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Abbreviation Definition

ABBREVIATIONS

ACEIT Airport Construction Emissions Inventory Tool
ADP Draft Final Airport Development Plan

air board California Air Resources Board

air district Bay Area Air Quality Management District
Airport San Francisco International Airport

airport commission San Francisco Airport Commission

Airport Rules and Regulations

San Francisco International Airport Rules and Regulations

AirTrain automated electric people-mover system operated by SFO

ALUC Airport Land Use Committee

ALUCP Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for the Environs of San Francisco
International Airport

AOA air operations area

APEZ Air Pollutant Exposure Zone

APM automated people mover system

ASCM Airport standard construction measure

BAAQMD Bay Area Air Quality Management District

BART Bay Area Rapid Transit

Basin Plan

Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin

bay area San Francisco Bay Area

Bay Trail San Francisco Bay Trail

bgs below ground surface

BMP best management practice

C/CAG City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo
CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards
CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model
CALGreen California Green Building Standards Code
Caltrans California Department of Transportation
CAP clean air plan

CBC California Building Code

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

Draft Environmental Impact Report

April 2025

ix Case No. 2017-007468ENV
SFO Recommended Airport Development Plan




Abbreviations

Abbreviation Definition

City City and County of San Francisco
CNEL community noise equivalent level
co carbon monoxide

CONRAC Consolidated Rental Car Center
dB decibel

dBA A-weighted decibel

DPM diesel particulate matter

Draft EIR draft environmental impact report
EB eastbound

EMFAC2021 air board’s EMission FACtor

ERO Environmental Review Officer

EV electric vehicle

FAA Federal Aviation Administration

fire department

San Francisco Fire Department, Airport Bureau

FTA

Federal Transit Administration

general plan

San Francisco General Plan

GHG

greenhouse gas

HEPA high-efficiency particulate air

hp horsepower

HRA health risk assessment

HVAC heating, ventilation, and air conditioning
1-280 Interstate 280

1-380 Interstate 380

in/sec inches per second

ITB International Terminal Building

LlO, L50, L90

statistical description of what sound level is exceeded over some fraction (10,
50, or 90 percent) of a given observation period

lb/day pounds per day

Lan, or DNL day-night average sound level (A-weighted)

LEED Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design

Leq equivalent noise level

Lmax maximum instantaneous noise level registered during a measurement period
LTS less than significant

LTSM less than significant with mitigation
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Abbreviations

Abbreviation Definition

Master Plan San Francisco International Airport 1989 Master Plan, Final
MEISR maximal exposed individual sensitive receptor
MEIW maximum exposed individual worker

MLTP Mel Leong Treatment Plant

MOC United Airlines Maintenance and Operations Center
MouU memorandum of understanding

mph miles per hour

MTC Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Muni San Francisco Municipal Railway

Mw megawatt

png/ms micrograms per cubic meter

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards

NB northbound

NCP Noise Compatibility Program

ng/m3 nanograms per cubic meter

NO nitric oxide

NO. nitrogen dioxide

NOP notice of preparation

NOy oxides of nitrogen

o&D originating and destination

OAK Metropolitan Oakland International Airport
OEHHA California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
OFFROAD2017-ORION air board’s 2017 Off-Road Equipment Model
OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration
PG&E Pacific Gas and Electric Company

planning commission San Francisco Planning Commission

planning department San Francisco Planning Department

PMyo particulate matter

PM,s fine particulate matter

police department San Francisco Police Department, Airport Bureau
ppb parts per billion

ppm parts per million

PPV peak particle velocity
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Abbreviations

Abbreviation Definition

QTA Quick Turn-Around

RADP Recommended Airport Development Plan
RAP recovery action plan

ROG reactive organic gas

RON Remain Over Night

SamTrans San Mateo County Transit District

SB southbound

sf square feet

SFO San Francisco International Airport

SFO LESS SFO Lower Emissions via Sustainable Solutions Transportation
SJC San José Mineta International Airport
SO, sulfur dioxide

