttime and off-peak construction to the extent
possible, and extensive public notification and awareness, are some of these methods.

The impacts of terminal redevelopment construction activity generally are not considered to be
significant because they are limited to specific periods that are short term or of limited
duration. They are carried out in accordance with known BMPs and rigid scheduling that
minimizes, if not eliminates, airfield disruption. The tenant airlines and the public will demand

~ that this be 50, and the Port Authority would expect nothing less of its contractors.

5.23 Other Considerations
5231 Passible Conflicts

_ There are no known conflicts between the Proposed Prbjec_t and the objectives of federal, state,

regional, or local land use plans, policies, or controls for the JFK area.

New York State Department of the State has reviewed the proposed development for
consistency with the state and city coastal management program policies. As a result of its
review, the agency has concluded that the proposed development is consistent with state and
city coastal policies. As described above, several environmental approvals are needed to

_implement the project. Applications for approvals will be submitted to NYSDEC or other
~ appropriate agencies. The design and construction of the project will follow the requirements -
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Qf applicable building codes and other relevant local regulations. Thus, the project is not likely
to be inconsistent with any federal state or local law or administrative determiination relating to

the environment.

5232  Inconsistency with Approved Plans or Laws
“The Proposed Project is not inconsistent with plans or laws of federal, state, regional, or local

Jaws or administrative determinations relating to the environment. The City of New York has
expressed its policy that JFK remain the piimary international gateway to the U.S.
Modernization of JFK is critical if this policy is to be achieved, especially since an increasing
number of U.S. airports provide international service. Therefore, the project is reasonable and
consistent with plans, goals, policies, and confrols that have been adopted in the region.

5.23.3 Means to Mitigate Adverse Impacts

Means of mitigating potential environmental impacts are incorporated into the plans for
operating the project, where noted, in the above impact categories. '

523.4 Degree of Controversy on Environmental Grounds

The public is aware of proposed development at JFK through various news reports regarding
airport plans. The Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment Project has been reported in local newspapers
and is periodically discussed at meetings of the Port Authority Board of Commissioners.
Neither the USDOT nor the FAA nor the Port Authority were aware of any major
environmental controversy that has been generated from notices regarding the Proposed
Project, other than the interest expressed in preserving and re-using the TWA Terminal, as
described in Section 3, Section 5.8, Section 6, , and Appendix A, Section 4() Evaluation of-
Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK. C '

‘Due to the historic significance of the TWA Terminal, the connecting tubes, and Flight Wing 2,

the Proposéd Project generated a great deal of controversy, particularly with regard to the
adaptive reuse of the TWA Terminal and the connector tubes, and public access to these
structures. Nine consulting parties participated in development of the preferred alternative

* and in development of an MOA which describes details and future processes for the

rehabilitation, restoration and reuse. The executed MOA is provided in Appendix D
Memorandum of Agreement . The project would increase terminal operational efficiency but
would not affect flight patterns, runway use, or number of passengers. The Propased Project is
consistent with the historical pattern of progressive improvements of terminal infrastructure
that have occtirred over time at JFK. Operation of the project would have no significant
environmental impacts, and mitigation is proposed for impacts to the historical resources.

' 5,24 Cumulative Impacts Analysis
“The CEQ NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1508.7) define a cumulative impact as “the impact on the

environment, which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or
nonfederal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor, but collectively significant, actions taking place over a period of time.” This
cumulative impact analysis was conducted in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1D and DOT
Order 5610.1C and the January 1997 CEQ guidance. '

5-51



ENYIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT ) 65—ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This section addresses cumulative impacts that could occur as a result of the Proposed Project.

" A discussion of the environmental setting of JFK and the immediate region is followed by an

overview of the JFK Redevelopment Program, including background on projects recently
completed, under development or planned in the foreseeable future. An analysis of the specific
cumulative impacts that could occur is provided below for each environmental category
addressed in FAA Order 5050.4A, Airport Environmental Handbook. The impacts of the Proposed
Project are restated, and the combined cumutlative impacts with other projects are analyzed.
Information regarding impacts for a specific project is provided if available. It should be noted - -
that several projects are still in the planning stages, and specific information on associated
impacts may not be available. The following summarizes information known at this time.

The construction schedule 6f the Proposed Project would overlap those of other airport préjects
described below, including the American Airlines Terminal Redevelopment which is underway
with the current phase anticipated to be complete by 2007. The cumulative environmental impact

- of these projects is expected to be minimal, as most of the projects under development at JEK will

provide positive air quality benefits when operational. Extensive mitigation procedures will be
put into place to alleviate potential adverse impacts durinlg construction. As described below, the
Proposed Project is in keeping with the overall planning mission of the Port Authority and
would not result in unmitigated adverse cumulative impacts.

5.24.1 Environmental Setting

The environment of southeastern Queens has undergone tremendous urbanization over the past
century that reflects general growth trends in the New York City metropolitan area—namely, an.
increase in the demand for lower-density housing and the development of a transportation
system to serve the movement of people and goods. Meanwhile, JFK grew as the airline industry
and demand for air service grew, consuming a greater area of what was marsh and open water
adjacent to Jamaica Bay for airport and airport-related business facilities. -

The net effect of urbanization, transportation system development, and development of JEK
has been an irreversible alteration of the landscape of southeastern Queens. Projects '
undettaken in the latter half of the century to minimize, control, or prevent further
deterioration of the environment of southeastern Queens have included creation of the Jamaica,
Bay National Wildlife Refuge within the Gateway National Wildlife Area (USFWS and NP3
respectively) and the installation of sewage treatment plants by the NYCDEP. Current planned

" efforts include the control of leachate at landfills around Jamaica Bay by the NYCDEP, the

development of the shoreline Parkway Bicycle Path by the NYC Department of Parks and
Recreation, and the improvement of the Jamaica WPCF. '

5.24.1.1 Historical Development and Planning at JFK : ,

The ongoing Redevelopment Program at JFK is consistent with long-range planning for the
airport and reflects the need to modernize JFK in the face of continued economic improvement
in the New York metropolitan area. Past planning efforts undertaken by the Port Authority and
other regional planning agencies have recommended redevelopment of the terminal and other
Jandside facilities at JFK to meet the growing air service demands of the region and to enhance

the airport’s ability to serve the needs of the airline industry.
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Terminal Improvenients. JFK opened to commetcial traffic in July 1948 as New York
International Airport. Until 1957, passenger traffic was handled in Quonset-hut type buildings.
A new master plan for the airport conceived in 1955 envisioned a Terminal City —a central
international arrivals terminal ringed by smaller unit terminals. This concept was carried out in
the design of Terminal 4 (the International Arrivals Building and Airline Wings), which opened
in December 1957. Unit terminals for Eastern Airlines, American Airlines, United /Delta
Airlines, Pan Am, and Braniff/Northeast/Northwest Airlines opened between 1959 and 1961.
The TWA Terminal was the last of the signature buildings to open in 1962.

Although the Port Authority and airlines undertook improvement programs in the late 1960s
to accommodate jumbo jets and increased passenger traffic at JEK, no major improvements
have been made to Terminal 5 or Terminal 6 in over 30 years. The now outmoded facilities,
designed to handle a different class of commercial aircraft and fewer operations and
passengers, are in critical need of improvement. :

The current redevelopment of the terminal core at JFK continues in the same central area first
set aside for terminal buildings in'1942; however, the scale of this Redevelopment Program is
much larger than its predecessor. In addition to recently completed Terminal 1, Terminal 4, and
Terminal 7, and others are being modernized or redeveloped (Terminals 8 and 9), with further
development being considered at Terminals 2 (Delta) and 3 (Delta, formerly Pan Am). In
addition to the new terminals to be constructed, the Port Authority is undertaking other

infrastructure improvements. Several cargo facility modernization projects have been

completed or are under way in response to continued improvement in the national and global
economies and growth in air passenger demand. -

Roadway and Public Transit Improvements. The ground transportation system serving JFK had
long been recognized as inadequate to serve airport access and regional transportationneeds.
Plans for improving transit and highway access to JEK have been proposed by regional
transportation and planning agencies for more than 30 years. ‘

Numerous studies have documented the need for enhanced rail connections between JFK and
downtown Manhattan. A 1968 study by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA)
recommended a connection between the LIRR's Jamaica Station and JFK. In 1969 the Port
Authority, the MTA, and the aitlines studied other alternative ways to connect JEK to the LIRR.
In 1971, the MTA initiated design on the recommended alternative—extension of the
Rockaway Beach Branch line to Howard Beach and the CTA. Several public transportation
initiatives, including a 1978 “Train to the Plane” initiative called the JEK Express, proved
unsuccessful or were never implemented. '

A key focus of the JFK2000/CTA Redevelopment Program, initiated in 1988, was to improve
ground access at JFK to reduce passenger delays. The program recommended major
improvements to the roadway system within the CTA, development of an on-airport people
mover system that ultimately could connect with the LIRR at Howard Beach Station, and
improved bus connections from the CTA to airport parking, rental car and other regional
transpottation facilities. While some improvements wete implemented, others, including the
people mover system, never materialized.