STN State Transportation Network

SUM significant and unavoidable with mitigation
TAC toxic air contaminant

TOG total organic gas

TRU transport refrigeration unit

U.s.101 U.S. Highway 101

U.S.EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
VdB vibration decibel

VMT vehicle miles traveled

voc volatile organic compound

WB westbound

ZEV zero-emissions vehicle
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GLOSSARY

aircraft apron. An aircraft apron is a defined area of an airport intended to accommodate aircraft for loading
or unloading of passengers or cargo, refueling, parking, or maintenance.

aircraft operation. An aircraft operation is defined as either a takeoff or a landing.

airline yield. Airline yield is the average amount of revenue received per paying passenger flown one mile
either into or out of the Airport.

airport influence areas. The airport influence areas are boundaries defined by the Comprehensive Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plan for the Environs of SFO as areas where height, noise, overflight and safety
standards, policies, and criteria are applied to certain proposed land use decisions.

aquitard. An aquitard is a compacted layer of clay, silt, or rock that acts as a barrier for groundwater.
Aquitards can separate aquifers of different depths.

average day of the peak month. The average day of the peak month is commonly used for planning
purposes. The peak month at SFO has historically and continues to be August.

A-weighted decibel (dBA). The dBA, or A-weighted decibel, refers to a scale of noise measurement that
reflects the different frequencies that humans can hear. On this scale, the normal range of human
hearing extends from about 0 dBA to about 140 dBA. Except in carefully controlled laboratory
experiments, a change of only 1 dBA in sound level cannot be perceived. Outside of the laboratory, a 3
dBA change is considered a perceptible difference while a 5 dBA change is considered readily noticeable.
A 10 dBA increase in the level of a continuous noise represents a perceived doubling of loudness.

bearing. Bearing refers to a soil’s ability to support weight.

bikeway classifications. Class | bikeways are bike paths with exclusive rights-of-way for use by people
bicycling or people walking. Class Il bikeways are striped within the paved areas of roadways and are
established for the preferential use of people bicycling in separated bicycle lanes. Separated bicycle
lanes provide a striped, marked, and signed lane that is buffered from vehicular traffic. These facilities,
which are located on roadways, reserve 4 to 5 feet of space exclusively for bicycle traffic. Class /Il
bikeways are signed bicycle routes that allow people bicycling to share travel lanes with vehicles and
may include shared-lane markings such as “sharrows” that allow bicyclists to share the roadway with
vehicles. Class IV bikeways are dedicated bicycle facilities that are separated from vehicular traffic by a
buffer zone (also referred to as a “cycle track”). The separation from vehicular traffic could be by grade
separations, flexible posts, inflexible physical barriers, or on-street vehicular parking.

biogenic gas. Biogenic gas is a product of shallow subsurface metabolism by microorganisms. The produced
gas is largely methane but can contain up to 2 percent ethane, propane, butane, and pentane.

carbon neutrality; carbon neutral. Carbon neutrality means “net zero” emissions of greenhouse gases. In
other words, it means that greenhouse gas emissions generated by sources such as transportation,
power plants, and industrial processes must be less than or equal to the amount of carbon dioxide that is
stored, both in natural sinks and through mechanical sequestration. Assembly Bill 1279 uses the
terminology “net zero” and the 2022 Scoping Plan for Achieving Carbon Neutrality uses the terminology
carbon neutrality or carbon neutral. For purposes of this evaluation, these terms mean the same thing
and are used interchangeably.
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channeling. Channeling is the acceleration of wind as it travels through narrow spaces between buildings.

commercial ground transportation. Commercial ground transportation at airports include taxicabs,
limousines, ride-booking services such as transportation network companies, shared-ride vans, courtesy
vehicles and courtesy shuttles, scheduled vans and buses, charter vans and buses, and flight crew
shuttles.

commercial-service airport. A commercial-service airport is a publicly owned airport that has at least 2,500
passenger boardings each year and receives scheduled passenger service, as statutorily defined under 49
U.S. Code section 47102(7).

downwashing. Downwashing occurs when tall buildings intercept stronger winds and redirect them to
ground level.

embodied energy. Embodied energy is the total energy required for the extraction, processing, manufacture,
and delivery of building materials to the building site.

fine-grained plastic soil. A fine-grained plastic soil is one that can accommodate continuous strain and
deform under the forces without rupturing. Clay generally has high plasticity.

first flush. The first flush of stormwater is runoff generated by the first storm after an extended dry period.
Pollutant concentrations tend to be higher in this stormwater because of the accumulation of pollutants
during dry periods.

first-mile/last-mile. First-mile/last-mile refers to the distance between a transit stop and the
beginning/origin or final destination. Transportation options include but are not limited to walking,
bicycling, e-scooters, ride-sharing services, bicycle rentals, driving, and transit.

500-year flood zone. The 500-year flood zone has a 0.2 percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any
given year.

fixed-base operator. A fixed-base operator is a commercial business granted the right by the airport sponsor
to operate on an airport and provide aeronautical services such as fueling, hangar space, tie-down and
aircraft parking, aircraft rental, aircraft maintenance, flight instruction, etc.

flap gate. A flap gate is a flow control device that functions as a check valve, allowing water to flow through
itin only one direction. The flap gate usually consists of a flat plate that is hinged at the top of a culvert
outfall.

greenfield site. A greenfield site refers to agricultural or forest land or an undeveloped site earmarked for
commercial, residential, or industrial projects.

ground support equipment. Ground support equipment, usually found on the apron, is used to service
aircraft between flights while on the ground. The role of this equipment generally involves ground power
operations, passenger aircraft baggage loading and unloading, aircraft towing, and cargo/passenger
loading operations.

Gate holdrooms. Gate holdrooms, or departure lounge, are gate seating areas situated in the airport
terminal, where departing passengers wait for and ultimately board flights. Typical holdrooms include
seating, standing areas, agent gate counter, boarding queue, circulation, technology, and amenities.

kiss-and-fly area. A kiss-and-fly area at an airport is a designated drop-off zone, usually outside of the
departure terminal, where passengers can be dropped off without the need to park the car.
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legacy pollutants. Legacy pollutants are water quality constituents that are considered harmful to human
health or the environment that were historically emitted by industry or other human activities, and that
are in general banned or significantly restricted from current usage. Examples include mercury, lead,
polychlorinated biphenyl, and dichloro-diphenyl-trichloroethane.

level of service. Level of service is defined as a qualitative and quantitative measurement of comfort
experienced by passengers using the airport passenger terminal facility.

managed lane. Unlike a mixed-use travel lane where any vehicle can use the lane at any time, a managed
lane has a set of rules about who can use the lane and when. Examples of managed lanes include high-
occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes (i.e., carpool lanes) and high-occupancy toll (HOT) lanes (i.e., express
lanes).

mean high tide. Mean high tide means the average height of all the daily high tides recorded over a specified
period at a given location.

mean lower low water. Mean lower low water is the lowest of the two low tides per day averaged over a 19-
year period.

microgrid. A microgrid is a self-sufficient energy system that serves a discrete geographic footprint, such as a
college campus, hospital complex, business center, or neighborhood. Within microgrids are one or more
kinds of distributed energy (e.g., solar panels, wind turbines, combined heat and power, generators) that
produce its power.

moment magnitude. Moment magnitude (abbreviated “Mw?”) is a physical quantity that estimates the size of
an earthquake based on the total energy it releases. The scale was developed for very large earthquakes.
Moment magnitude gives the most reliable estimate of earthquake size.

movement area. The movement area of an airport is controlled by FAA airport traffic control tower and
includes runways, taxiways, and other areas of an airport that are used for taxiing, takeoff, and landing of
aircraft.

narrowbody aircraft. A narrowbody aircraft is an airliner with a fuselage wide enough to accommodate one
passenger aisle with up to six seats.

navigational aids. Navigational aids are physical devices on the ground that aircraft can detect and fly
toward.

navigable waters. Navigable waters of the United States refers to nonwetland aquatic features (other
waters) that are regulated by the Clean Water Act.

non-movement area. The non-movement area of an airport is not controlled by FAA air traffic control and
includes taxilanes and ramps or aprons, a defined area for aircraft parking, loading and unloading
passengers or cargo, refueling, or maintenance.