In the early'1990s,k acknowledging that Redevelopment Programs under way at the three New
York metropolitan airports would improve operational efficiency and improve passenger level
of service, the Port Authority recognized that development of more efficient airside and
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terminal facilities would only further constrain the already strained ground access system
serving the airports. At JFK, The Port Authority began to reevaluate the implementation of
transportation system improvements that would enhance access to, from, and within JFK for
* both air passengers and airport employees. '

In the Final Environmental Impact Statement, JFK International Airport Light Rail System (Port
Authority, May 1997), the Authority evaluated nine alternatives to improve airport access
 including additional roadway improvements, subway and rail éxtensions, and busways. The
Final Environmental Impact Statement, JFK International Airport Light Rail System (Port Authority,
May 1997) recommended the development of an 8.4-mile light rail system that would connect the
CTA at JFK with the New York City Transit system at Howard Beach Station and the LIRR at
Jamaica Station. The AirTrain project was recognized as critical to maintaining JFK's capacity and
efficiency, meeting anticipated growth in air passenger demand, reducing congestion on the Van
Wyck Expressway, improving air quality, and ensuring the long-term health of the regional
economy. The AirTrain became fully operational in December 2003, and is expected to alleviate
surface traffic corigestion and impacts on the environment. '

5242  The JFK Redevelopment Program Goals

This section disctisses the JFK Redevelopment Program and outlines its goals through
" discussions of aviation activity forecasts, passenger level of service, safety, airline -
competitiveness, and environmental benefits. '

5.24.2.1 Accommodate Forecast Aviation Demand

' Section 2 Purpose and Need outlines the FAA’s and the Port Authority’s recent aviation activity
forecasts for JFK. An estimated 42 million annual air passengers will use JFK in 2012, compared
to 29 million in 2002. This estimate reflects the underlying passenger growth that would be
supported by reasonably strong domestic and international economies. It is expected that
higher economic growth will induce greater passenger growth and intensify competitior.

5.242.2 Improve Passenger Level of Service

Passenger LOS is a driving factor in the redevelopment of terminal facilities at JFK. It is part of
the Port Authority’s mission to establish efficient and productive transportation facilities to
support the economic growth and development of the regional economy. The Port Authority

~ and its tenants will invest more than $9 billion at JFK over the next 10 years. Without
improvements, the LOS will decline, resulting in increased user costs, processing delays
because of outinoded facilities, possible compromises in safety for workers and airport
operations, and reduced environmental quality.

As discussed in Section 2, the Proposed Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment Project is designed to
upgrade Terminals 5 and 6 at JFK to meet modern aviation planning standards, improve overall
efficiency and enhance customer level of service. Terminals 5 and 6 were designed and _
constructed more than 40 years ago. Major changes in the industry and technology, coupled with
the advanced age of the facilities, have greatly reduced the viability of the buildings. The
Proposed Project meets the Port Authority’s goals for providing improved level of service to
airport customers. It will accommodate the existing and planned growth of the airlines at a high
LOS for both domestic and international operations in an individual terminal, eliminating
existing deficiencies in the passenger tetminal facilities and enhancing compliance with disability
regulations and other terminal area restrictions and shortcomings.

554



ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT ‘ ' 5—ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The additional contact gate capacity provided by the Proposed Project would improve .
passenger LOS, as fewer bussing operations between the terminals and remote parked aircraft
would be required. The associated 1,500-space parking structure and connecting walkway to
the teriinals would further enhance customer service and provide airport patrons with the
efficient parking options they expect and desire. : '

Overall, the Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment Project would improve passenger LOS by creating a
single development terminal that would accommodate both domestic and international
passengers and meet the modern planning and level of service criteria established in FAA
Advisory Circulars 150/5360-13, Planning and Design Guidelines for Airport Terminal Facilities
(1988), and 150/5300-13, Airport Design (September 1989). ‘

5.24.2.3 Enhance Safety

The need for enhanced safety of aircraft operations and terminal area activities is required now
and will be further implemented by the Proposed Project. The aircraft operating requirements in
this area of the airport, particularly near Terminal 6, are complex because of the number and
location of buildings and the limited space available for aircraft maneuvering and parking. A
simplified terminal area aircraft parking layout is needed to enhance operational safety and
provide for adequately sized gates, basic building configurations, and maximized terminal
frontage. The proposed airside building and parking layout satisfies this need by providing
apron and building geometry and development that is easily comprehended from the airside and
improves upon aircraft routings and the complex taxiing that occurs now to reach certain gates.

Safety enhancements are also needed in the interior of terminal buildings to improve passenger

security screening, and to update and modernize environmental and life support systems. The
Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment Project addresses these concerns and provides for the needed
safety improvements.

5.24.2.4 Improve Airline Competitiveness ,

The airlines’ ability to remain competitive in the marketplace requires upgrading Terminals 5
and 6. Construction of Terminal 1 within the CTA was completed in May 1998. Delta Airlines is
interested in modernizing and improving Terminals 2 and 3. A $1.2 billion terminal
redevelopment project, under way at Terminal 4 since May 1997, was completed in May 2001.
British Airways recently completed upgrades to Terminal 7. American Airlines has begun
construction of a new terminal development project that will eventually replace Terminals 8
and 9 at a cost of nearly $1 billion.

In an industry where the competitive environment includes passenger convenience and airline
image, the current and future tenants of Terminals 5 and 6 must undertake improvements to
remain competitive, to expand their customer base and meet travelers’ expectations.

 594.2.5 Environmental Benefits

Increased Operating Efficiency. The JFK modernization program is designed to improve overall

- airport efficiency. Ongoing terminal tredevelopment projects improve operating efficiency by

consolidating passenger-processing facilities, thereby reducing split operations of some
carriers, improving passenger flow, and reducing delays. American Airlines’ Terminal 8/9
Redevelopment Project provides major operational enhancements, as the new consolidated
facility will alleviate delays, congestion, and confusion related to deficiencies in the existing
terminal configuration. Cargo modernization projects will benefit airlines operating at JFK
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today by providing modern facilities that can accommodate the larger aircraft and increased air
cargo tonnage handled at the airport.

Energy-Efficient Building Systems. Many of the buildings at JFK were constructed in the 1950
and 1960s and have not been upgraded since the 1970s. A major benefit of the JEK '
Redévelopment Program is the installation of modern, energy-efficient electrical, heating and
cooling systems. For many of the projects recently completed, under development, and
proposed, energy savings are expected as a result of improvements in design, materials, and
equipment. Some projects (e.g., thé American Airlines terminal redeveloprrient) result in
greater energy consumption as a result of increased demand for electricity from facility
improvement, but the increase in demand is primarily due to the use of 400-Hz power systems
that will have air quality benefits, as described below. Other projects such as the Airis cargo
development take advantage of energy-efficient building systems and use less energy.

Air Quality and Surface Transportation Benefits: Terminal, Roadway, Parking, and HOV. Mode
Improvements. Several initiatives associated with the JFK Redevelopment Program result in -
positive air quality impacts. The Proposed Project and other terminal modernization projects
‘would provide long-term air quality benefits as a result of increased use of contact gate
positions, and roadway and parking facility improvements. Improvement of contact gate
positions would reduce the number of ground service vehicle trips and airside busing
operations required. In addition, 400-Hz power systems at contact gate positions eliminate the
need to run auxiliary power units (small jet engines within the aircraft) while aircraft are being
serviced, reducing the emission of criteria pollutants to the benefit of air quality. Increased use
of alternative fuel vehicles, including electrically powered ground service equipment vehicles,
will result in additional air quality improvements. In accordance with the Energy Policy Act of
1992, the Port Authority has been purchasing alternative fuel vehicles and recently applied for
" a federal grant under AIR21 to further this initiative. On May 22, 2001 the FAA announced the
selection of 10 public-use airports, including JFK and LaGuardia Airports, to-participate in the
Inherently. Low-Emission Airport Vehicle Pilot Program. The intent of the program is to
improve air quality at the nation’s airports by encouraging the use of alternative fuel vehicles.
Under the program, each airport sponsor is eligible to receiVe up to $2 million in grants
through the Agency’s improvement program. The Port Authority received their requested
grant. : : -

As a whole, the JFK redevelopment projects are expected to reduce roadway congestion and
increase HOV mode share at the airport. While these projects are intended to increase
operational efficiency, they are not expected to result in increased operations at JFK, and would
not, therefore, resultin increased on-airport surface traffic. The JFK AirTrain system, in '
particular, is expected to relieve surface traffic congestion on the roadways near JFK, and
greatly improve transit access for airport passengers.