ozone. Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere through a complex series of
photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROGs), which are also sometimes referred to
as volatile organic compounds (VOCs) by some regulatory agencies, and oxides of nitrogen (NOy) in the
presence of sunlight. The main sources of ROG and NOy, often referred to as ozone precursors, are
combustion processes (including motor vehicle engines) and the evaporation of solvents, paints, and
fuels.
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paleochannels. Paleochannels are ancient stream channels that formed when sea level was lower and
surface water drainage cut channels in the surface sediments. Deposited sediments eventually covered
the channels as sea level rose. Paleochannels can convey groundwater.

parking deficit. Parking deficit reflects conditions when the demand for parking spaces cannot be
accommodated within the supply.

person trip. A person trip is a trip made by one person by any means of transportation (auto, transit,
bicycling, walking, etc.).

pH. pH (from “potential of Hydrogen”) provides a measure on a scale from 0 to 14 of the acidity or alkalinity
of a solution, where 7 is neutral, greater than 7 is more basic (or alkaline), and less than 7 is more acidic.

practical airfield capacity. Practical airfield capacity is defined as the number of flights and operations the
existing airfield can accept without incurring severe and unrecoverable delays. A number of factors
derive practical airfield capacity at an airport, including runway configuration and geometry, weather
conditions (for wind and visibility), and type of aircraft.

practical capacity. The practical capacity is defined as the maximum demand that can be accommodated
and sustained without incurring severe or unrecoverable delays.

priority development areas. Priority development areas are places near public transit that are planned for
new homes, jobs, and community amenities.

public-use airport. A public-use airport is an airport available for use by the general public without a
requirement for prior approval by the airport owner or operator.

reclaimed water. Reclaimed water is wastewater that has been treated and converted to water that can be
reused for other purposes.

Remain Over Night. Remain Over Night aircraft parking areas are used to store aircraft overnight at the
airport, either at remote gates, remote parking stands or hangars.

roadway designations. Roadway designations typically include freeways, major arterials, secondary
arterials, collector streets, and local streets. Each of these roadways has a different potential capacity for
mixed-flow traffic. U.S. 101 and I-380 are classified as freeways; North Access Road, South Airport
Boulevard, North McDonnell Road, and South McDonnell Road are secondary arterials; and Millbrae and
San Bruno avenues are major arterials.

Runway Protection Zone. A Runway Protection Zone is a trapezoidal imaginary surface that extends from a
runway end and identifies land areas to be kept clear of all above ground objects for safety of aircraft
operations.

sand boil. A sand boil is sand and water that come out onto the ground surface during an earthquake as a
result of liquefaction at shallow depth.

secure automated people mover. A secure automated people mover refers to a transit system that operates
within an airport’s secure area. Passengers using this system have already passed through security
screening and are moving between areas where access is controlled, such as different concourses or
gates.

sediment-sensitive water body. A sediment-sensitive water body is one that appears on the most recent
303(d) list for water bodies as impaired for sediment; has a U.S. Environmental Protection Agency-
approved total maximum daily load implementation plan for sediment; or has the beneficial uses of cold
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freshwater habitat, fish migration, and fish spawning. Lower San Francisco Bay is not listed as impaired
for sediment.

service headway. A service headway is the number of minutes between buses or trains on a particular bus
route or light rail line.

shear strength. Shear strength refers to a soil’s ability to resist lateral deformation under stress.

skycaps. Skycaps are porters employed at an airport who provide services to airline passengers such
handling luggage, strollers, and car seats; performing curbside check-in; and assisting disabled or
wheelchair-using passengers.