Proposed changes to the curbside roadways and development of enclosed parking facilities to

serve the replacement terminal, under the Proposed Project, are expected to improve

cireulation within the CTA and reduce vehicle miles traveled. By adding parking closer to the
 terminals, passenger level of service also will be improved over existing conditions.

The Proposed Project, in conjunction with other projects under development in the CTA, will
not adversely affect air quality or surface transportation in the region.
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5.24.3 - Related Projects

~ This Proposed Project has been evaluated in this EA with consideration of other on- and off-
airport actions, which include the development of the Jamaica Transportation Center, startup
of JetBlue operations at JFK, construction at other terminal buildings, and the JEK light rail
(AirTrain) system. These actions are evaluated separately in other environmental documents.
The cumulative impact analysis presented in this EA includes a review of available
environmental documents for other projects at JEK and extensive discussions with Port
Authority and FAA staff. '

5.24.3.1 Local and Regional Plans

Proposed projects in Jamaica include development of an intermodal transportation center to
reduce traffic and congestion, improve air quality, and enhance econoriic development. The
Jamaica Transportation Center project is supported financially by a Congestion Mitigation Air
Quality grant from the federal government to the State of New York. The Port Authority is

- responsible for contractual management and overall administration of the project. The JEK
light rail system is being incorporated into the Jamaica Transportation Center planning.

Other improvements in the area include installation of intelligent transportation infrastructure
on the Van Wyck Expressway to provide some operational improvement and the extension of
the Nassau Expressway to the Belt Parkway, both initiatives.of the New York State Department

of Transportation. '

Parts of southeastern Queens, particularly Jamaica Center, are undergoing redevelopment.
Recent government efforts at stimulating redevelopment in Jamaica Center include the Social
Security Administration Federal Building, the Master Plan at York College, the extension of the
New York City Transit subway system to the Parsons / Archer Station in Jamaica Center, the
creation of a transit mall, and the designation of Jamaica as an Economic Development Zone.
Other proposed projects in Jamaica include the following: ‘ '

. Queens Civil Court Building
FDA Building at York College ' ‘
Sony Theater Complex (above the New York City Transit Parsons/ Archer Station)
New York City Department of Finance Administration’s Help Center

5.24.3.2 JFK Redevelopment Program

The Port Authority’s JFK Redevelopment Program will vastly improve the airport’s
functionality and enhance customer service. The various improvement projects have been
analyzed within three operational and physical development groups: aiside, landside-CTA,
and landside-perimeter. Projects denoted as “landside-CTA" are within the CTA and provide
landside support for aviation activity at JFK. Landside projects include passenger-processing
functions, such as terminal development, as well as light rail, curbside, and access roadway
development. Projects denoted as “Jandside-perimeter” are located on the north and southwest
sides of JFK. They include cargo and maintenance facilities that support aviation activity at JFK.
The following summarizes ongoing or recently completed projects and projects anticipated in
the foreseeable future. ‘ : "

Airside. These projects comprise improvements to the airfield, including modifications to the .
runways and supporting taxiways and taxilanes at JEK: ‘ ‘ '
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New Large Aircraft (NLA) Implementation Plan. Proposed projects that are being planned
to the runways and taxiways should the NLA be developed within the next 5 to 10 years
consist of the Rehabilitation/Relocation of Taxiway “A”, Rehabilitation/Relocation of
Taxiway “Q”, Strengthening of Taxiway Bridges, Rehabilitation and Widening of Runways
13L-31R and 13R-31L. These projects are dependent upon the modifications of standards
that are currently being submitted to the FAA and may not occur if such modifications are
not granted. This is in the study and planning stage. A Draft EA of Improvements to
Accommodate the A380 at JFK (Port Authority, March 2004) was submitted to the FAA for
their review on March 12, 2004. There would be no known adverse cumulative effects with
the Proposed Project since NLA would be quieter and less polluting than the aircraft being
replaced. NLA are expected to result in positive environmental impacts.

Taxiway “K” and “C” Rehabilitation. Work includes upgrading two hold bars and
milling/ overlaying portions of Taxiways “K” and “C". This project is expected to begin in
June 2003 and be complete at the end of the year. A categorical exclusion was approved for
this project in March 2003. There would be no known cumulative effects with the Proposed

~ Action.

Rehabilitation of Taxiway “B”, Phase 1. Work includes re-paving large portions of the
taxiway and electrical infrastructure work. The taxiway width will remain the same (75
feet) since this project is not related to NLA. The work is being divided into three separate
projects due to budget constrictions. A Form A was submitted in May 2003 for the first
portion of the project, which is expected to begin in July'2003 and be complete by the year’s
end. Work on the remaining two sections of the taxiway will be done in 2004 and 2005. A
categorical exclusion was approved for this project in May 2003.

Runway Hold Bar Upgrades. Work includes upgrading hold bars at 24 areas to bring the
hold bars into compliance with FAA standards. Work began in August 2003 and is

“expected to be complete by August 2004. A Categorical Exclusion was approved for this
project in May 2003.

Sanitary Sewer Micro - Tunneling to Extend Service to CTA. Work includes micro--
tunneling to provide a sanitary sewer Jink between the CTA and the City sewer main north
of the airport. Work has begun and should be complete by April 2004. There would be no
known cumulative effects with.the Proposed Action. '

Runway 4L-22R Bypass Taxiway. The scope of work for this project includes a new feeder
taxiway to Runway 4L that is located across the CTA to the southeast. Design should begin
in 2005 and construction is planned for 2007. Construction of the action proposed in this

- document will be completed by the time construction begins on the Runway 4L-22R Bypass

Taxiway. Therefore, there would be no cumulative construction effects and no ongoing

. cumulative effect.

- Runway 4R-22L Rehabilitation and Widening. Components of this prbject include

placement of asphalt concrete overlay and grooving, widening the runway pavement t0 200
feet from 150 feet and adding shoulder pavement, improving the non-paved runway safety
areas (RSAs) to current FAA standards, rehabilitation of the electrical, lighting, and
navigational aid systems, and relocation of an existing patrol road further away from the

~ runway. This project received a-Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) in April 2002.
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This project was completed in December 2003. There would be no known cumulative
effects with the Proposed Action.

o TFirefighting Training Facility Phase I1. This project involves construction of additional
simulator pad with aircraft fuselage for internal firefighting training activities, and is
l6cated on the northeast portion of the airfield. A Categorical Exclusion was approved for
this project in July 2003. Construction began in July 2003 and should be completed by the
third quarter of 2004. There:are no known cumulative effects.

e Upgrade of Runway 4L-22R to Cat I/IlIb Capability. This development concept is in the
feasibility study phase. The first phase - a cost/benefit analysis- has been completed.
Additional studies are required prior to commencing design. As part of the program, the
feasibility of rémoving the displaced threshold on Runway 22R would be addressed. Since
the Proposed Project does not affect runway usage, no cumulative effects would occur.

¢ Inherently Low-Emission Airport Vehicle (ILEAV) Pilot Program. Japan Airlines (JAL)-
proposes to construct a compressed natural gas (CNG) station for its fleet of GSE vehicles at
Building 151. JetBlue is also in discussion with the Kingdom Group to do the same at
Terminal 6. The ILEAV Program is in progtess. '

e New York/New Jersey Airspace Study. This project is in the planning phase to improve
the airspace capacity and efficiency for the overall airport system within the New York City
area. Definite plans for the redesign of the airspace in the area have yet to be developed.
This project is not defined, but is not expected to have cumulative effects.

e Relocation of Visual Approach Slope Indicator (VASI). Plans are underway to relocate.
the VASI associated with Runway 13R. There would be no known cumulative effects with

the Proposed Action.

o Interim Kepairs of Runway 13R/31L. Interim repairs are proposed for this runway in

' order to extend its serviceable life into the next paving cycle after year 2006. The scope of
work consists of repairs to 14 transverse cracks, mill /ovetlay three inches of asphalt
pavement in the keel area (75-feet wide), replace deteriorated concrete at the east end near
Runway 4L and seal coat the taxiway stubs. Work is proposed for the Q2 (second quarter)
2004 and should take 12 months. An FAA Form A will be submitted in the near future.
This runway is not scheduled to be widened under the NLA program until 2007.

« Rehabilitation of Runway 13L/31R. This runway will receive periodic minimal
rehabilitation in order to extend its serviceable life into the next paving cycle in 2016 when
" itis scheduled to be widened to 200-feet under the NLA program. Work is proposed for
- Q3 (third quarter) 2004 and should take one year. An FAA Form A will be submitted soon.

o Replacement of Engineered Material Arresting System (EMAS) bed at the end of
Runway 4R. Work was completed in October 2002. A Categorical Exclusion (CATEX) was
approved for this project in June 2002. This project was completed in October 2002.

Landside-CTA. These projects are within the CTA that provides landside sﬁpport for aviation
activity at JEK. Landside projects include passenger-processing functions, such as terminal
development, as well as light rail, curbside, and access roadway developiment.
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e Parking Garage at Terminals 8 & 9. Build an open, six-story parking garage that will be
comprised of ground level parking and five elevated levels parking structure to
accommodate the expansion and modernization of Terminals 8 & 9 (Red) Quadrant by
American Airlines, This project received a FONSI in April 2003. Work is expected to start
in the fourth quarter of 2004 and be complete by the end of 2006.

¢ Light Rail System (LRS) / AirTrain Project. This project connects the JFK CTA with the
Long Island Railroad and the New York City subwayat Jamaica Station, Queens, through a
LRS. The environmental approval process for this project was approved and construction is
complete, and the AirTrain is fully operational. The AirTrain is expected to provide
positive environmental benefits in terms of air quality and surface transportation in the
environs of JEK. ' :

o Terminal 7 - Expansion of British Air Terminal. The project scope includes the renovation
of the terminal with an 18,000 square feet expansion to the frontage as well as a parking
deck and roadway reconfiguration. The parking deck and roadway reconfiguration portion
of this project was the subject of a written reevaluation of the JFK-2000 EA. This projectis

complete.

¢ Rent-A-Car Site. The proposed redevelopment would include roadway modifications to be
constructed by the Port Authority and tenant redevelopment of their individual rental car
facilities. Construction began in December 2002 and is schedule for completion by the
December 2004. This project received a FONSI in September 2002.

e Relocation of Interline Baggage Operation, Stagé 1 design plans have begun to shift the -
interline baggage operation to the CTA. '

e Terminals 2 and 3 - Delta Air Lines Terminal Redevelepment. Delta intends to renovate
their terminals, baggage system, roadways and access to AirTrain, Work is expected to
begin by the third quarter of 2004 and take several years to complete. '

o Terminal 4. The new 1.5 million square foot terminal is a replacement for the former
International Arrivals Terminals (IAT). Construction started in 1997 and is complete.

e Terminals 8/9 - American Airlines Terminal Redevelopment. This project includes -

_ demolition of Terminals 8 and 9 and construction of a new 1.9 million square foot .
replacement terminal complex with 56 gates. The Port Authority completed an EA for this
project in August 1999 and the project subsequently received a FONSI determination from
the FAA. The redevelopment project is currently under construction with a partial
completion scheduled for the first quarter of 2005 and full completion (39 gates) in 2007.

No plans are underway for American to build all 56 gates.

e Renovate and Expand the General Aviation Terminal (Building 145). Work has begun
and is expected to be complete by December 2004. A Categorical Exclusion was approved

for this project in June 2002. : _

e JFK Cogeneration Plant. The FAA has approved the installation of a third exhaust stack.
Commencement of construction will begin after negations between Calpine and Port-

Authority are completed.
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¢ American Airlines GSE Building. American plans to build a 5,766-square foot, six bay,
single story building to support their fleet of ground support equipment for Terminals 8
and 9. The project is in the design phase and construction is'planned for 2006.

Landside-Perimeter. The landside-perimeter projects are located on the north and southwest sides

of JFK. They include cargo and maintenance facilities that support aviation activity atJFK,

*  JetBlue Support Operations Campus at Building 179/81. The new facilities will include a
2-bay narrow body maintenance hangar for Type A maintenance checks for Airbus
A320/A321 aircraft, routine provisioning, material services, GSE maintenance,

 office/administration/staffing functions, and parking. The project received a FONSI in
May 2003. Work began in the fall of 2003 and should be complete by mid-2005.

o Hangars 3, 4, and 5. The Port Authority has.issued an RFP for redevelopment of this cargo
leasehold and Trammel Crow, a developer has been selected. Design has begun and work
is scheduled to begin in late 2004 and be complete by 2006. This project received a FONSI
on August 28,2003. :

e Hangar 12 Demolition and Redevelopment . This project is in the planning/design stages
to reuse this hangar for a future cargo building. The project would include the demolition
and replacement of Hangar 12, truck docking and parking and automobile parking.

o Relocation of Guard Post “R” and Redevelopment of North Hangar Road. This project is
in the design phase and consists of constructing an air operations area fuel parking area,
relocating existing Guard Post ‘R’, pavement markings for the restricted vehicle service
road and widening/alignment modifications to existing North Hangar Road. Work is
planned for the third quarter of 2004. T :

o Phase-I Deicing Facility. This project consists of installing two clamshell facilities using
infrated (IR) technology to remove snow/ ice from aircraft. The goal of this facility is to
reduce the airport’s use of chemical deicing fluids by 75%. A categorical exclusion was
approved for this project in September 2002. Work is on hold.

o Phase-II Deicing Facility. Consists of expanding the Phase-I leasehold, installing two
additional deicing clamshell facilities, a new taxiway cut, demolition of buildings 95 and 96
and construction of a new blast fence. This project is contingent upon the success of the
Phase-I Deicing Facility. - : '

¢ . Continental Cargo Processing Faéility. Construction of a new 57,000 sq. ft. cargd :
processing facility and aircraft apron area project has been completed. A FONSIwas . -
received for this project. '

& Airis Development Air Cargo Terminal. The Airis Development Corp. plans to develop an -

air cargo terminal consisting of two state-of-the-art cargo facilities in the vicinity of the
formmer United Airlines Cargo Building that was demolished in 2000. The larger cargo
building (approximately 279,000 sq. ft.) will include five aircraft parking positions and will
be leased by Lufthansa. The second building will be designed as a multi-tenant facility
(approximately 150,000 sq. ft.) and will provide two aircraft parking positions. This project

_ is intended to provide modern replacement cargo facilities for existing air carriers at JFK
and is expected to provide safety, operational, and environmental benefits. The PAA issued
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a FONSI in November 2000 for an EA prepared for this project. Construction was -
completed in the fourth quarter of 2003. e

o Central Taxi Hold Improvement. The scope of work includes demolition of Buﬂding 199
and expansion of the taxihold lot. This project will result in environmental benefits in the
form of enhanced circulation. Construction was completed in 2001. '

o Reconfiguration of 130t Pl'ace_ and Bergen Road. Work includes r'econﬁguring the
roadway to accommodate increased traffic. Work was completed in December 2003.

« - FAA Office Building. A new building for the Eastern Region has been completed off-
airport in 2000. The site is north of JFK off the Nassau Expressway.

s Fetry Service to Manhattan. A high-speed ferry service is proposed between Bergen Basin
and Manthattan. This project is in the conceptual design stage. Work is planned for 2005.

5244 Cumulative Impacts'by Environmental Category

52441 Noise

As stated in Section 5.11, the Proposed Project is not expected to cause significant noise
impacts. Since the Proposed Project is not expected to induce a change in either the type ot

" number of aircraft flight operations, there would be no change in noise levels experienced by
communities near the airport as a result of the proposed terminal redevelopment project. None
of the identified landside-CTA, landside-perimeter, or airside projects is expected to produce
significant changes in noise levels in the airport environs. Therefore, no cumulative noise

impacts will occur.

5.24.4.2 Compatible Land Use ‘

The area adjacent to the airport primarily includes airport-compatible land uses that would not
be affected by or sensitive to activities associated with the Proposed Project. The greater area
surrounding the airport is highly developed or over water and would be unaffected by the
Proposed Project. Other projects at the airport would not affect the compatibility of adjacent
land uses. Because neither the Proposed Project nor other projects would adversely affect land
‘use compatibility near the airport, no significant adverse cumulative impacts are likely to
-occur.