Stage 3 aircraft. A Stage 3 aircraftis an airplane that complies with noise standards set by the FAA and
meets the more stringent limits established in 1977.

sterile automated people mover. A sterile automated people mover is a system that operates exclusively
within the sterile or secured areas of an airport, or areas where incoming international passengers have
yet to be processed through U.S. Customs and Boarder protection. This type of APM is crucial for
international airports where passengers transit between international flights and customs or when
connecting with another international flight without entering the host country.

sterile connector. Arriving international passengers must be kept separate from other passengers, visitors,
or unauthorized airline employees until they have cleared all Federal Inspection Services by U.S.
Customs and Border Protection. The sterile connector is required by U.S. Customs and Border Protection
and provides a separate passenger corridor system from the aircraft gate to where primary inspection is
conducted.

sub-basin. A sub-basin is a structural geologic feature where a larger basin is divided into a series of smaller
basins with intervening intrabasinal highs.

swing gates. “Swing” gates direct arriving passengers either to U.S. Customs and Border Protection or
directly into the boarding area, so they are able to serve both domestic and international arrivals. The
benefit of a swing gate is the capability of a gate to accommodate both domestic and international flights
and reduces overbuilding of facilities.

taxiways. Taxiways are routes used by airplanes to move to or from runways.

tenant employees. Tenant employees are employed by private companies, including but not limited to
airlines, commercial service providers, ground support providers, and rental car companies.

total airline passengers. Total airline passengers include total enplaned and deplaned passengers and
passengers who fly into and out of SFO on the same aircraft.

total maximum daily load. A total maximum daily load is a regulatory term in the U.S. Clean Water Act that
describes a plan for restoring impaired waters. The total maximum daily load identifies the maximum
amount of a pollutant that a body of water can receive while still meeting water quality standards.

transit priority area. A transit priority area is defined as an area within 0.5 miles of an existing or planned
major transit stop. A “major transit stop” is defined in California Public Resource Code section 21064.3 as
a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of
two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service intervals of 15 minutes or less during the
morning and afternoon peak commute periods.
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Transportation Network Companies. Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) are ride-hail services such
as Uber and Lyft.

widebody aircraft. A widebody aircraft is a jet airliner with a fuselage wide enough to accommodate two
passenger aisles with seven or more seats.

worker receptors. Worker receptors include on-site Airport workers (SFO employees, airlines, and tenants).
Worker receptors do not include construction workers or others who would be covered by worker
exposure rules under state and federal Occupational Safety and Health Act mandates for hearing
conservation programs.
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SUMMARY

S.1 Introduction

This document is a draft environmental impact report (Draft EIR) for the San Francisco International Airport
(SFO or the Airport) Recommended Airport Development Plan (RADP). This chapter of the Draft EIR provides
a summary of the RADP, a summary of anticipated environmental impacts that could result with
implementation of the RADP and identified mitigation measures, a summary of alternatives including
identification of the environmentally superior alternative, and areas of controversy to be resolved.

S.2 Project Summary

The project sponsor, SFO, is proposing to implement the RADP, which involves a long-range plan to guide the
Airport’s development. The San Francisco Airport Commission (the airport commission) operates and manages
the Airport as a department of the City and County of San Francisco. The RADP serves as a framework for future
development at SFO and identifies various projects, including the improvement and development of terminal
facilities, modification of certain non-movement areas of the airfield, and improvements to landside facilities to
accommodate long-term aircraft operations and passenger activity levels at the Airport. The RADP provides
for long-range development to accommodate activity levels forecast to reach approximately 506,000 annual
aircraft operations, which is the estimated annual practical capacity of the existing runways regardless of
whether the RADP is implemented.* The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) approved SFQ’s constrained
aviation activity forecast for use in planning in June 2014.? Passenger aircraft operations represent the
largest portion of the 506,000 annual aircraft operations, which are forecast to accommodate approximately
71.1 million annual passengers considering the forecast passenger aircraft fleet mix.* Implementation of the
RADP would not induce passenger demand (i.e., induce the public to choose to fly if and/or where they
otherwise would not), nor would the RADP increase the capacity of the airfield, change the configuration of
the existing runways, change the number of aircraft operations or aircraft types operating at the Airport
(including cargo, private jets, and helicopters), or change the volume of annual passengers that choose to fly
into and out of SFO (see Appendix C, Airport Facilities to Accommodate Aviation Demand).

S.3 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

This Draft EIR analyzes the potential environmental effects of the RADP. The initial study, which is included as
Appendix B of this Draft EIR, determined that implementation of the RADP would have either no significant
impacts, less-than-significant impacts, or impacts that can be reduced to less than significant with mitigation

! The constrained forecast and ultimate airport capacity and delay simulation modeling analysis are contained in the Chapter 2 and Appendix B of the
Draft Final Airport Development Plan, respectively.