5.24.4.3 Social Impacts _ ‘
Because no relocation is involved and no other adverse effects on the social environs would
occur, the Proposed Project would not be expected to contribute to any significant adverse
cumulative social impacts when considered in conjunction with otherlandside and airside

projects at JFK.

5.24.4.4 Induced Socioeconomic Impacts

The Proposed Project would benefit the local and regional economies through increased
employment, more efficient air travel, and cumulative regional growth. Relatively minor
increases in public service demands and benefits to local businesses and the economy would
result from the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other actions under development,
planned or under consideration by the FAA and the Port Authority. Existing airport and
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municipal government organizations can meet the cumulative airport demand on public
services. The-economic needs of other projects are expected to be easily served by the
businesses, labor, materials, and equipment available in the New York metropolitan area.
Therefore, no significant changes in population movement, growth, public service demands, or
businesses would be generated by these other projects. :

In summary, there do not appear to be any potentially significant adverse cumulative
socioeconomic impacts that would be induced from the Proposed Project in combination with

these other activities.

52445 AirQuality ‘

The Proposed Project will not result in operational or construction related emissions that equal
" or exceed the applicable de minimis threshold rates, nor increase the frequency or severity of

any existing violations of the national standards. Based on the analyses presented in Section

5.1, the Proposed Project conforms to the New York SIP and the conformity rules and

requirements of the Clean Air Act. ’

Overal), the proposed Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment and other terminal redevelopment projects
are expected to improve air quality as a result of reduced energy consumption, improved
 circulation within the CTA, and increased operating efficiency. In conjunction with other
projects recently completed, under construction or plannied in the foreseeable future at JFK, no -
cumulative adverse air quality impacts are anticipated from the Proposed Project. In fact, in
combination with other projects, positive air quality impacts are likely. Recent environmental
assessments for other projects indicate that long-term air quality benefits are anticipated from
these modernization projects. The air quality impacts of three representative projects are
discussed below. o

AifTrain. The AirTrain project is expected to improve regional motor vehicle pollutant
emissions, as it will reduce vehicle trips within the metropolitan area. The system is electrically
powered, so emissions of particulates are not expected. Minimal induced traffic at the New
York City Transit Howard Beach and Penn Stations will have a negligible impact on air quality..
Overall, the AirTrain project is not expected to create any new violation or increase the
frequency or severity of any existing violations of the NAAQS.

American Altlines Terminal, When operational, the new American Airlines terminal is expected
to greatly improve air quality emissionis over existing conditions as a result of the addition of
electrified contact gates, more efficient gate utilization, and use of electric and alternative fuel
ground support equipment vehicles. The new terminal will provide contact gate positionis for
all aircraft, with each gate designed to supply power and preconditioned air to parked aircraft.
‘Under the No Action Alternative, American Airlines would have continued to use remote
aircraft parking positions to support its operations at JEK. Remote positions require portable
equipment to supply power and preconditioned air, and require passenger bussing between

' the remote aircraft parking positions and the terminal. Additional air quality benefits are
expected as a result of improvements to the terminal frontage roadway and curbside, which
will reduce congestion and dwell time. Consequently, the redevelopiment project will have
major air quality beriefits. : ‘

Other recently completed terminal projects provide similar air quality benefits by providing
state-of-the-art facilities that accommodate modern aircraft, provide more efficient lighting,
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heating and cooling systems, and include more contact gate positions that require fewer
ground vehicle trips. The proposed Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment project offers comparable air
quality benefits. v : ‘

Airis Cargo Modernization Project, The Airis Cargo Modernization Project, in addition to other air
cargo redevelopment projects under way and recently completed at JFK, also contributes to net
air quality benefits when considered in conjunction with the Proposed Project and other projects
at the airport. The new Airis facilities will replace facilities at Buildings 8 and 9/9A. The project
will allow more efficient management of cargo-related aircraft and truck traffic at the airport. The
new cargo buildings will accommodate 7 aircraft parking positions, compared with 10 positions
at the existing facilities. The project will not result in additional airside or landside capacity to
handle aircraft and vehicular traffic. '

Lufthansa plans to move its cargo operations from Building 261 to the Airis facility under
construction on the North Service Road. The new cargo facilities are located closerto
Lufthansa’s passenger terminal, reducing the length of cargo tug trips. Overall, the location
and design of the facility will result in fewer aircraft delays, fewer air emissions, and greater

_ energy savings.

Substantial cargo building modernization over the last decade has not resulted in additional
all-cargo operations at the airport. Despite construction of more than 1 million square feet of
modern air cargo facilities at JFK since 1990, air cargo operations have remained relatively flat
as air cargo is increasingly carried in the belly of passenger aircraft. The trend toward
increasingly larger aircraft in the air passenger market at JFK is anticipated to further diminish
the number of all-cargo operations in the future, without associated decreases in the amount of
air cargo tonnage handled at the airport. Therefore, while the number of all-cargo operations is
expected to remain flat, the demand for air cargo processing facilities is expected to increase.
Modernization of cargo facilities has enabled airlines more efficiently to handle growth in air
cargo tonnage without associated increases in emissions from aircraft operations, aircraft '
taxiing or increased vehicle miles traveled.

Summary. In general, the various airside and landside projects under development and
proposed for JFK will improve overall airport efficiency. Many of the projects also yield
improvements to air quality by reducing vehicular trips and aircraft delays, and incorporating
energy efficient building systems. As a result, no significant cumulative adverse impacts to air
quality are expected to result from the Proposed Project in combination with the other projects

identified herein.

5.24.4.6 Water Quality _ ‘ , o

The Proposed Project involves construction that would result in the incremental increase in
impervious surface area. This increase would contribute a proportionate additional volume of
sutrface water runoff. Because bperaﬁons have previously occurred at the site, existing discharge
systems would be adequate to meet applicable local, state, and federal regulations. All operations
in the area that might affect water quality would be performed in accordance with relevant '
 regulations and BMPs. Such procedures are implemented routinely for all airport projects. Based
on information supplied by the Port Authority regarding other projects at JFK, no significant
adverse cumulative water quality impacts are expected. , .
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5.24,4.7 Department of Transportation Act; Section 4(f) .

The Proposed Project includes the use of or adverse impacts to Section 4(f) land (i.e., the _
removal of Flight Wing 2 from the TWA Terminal and potential modification of the West Tube
for future use). No cumulative impacts would affect 4(f) lands because no similar impacts
would occur as a result of other projects. No other FAA, aitline, or Port Authority projects are
expected to affect public parks, recreation areas, wildlife or waterfow] refuges or other historic
sites in the airport area. The main TWA Terminal building, the connecting tubes, and Flight
Wing 2 are the only structures at JFK eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic
Places. Therefore, based on the information supplied by the FAA, other airlines and the Port
Authority, no significant adverse cumulative impacts are expected to occur.

5.24.4.8 Historic, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources

The Proposed Project provides mitigation that avoids significant adverse impacts to historic
resources and enhances and restores the historic TWA main building and the East Connector
Tube. The West Connector Tube will under a hierarchy of options for enhanced public access
and use. No cumulative impacts would affect historic, architectural, archaeological, or cultural
resources because no similar impacts would occur as a result of other projects.

5.24.49 Biotic Communities

“The Proposed Project would not affect areas containing biotic communities. Because -
construction is planned in areas that previously were heavily disturbed and do not support any
biotic communities, and because no new land will be used, there are not expected to be any
cumulative adverse impacts on biotic communities. '

5.24.4.10 Endangered and Threatened Species of Flora and Fauna

Because construction is planned in areas that were previously heavily disturbed and do not
“support biotic communities, and because aircraft operations will follow existing flight paths
and procedures, based on information on other projects provided by the Port Authority, there
are not expected to be any significant adverse cumulative impacts on endangered and
threatened species of flora and fauna. :

5.24.4.11 Wetlands o

The Proposed Project would affect only existing buildings on airport property. No indirect
effects on wetlands are expected because the area of the Proposed Project serves the same
airport use. Therefore, the Proposed Project is not expected to contribute to cumulative adverse

impacts on peripheral wetlands.

5.24.4.12 Floodplains

Because the Proposed Project involves existing developed airport property that is not in the
base-floodplain, no impacts to floodplain areas are expected. Because all projects in the airport
area will be required to meet all building regulations pertinent to the local floodplain area, and
the Proposed Project will be located outside the area.of a 100-year floodplain, no cumulative
adverse impacts involving floodplains are expected.
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'5.24.4.13 Coastal Zone Management' Program L .
Because the Proposed Project would not affect the coastal zone for the State of New York,
cumulative adverse impacts to the coastal zone are not expected.

5.24.4.14 Coastal Bartiers | | |
Because the airport is not within the Coastal Barrier Resources System, neither the Proposed
Project nor other projects would be capable of causing cumulative adverse impacts..

- 5.24.4.15 Farmland , _ _ _
* Because no farmland exists in the airport area, no cumulative farmland impacts would occur.

5.24.4.16 Energy Supply and Natural Resources

The Proposed Project would not significantly increase use of energy or natural resources. The
new terminal will be designed to minimize consumption of energy resources through the use
of well-insulated building materials and other design elements, thereby reducing the
consumption of fossil fuels. The Proposed Project and improvements to terminals at JFK would
make energy-saving changes: Other projects by the Port Authority, other airlines, or the FAA in
the planning or construction stages do not appear to include any activities that would require
new sources of energy that could not be accommodated by existing facilities. The combination
of these projects with the Proposed Project does not appear to require major changes in energy
facilities or use. Based on the list of proposed projects, cumulative adverse impacts on energy

- supply or natural resources are not expected. - '

5.24.4.17 Light Emissions

The Proposed Project is not expected to contribute adverse impacts from light emissions. Based
on the list of projects provided by the Port Authority, FAA, and other airlines, there do not '
appear to be other projects that, when combined with the Proposed Project, would add light
emissions that would affect residential areas or other sensitive developments. Therefore,
significant adverse cumulative impacts from light emissions are not expected.

- 5.24.4.18 Wild and Scenic Rivers o
Because no wild or scenic rivers exist within the area where other projects would be -
constructed, neither the Proposed Project nor other projects would be capable of causing

- cumulative adverse impacts.

5.24.4.19 Solid Waste Impact _

Neither the Proposed Project nor other projects are expected to change significantly the
-quantity of solid waste generated at the airport. Therefore, based on the information provided:

© by the Port Authority, FAA, and other airlines, significant adverse cumulative impacts are not
expected to occur. SR

5.24.4.20 Construction Impacts of Air/Noise/Traffic

As noted in Section 5.22, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to cause any significant
impacts in relation to construction. This is due to the short term nature of construction and
" mitigation procedures set forth in FAA Advisory Circular 150/5370-10A, Standards for
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Specifying Construction of Airports (February 17, 1989) as well as Port Autho_rity; s Good .
Environmental Practices Manual for JFK (December 1997).

Air Quality Impacts. As discussed in Section 5.22.1, the incorporation of the above referenced
procedures into the Proposed Project’s construction specifications would restrict the emission
of particulate matter and prevent it from becoming airborne. Such measures would assure that
construction related air quality impacts are minimized. Of all related projects in the landside
CTA, the only foreseeable potential projects of relatively large scale whose construction phases.
* might overlap with that of the Proposed Project are the American Airlines Terminal 8/9
construction and Terminals 2 and 3 - Delta Air Lines Terminal Redevelopment. All related
projects at JFK are subject to similar construction mitigation measures and are isolated from
any neighboring community by the surrounding airfield. Thus no significant cumulative
impacts are expected to occur due to the Proposed Project with respect to construction-related
air quality. As noted in Section 5.24.2.5, the benefits to the projects within the JFK
Redevelopment Program extend to air quality improvements when operational.

* Nolse Impacts. As discussed in Section 5.22.2, the only potential impacts of the Proposed Project
due to construction noise are to operators of construction equipment and nearby construction
workers, Construction noise is not expected to affect nearby communities. Potential
conistruction noise impacts are a localized phenomenon. Related projects may have similar
localized impacts and may add to ambient noise levels in the CTA. Because the CTA is isolated
from any neighboring community by the surrounding airfield, no significant cumulative
impacts are expected to occur due to the Proposed Project in relation to construction noise.

Surface Traffic Congestion. Due to the coordination of off-peak scheduled material transfer and
specific route management measutes discussed in Section'5.22.3, no significant impacts in
relation to construction surface traffic are anticipated due to the Proposed Project. Related
projects at JFK are subject to similar coordination measures, therefore no significant cumulative '
impacts are expected to occur due to the Proposed Project in regards to construction related

surface traffic.

5.24.5 Summary of Cumulative Impacts

The cumulative impact of the Proposed Project, when added to the other past, present, and
reasonable foreseeable future actions described above, is collectively insignificant given the
history of intense urbanization that has occurred in the New York City metropolitan area.
Jamaica has emerged from this urbanization with a regional transit focus. JFK, and also the
Proposed Project, will continue to have effects on Jamaica similar to those already existing. The
beneficial effects are primarily economic and employment-related, and they extend beyond

‘ southeastern Queens. There would alsobe a beneficial effect on the historic TWA building and

~ connecting tubes when it is rehabilitated, restored, and adaptively reused. The adverse effects
are related primarily to the demolition of Flight Wing 2. ’ o

When considered with the other projects recently completed, under way, and proposed at JFK,
the Proposed Project is consistent with the long-range planning goals for the CTA. Terminals 5
and 6 are among the few terminal facilities still in need of modernization at the airport. These
facilities no longer meet the needs of the aviation users at JFK in terms of safety, accessibility,
customer service, and overall efficiency. : ‘
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Other projects described in this section will provide similar long-term benefits—enhanced |
~ operating efficiency, reduced energy consumption, and improved functionality and customer

service—to the Proposed Project. The cumulative impact of these actions is generally expected
to be positive. Extensive construction mitigation procedures will be put into place to alleviate

* potential adverse impacts. As a whole, these projects will allow JEK to better serve its

customers, continue to prosper as a major economic engine, and provide positive
environmental and social benefits to its neighbors. :

'5.25 Adverse Impéui_ts That Cannot be Avoided if the Project

Is Implemented . -

The Proposed Project results in an adverse effect to the historic resource, namely, the
demolition of Flight Wing 2, and potential modification of the West Tube. The Proposed Project
would, however, preserve and restore the remaining historical resources. The modification to
the West Tube would occur only to enhance use of the tubé. The main TWA Terminal building
will undergo adaptive reuse including the installation of electronic ticketing kiosks to allow
retention of an aviation function. Through the public process, measures have been developed
to mitigate the-adverse effect. Execution of the MOA would provide for ample mitigation of
these adverse effects on historical, architectural, archaeological, or cultural resources. The
interior and exterior of the main TWA Terminal building and the East Tube would be restored
arid/ or rehabilitated, and numerous building accretions (vestibules, baggage handling
facilities, conveyers, etc.) would be removed to return the TWA Terminal closer to its original
condition when constructed, which would be a beneficial effect on the historical resource. As

- part of implementation of the MOA, a Redevelopment Advisory Committee would be formed

to provide input on redevelopment alternatives. There are no other adverse environmental
impacts. : '
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‘6. Public Outreach and AgencyCOo'rdination‘

The Port Authority and FAA have involved the public, coordinated with agencies, and
engaged with consulting parties regarding this project and issues addressed in this EA, as part
of the NEPA process and as part of the process for Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act. The Port Authority began the public involvement process in September
1999 and continued to engage interested parties (including consulting parties when they were
formed) and the regulatory community throughout the past five yearts until the subject EA was

* completed. Asindicated ina signed Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) (refer to Section 6.5

below and Appendix D Memorandum of Agreement), Port Authority coordination with the
consulting parties will continue throughout the implementation phases of the project. A
consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) has occurred
as part of the environmental planning for this project because the project involves resources
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Both NEPA and NHPA and
their associated regulations, require public and agency involvement before the lead federal
agency (the FAA in this case) can render a decision to approve the project. The intent of
public and agency involvement is to ensure that the public and resource agencies can
contribute to the scoping and analysis of the project, thereby enhancing the level of
information available for the federal decision-making agency (FAA).

6.1 NEPA Process

NEPA directs agencies to disclose the effects of federal actions on the environment in a systerpatic
and interdisciplinary approach. The NEPA process informs and provides an important forum
for input from the public, state, local, and tribal governments, as well as federal agencies.
NEPA involves “widespread coordination, review, and public disclosure.” NEPA provides a
process by which public and agency concerns are identified, and environmental issues are
examined. ' o

6.2 Section 106 Process

Section 106.of the National Historic Preservation Act requires that federal agencies consider
the effects their undertakings or projects may have on historic resources. Section 106 also
requires the lead federal agency (the FAA in this case) to involve the public and other

 stakeholders in the decision making process when federalaction will have an adverse effect on

an historic resource.