2 Fernando Yanez, Airport Planner, Federal Aviation Administration, "Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Approval of San Francisco International
Airport’s Aviation Activity Forecasts,” letter to John Bergener, Airport Planning Director, San Francisco International Airport, June 9, 2014.

3 Aviation activity forecasts are based on national and regional economic modeling and regression analysis and aviation trends and incorporate FAA-
required factors for public-use airports, including airline aircraft fleet mix considerations. Forecasts are initially prepared as unconstrained, assuming
no physical or facility constraints would limit increases in aviation activity. At SFO, the practical capacity of the runways constrains the overall
capacity of the airport and there is no feasible option for adding runway capacity at SFO. Therefore, the forecast used for the RADP represents a
constrained condition reflecting the practical capacity of the runways. The associated forecast of annual passengers was based on an assessment of
future airline fleet mix, considering the number of seats per aircraft and the estimated percentage of occupied seats.
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Summary
S.3. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

for the following resource topic areas: land use and planning, aesthetics, population and housing, cultural
resources, tribal cultural resources, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, wind, shadow, recreation, utilities and
service systems, public services, biological resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, hazards
and hazardous materials, mineral resources, energy, agriculture and forestry resources, and wildfire.*

The initial study found that implementation of the RADP could result in significant impacts associated with
the resource topic areas listed below. Accordingly, Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures, of this Draft EIR presents a detailed discussion and analysis of these resource topic areas.

e Section 3.A, Transportation and Circulation
® Section 3.B, Noise and Vibration

® Section 3.C, Air Quality

Table S-1 and Table S-2, p. S-26, summarize the potential impacts of the RADP, identify the significance of
each impact, and present the full text of mitigation measures that would avoid or reduce significant impacts
and would be required to be implemented if the RADP is approved. Impacts and mitigation measures
presented in Chapter 3 of this Draft EIR are summarized in Table S-1. Impacts and mitigation measures
presented in the initial study are summarized in Table S-2.

AIR QUALITY

As indicated in Table S-1 and discussed in detail in Section 3.C, Air Quality, the analysis conducted for this
Draft EIR determined that implementation of the RADP would result in the following significant and
unavoidable impact even after implementation of mitigation measures: During operation of subsequent
RADP projects, there would be a cumulatively considerable net increase of the criteria air pollutant ROG, a
precursor pollutant for ozone, for which the region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (Impact AQ-4).°

*The initial study determined that the RADP would have no impacts related to mineral resources, agriculture and forestry resources, and wildfire.

® Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere through a complex series of photochemical reactions involving reactive organic
gases (ROGs), which are also sometimes referred to as volatile organic compounds (VOCs) by some regulatory agencies, and oxides of nitrogen (NOx)
in the presence of sunlight. The main sources of ROG and NOx, often referred to as ozone precursors, are combustion processes (including motor
vehicle engines) and the evaporation of solvents, paints, and fuels.

Case No. 2017-007468ENV S-2 Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Table S-1 Summary of Impacts of the Proposed Project Identified in the EIR

Level of Level of

Significance Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

EIR Section 3.A, Transportation and Circulation

Impact TR-1: Construction under the RADP LTS No mitigation required. NA
would require a substantially extended
duration; however, the effects would not
create potentially hazardous conditions for
people walking, bicycling, or driving or
interfere with emergency access or
accessibility for people walking or bicycling, or
substantially delay transit.

Impact TR-2: The RADP would not create LTS No mitigation required. NA
potentially hazardous conditions for people
walking, bicycling, or driving, or public transit
operations.

Impact TR-3: The RADP would not interfere LTS No mitigation required. NA
with the accessibility of people walking or
bicycling to and from the project site and
adjoining areas, or result in inadequate
emergency access.

Impact TR-4: The RADP would not LTS No mitigation required. NA
substantially delay public transit.

Impact TR-5: The RADP would not cause LTS No mitigation required. NA
substantial additional vehicle miles traveled
or substantially induce automobile travel.

Impact TR-6: The RADP would notresultina | LTS No mitigation required. NA
passenger or freight loading deficit.