Under regulations governing the Section 106 process, the federal agency must determine
whether the proposed undertaking has the potential to cause an adverse effect on historic
resources listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. If the
agency determines that the undertaking will have an adverse effect on historic resources, it
must coordinate the steps of the Section 106 process, as appropriate, with the overall planning
schedule for the undertaking and with any reviews required under other authority such as
NEPA and Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation (DOT) Act. The objective of the
Section 106 process is for the lead federal agency, the SHPO, the Council, and any consulting
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parties with duties to agree on how best to avoid, minimize and mitigate any unavoidable
adverse effects of a given federal action. As part of this process, once the federal agency finds
that an undertaking will have an adverse effect on the historic resource, it must inform the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (“Council”) of its finding. FAA informed the’
Council of the adverse effect concerning the Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment Project in June
2001. If the Council determines that its involvement in the Section 106 process is necessary to
ensure that the purposes of Section 106 are met, the Council may enter the process as per 36
CEFR Part 800.2(b)(1). The Council responded to FAA in July 2001 and stated that it would

. participate in the Section 106 process. Individuals and organizations with a demonstrated
interest in the undertaking may participate as consulting parties in the 106 process (36 CFR
Part 800.2( ¢)(5)). For the subject project, FAA coordinated with nine separate consulting
parties (see Section 6.4 below). , :

The New York State Historic Preservation Office’s (SHPO) role in the Section 106 process is to
advise and assist federal agencies in satisfying the Section 106 process. The SHPO cooperates
with such agencies, local governments, organizations, and individuals to ensure their interests
in the historic properties are taken into consideration. If the Council decides to participate in
the consultation, the lead agency consults with the SHPO, the Council, and other consulting
parties to seek ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse effects. The final product of
the Section 106 process is recorded in an MOA, as was done for this project (Appendix D
Memorandum of Agreement). The lead federal agency for the subject project is the FAA, and the
signatories to the MOA are the FAA, the Council, the SHPO, and the Port Authority. In
addition, the nine consulting parties who participated in the Section 106 process provided
input in the development of the MOA, and were invited to concur.

6.3 Public Participation

The Port Authority initiated the public and agency involvement process for the redevelopment of
the Terminal 5/6 site at JFK in 1999. Figure 6-1 Interaction Timeline illustrates the NEPA public
participation and the Section 106 agency and consulting party interaction. '

In 1994 the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission.designated the main TWA
Terminal building, connector tubes, and Flight Wing 2:a New York City Landmark. The
Commission, having a great deal of interest in this project, assumed an advisory role in the
review of this undertaking. In the early planning stages of the project, Several meetings with
staff from the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission, the SHPO, and the Port
Authority were held in 1999 and 2000 to explain the purpose and need for the project and to inform
members of the public and these agencies of developments regarding the project. Comments
received were both supportive of aspects of the project and against certain aspects of the project. -

In response to comments received from the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission

and others, the Port Authority made a significant change to Alternative 7 as presented in the original

Concept Master Plan of July 2000. The amended Coricept Master Plan of February 2001 presented a

~ design that retained the full length of the connector tubes that would allow for access and egress to
and from the TWA Terminal and the new terminal structure., The tubes would be integtated into the
new terminal, allowing passengers in the new terminal and the general public to travel between the

"new terminal and the TWA Terminal. The arrival roadway would be depressed four feet to provide
clearance under the connector tubes. On August 142001, the New York City Landmarks
Preservation Commission held a public hearing on the project. As discussed below, Alternative 7A, -
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which represents the'Proposed Project, and the Revised Concept Master Plan (Appendix B), were
developed in the fall of 2003 with the input of the consulting parties to the Section 106 process.

Also early in the process, the Port Authority presented Alternative 7 to the Airport Advisory
Council of the Queens Borough President’s office, the local Community Boards, and the
Municipal Art Society of New York. Appendix H Public and Consulting Party Involvement, lists
the meeting dates. Meetings were held frequently with regulatory agencies and consulting
parties, as described above, and also as listed in Appendix H Public and Consulting Party
Involvement. : ' : ’

As patt of the NEPA process, the Port Authority published a Notice of Availability of a draft EA for
the Redevelopment of Terminals 5/6 at JFK in New York Newsday on March 20, 2001. In June and
July 2001, the Port Authority circulated the draft EA for comments from the public and
agencies. Copies of the EA were mailed to various federal, state, and local government
resource agencies and known regional and local stakeholders. Additionally, a Notice of Public
Hearing was published in The New York Times on June 14, 2001. ' '

On Wednesday, June 27, 2001, two sessions of the Public Hearing were held at the Ramada

Plaza Hotel at John F. Kennedy International Airport, Van Wyck Expressway, Jamaica, NY

11430. The afternoon session was conducted from 2:00 PM to 4:00 PM, and the evening session

~ was conducted from 6:00 PM to 8:00 PM. The sessions were held to inform the public about the
project, and to address FAA’s and Port Authority’s interest in including the public in the
processes by receiving public input. Each session began with an introductory statement briefly
outlining the Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment Project and the purpose of and need for the major
construction project. In an effort to pfovide information about the scope of and need for the
Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment Project, the Port Authority prepared an illustrated presentation
detailing the terminal redevelopment in the context of thie overall JFK master plan, and
emphasizing the preservation and restoration plans and the alternatives under review by the
FAA and Port Authority. The presentation also explained the NEPA process and its relevant
related processes (i.e. Section 106). Attendees were provided the opportunity to make public or

_private statements about the project.

Appendix H Public and Consulting Party Involvement, contains a copy of the Notice of Availability
and Notice of Public Hearing, transcripts of the sessions, and written comments submitted at the

. sessions.

In response to the Notice of Availability in March 2001, the public distribution of the draft EA
in June 2001, and the Public Hearing, verbal and written comments were received from several
private entities and organizations. The comments received ranged from support of the
redevelopment proposal to opposition of any changes to the original TWA Terminal building,
" and its subsequent additions, as it exists today. The Port Authority created a database
identifying the author of the letter, their affiliation, and date. The database categorized the
type or types of comment in the letter. The Port Authority responded to many of the letters at
the time they were submitted. The comments and concerns in the letters were considered in
the development and evaluation of alternatives. The attack on the World Trade Center on
September 11, 2001, resulted in the loss of most of the original comment letters, the Port
Authority’s replies, and other related documents. However, the database summary of
comment letters and copies of all available letters are provided in Appendix H Public and
Consulting Party Involvement. All public responses received by the Port Authority on the Draft
" EA focused on the Saarinen-designed TWA Terminal, in the context of its architectural value
and its formal designation as a. New York City Landmark. ‘
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On August 14, 2001 an additional Public Hearing was held in the offices of the New York City

Landmarks Preservation Commission. Several statements in support and opposition of the
project were received at this Hearing. A ' . n

As described below in Section 6.3 Coordination with Agencies and Consulting Parties, meetings
were agencies and consulting parties were held in October 2001, December 2001, and on
several other occasions in 2002 through the fall of 2003. Figure 6-1 Interaction Timeline
identifies these meetings. As a result of this input, Alternatives 8 through 11 were included
and evaluated in a subsequent Draft EA(Port Authority, June 2003). '

In the June 2003 Draft EA, the Port Authority produced a DOT Section 4 (f) Evaluation of
Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK which included the description and evaluation of all
alternatives that were analyzed, and which described changes to the project that occurred asa result
of September 11,2001 and changes in the operations of the tenant airlines. The documents were
circulated to various federal, state, and local government resource agencies and regional and

local stakeholders with the intent to seek additional comment. The Port Authority also

published a Notice of Availability and Notice of Public Hearing in The New York Times and
Newsday on June 18, 2003, The Notice was published to inform the general public that the Port
Authority, as project sponsor, was making the documents available at various locations and
upon request, and was holding two Public Information Sessions and Public Hearings on the

project. - _

 On Tuesday, July 15, 2003, two sessions of the second Public Hearing for this project were held

at the Port Authority Administration Building at John F. Kennedy International Airport, Van
Wyck Expressway, Jamaica, NY 11430. The afternoon session was conducted from 3:00 PM to
5:00 PM, and the evening session was conducted from 7:00 PM to 9:00 PM. The sessions were held
to inform the public about the project, and to address FAA’s and Port Authority’s interest in
including the public in the processes by receiving public input. Each session began with an
introductory statement briefly outlining the Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment Project and the
purpose of and need for the major construction project. In an effort to inform the public of the
scope of and need for the Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment Project, the Port Authority again gave

an illustrated presentation. The presentation described the redevelopment'in the context of the

overall JFK master plan, and emphasized the preservation and restoration plans and the

_alternatives under review by the FAA and Port Authority. Attendees of the Information Sessions

and Hearings were also given an opportunity to obtain information regarding the NEPA
process, the Section 106 process, the DOT Section 4(f) process; and environmental impacts of the
project, and to provide comments on this aspect of the approval process.

- Appendix H Public and Conéulting Party Involvement, contains a copy of the June 18; 2003 Notice of -
Availability and Notice of Public Hearing, transctipts of the sessions, and wtitten comments

submitted at the sessions. Ten statements were made during the afternoon session, and three
statements were made during the evening session. '

Thé comment period closed on July 30, 2003. Written comments on the June 2003 EA were
received from several private entities and organizations. The comments received ranged from

~ support of the redevelopment proposal to opposition of any changes to the original TWA

Terminal building, and its subsequent additions, as it exists today. Numerous form lettets were
also received in support of the project and in support of another alternative-that was evaluated. All
public responses received by the Port Authority on the Draft EA focused on the Saarinen-designed

' TWA Terrninal, in the context of its architectural value and its formal designation as a New York

City Landmark. All comments and correspondence have been considered, and Appendix H Public

6-4




ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT : : 6— PUBLIC OUTREACH AND AGENCY COORDINATION

and Consulting Party Involvement provides specific and general responses to the comments on the
June 2003 EA and DOT Section 4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at JFK.

6.4 Coordination with Agencies and Consulting Parties

As stated earlier; all interest in the Proposed Project has related to the historic TWA Terminal. As
- part of the Section 106 process, the FAA determined that the undertaking would have an adverse
effect on the TWA Terminal. After being notified by the FAA of ifs determination, the Council
notified the FAA that the criteria for its involvement in review of individual 106 cases applied, and
accordingly, the Council would enter the consultation on the project. : _ '

. Pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.2(a)(4), the FAA has also granted the requests of other interested
parties to become consulting parties in the Section 106 process for the TWA Terminal. The
views of consulting parties and the public at large are essential to informed federal decision-
making in the Section 106 process. For the Terminal 5 /6 Redevelopment Project, nine parties
have been invited to enter into the Section 106 process as consulting parties. These entities are:

The New York Landmarks Conservancy
The Municipal Art Society of New York
The National Trust for Historic Preservation
- John Cullinane Associates , : : _
Documentation and Conservation of Buildings, Sites, and Neighborhoods of the Modern
Movement (DOCOMOMO) ‘ ‘
The New York City Partnership
The Consulate General of Finland, New York
JetBlue Airways
The New York Building Congress

e © o © o

s e ° o

The Port Authority held the first of three meetings with the consulting parties to the process
on October 29, 2001, to discuss the future use, preservation, and restoration of the TWA
Terminal, and the redevelopment of the Terminal 5/6 site. Also in attendance were the FAA,
SHPO and the Council; a full attendance sheet is provided in Appendix H Public and
Consulting Party Involvement. On November 15, 2001, the Port Authority distributed to all
consulting parties at that time the illustrative presentation compact disk (CD) given at the June
2001 Public Hearing and the October meeting of the consulting parties. The November 15,
2001, letter transmitting the CD also requested advice from the consulting parties on entities
who might be interested in receiving a solicitation of interest for adaptive reuse of the TWA
Terminal. On November 30, 2001, a solicitation of interest was advertised in the newspapers
and periodicals listed in Appendix H Public and Consulting Party Involvement. The public is
aware of the Port Authority’s plans to redevelop this site. The New York Times and other
prominent publications reported about the development in several articles during 2001 through

2003.

At a meeting with the FAA and Port Authority on December 18,2001, the Municipal Art Society
presented four new conceptual alternatives that addressed the Municipal Art Society’s desire to
maintain the TWA Terminal for exclusive use as an airline terminal. These are treated in Section
3 Alternatives, Affected Environment, and Appendix A DOT Section 4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6
Redevelopment at JFK. In July 2002, the Port Authority: distributed the June 2002 Draft EA to the
consulting patties. This document considered airport operational and tenant changes that had
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occurred as a result of changes to the airline industry and the events of September 11, 2001, and
' treated four alternatives presented by the Municipal Art Society. A second of three consulting
party meetings was held on July 31, 2002. The goals of this meeting were to discuss the '
additional project alternatives proposed by the Municipal Art Society that were included in the
June 2002 Draft EA, and for the potential signatories to the MOA to obtain input on the draft
'MOA, which details specific measures to be taken by the Port Authority in relation to the
- rehabilitation /restoration and adaptive reuse of the TWA Terminal. Following this meeting, in
August 2002, the consulting parties provided comments on the draft MOA for the Section 106
process. Anadditional alternative developed and submitted by the Municipal Art Society in
November 2002 is included as Appendix I Municipal Art Society Alternative 12. The November
2002 alternative represented an evolution of earlier Municipal Art Society alternatives; it was
offered after distribution of the June 2002 Draft EA and after the public meeting. This alternative
has been included in Appendix A DOT Section 4(f) Evaluation of Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment at
© JFK and is also treated in Section 3 Alternatives, Affected Environment. In December 2002, a
revised draft MOA was recirculated to the consulting parties. ' :

" The third of three consulting parties meeting was held on September 18, 2003. The public
comments received on the June 2003 Draft EA were summarized and described, and parties in
attendance discussed the Proposed Project and expressed their support or concern. The
Municipal Att Society presented a new alternative that retained the original function of the
TWA Terminal and the consulting parties discussed their individual objectives. At the
conclusion of the third consulting parties méeting, the FAA directed the Port Authority and
 interested consulting parties engage in ar intensive alternatives analysis over the course of 15
days. The goal of this process was for the consulting parties, the Port Authotity, and JetBlue to
arrive at a mutually agreeable project alternative. The Advisory Council for Historic

_ Preservation and the SHPO supported this approach. Meetings between the Port Authority,

- JetBlue and interested consulting parties were held on September 19, September 24, and
September 30,2003, Attendance sheets are provided in Appendix H Public and Consulting Party
Involvement. - '

On October 10, 2003, the Port Authority submitted to the FAA a letter on the results of the 15-
day consultation process. (See Appendix B Revised Concept Master Plan and Appendix D
Memorandum of Agreement). The Port Authority’s proposed Alternative 7 and the Concept
Muster Plan were modified in response to input from the participating consulting parties. The
preferred alternative is designated as Alternative 7A, which is the Proposed Project.

The success of this process led to a signed MOA (refer to Section 6.4 below and Appendix D
Memorandum of Agreement) between the Port Authority, the SHPQ, the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation, and the FAA, in which the agreéments reaching during the 15-day
consultation process ate set forth, in addition to mitigation and preservation mieasures for the
TWA Terminal and its rehabilitation/ restoration and adaptive reuse. The consulting parties
were invited to concur with the terims of the MOA. ‘ -

6.5 The Memorandum of Agreement

The parties to the Section 106 process devéloped an MOA in conformance with the
requirements of the Section 106 process. The MOA lists agreed-to stipulations to be taken to
mitigate the adverse affect to the historic site. The stipulations were developed with comment
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and input from the signatories (the FAA, SHPO, Port Authority, and Council) and consulting
parties listed above. The stipulations of the MOA include restoration, rehabilitation, and,
adaptive reuse of the TWA Terminal, creation of a Redevelopment Advisory Committee
(RAC) composed of interested consulting parties who.will review and comment on aspects of
the project that relate to the historic resource, incorporation of electronic self-service ticketing
machines within the main TWA Terminal building to retain its aviation function, preservation
" in its current configuration of the original connector tube serving Flight Wing 2 (the East
" Tube) except for necessary structural modifications, investigation of options for the future use
of the connector tube serving Flight Wing 1 (the West Tube), investigation of the reuse of two
of the gate lounge trumpets and other architecturally significant elements; providing direct
access from the TWA Terminal main building to the new terminal via encloséd connectors
from the AirTrain, use of the imagery of the landmark terminal as part of the airport and the
" Terminal 5 and 6 site, the preparation of a Level 1 recordation (Historic American Buildings
Survey/Historic American Engineering Record) document, maintenance and preservation
guidelines for the TWA Terminal until an appropriate reuse is determined, public education
efforts, and preparation of a rehabilitation and reuse plan. The MOA provides specific actions -
to be taken, and a plan and process to address the issues raised by the public in relation to the
~ Proposed Terminal 5/6 Redevelopment Project (also refer to Section 5.8.3 Mitigation
Measures). The signed MOA is provided in Appendix D Memorandum of Agreement.
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