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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Level of Level of

Significance Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

Impact TR-7: The RADP would notresultina | LTS No mitigation required. NA
substantial parking deficit.

Impact C-TR-1: Construction of RADP LTS No mitigation required. NA
projects, in combination with cumulative
projects, would not result in significant
construction-related transportation impacts.

Impact C-TR-2: The RADP, in combination LTS No mitigation required. NA
with cumulative projects, would not create
potentially hazardous conditions for people
walking, bicycling, or driving or for public
transit operations; would not interfere with
the accessibility of people walking or
bicycling, or result in inadequate emergency
access; would not delay transit; would not
cause substantial additional VMT or
substantially induce automobile travel, or
result in substantial loading or parking

deficits.
EIR Section 3.B, Noise and Vibration

Impact NO-1: Construction of RADP projects | S Mitigation Measure M-NO-1: Nighttime Construction Noise Control. | LTSM
could result in a substantial temporary or For all nighttime construction staging activities associated with RADP
periodic increase in ambient noise levels at projects taking place at the Aviador Lot, before issuance of a building
sensitive receptors in excess of standards permit, or prior to start of construction, the project sponsor shall
established in the local general plan or noise submit a project-specific construction noise control plan to the ERO
ordinance, or applicable standards of other or the ERO’s designee for approval. The construction noise control
agencies. plan shall be prepared by a qualified acoustical engineer, with input

from the construction contractor, and include all feasible measures

to reduce construction noise. The construction noise control plan

shall identify noise control measures to meet a performance target

for nighttime staging activities at the Aviador Lot to not result in
IMP@XI ﬁgtD;f;)licable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact

NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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Level of Level of
Significance Significance

Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

interior noise levels greater than 45 dBA at noise sensitive receptors
during the nighttime period. The project sponsor shall ensure that
requirements of the construction noise control plan are included in
contract specifications.

If nighttime construction is required, the plan shall include specific
measures to reduce nighttime construction noise. The plan shall also
include measures for notifying the public of construction activities,
complaint procedures, and a plan for monitoring construction noise
levels in the event complaints are received.

The construction noise control plan shall include the following
measures to the degree feasible, or other effective measures, to
reduce construction noise levels:

e Use construction equipment that is in good working order, and
inspect mufflers for proper functionality;

e Select “quiet” construction methods and equipment (e.g.,
improved mufflers, use of intake silencers, engine enclosures);

e Use construction equipment with lower noise emission ratings
whenever possible, particularly for air compressors;

® Prohibit the idling of inactive construction equipment for more
than five minutes;

e |ocate stationary noise sources (such as compressors) as far from
nearby noise sensitive receptors as possible, muffle such noise
sources, and construct barriers around such sources and/or the
construction site;

¢ Avoid placing stationary noise-generating equipment (e.g.,
generators, compressors) within noise-sensitive buffer areas (as
determined by the acoustical engineer) immediately adjacent to

neighbors;
IMPACT CODES: - s T . - .
NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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Level of Level of
Significance Significance

Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

e Enclose or shield stationary noise sources from neighboring
noise-sensitive properties with noise barriers to the extent
feasible. To further reduce noise, locate stationary equipment in
pit areas or excavated areas, if feasible; and

¢ |Install temporary barriers, barrier-backed sound curtains and/or
acoustical panels around working powered impact equipment and,
if necessary, around the project site perimeter. When temporary
barrier units are joined together, the mating surfaces shall be
flush with each other. Gaps between barrier units, and between
the bottom edge of the barrier panels and the ground, shall be
closed with material that completely closes the gaps, and dense
enough to attenuate noise.

The construction noise control plan shall include the following
measures for notifying the public of construction activities,
complaint procedures and monitoring of construction noise levels:

e Designation of an on-site construction noise manager for the
project;

¢ Notification of neighboring noise sensitive receptors within
300 feet of the Aviador Lot at least 30 days in advance of nighttime
staging activities that may generate exterior noise levels greater
than 80 dBA or interior noise levels greater than 45 dBA at noise
sensitive receptors during the nighttime period about the
estimated duration of the activity;

® Asign posted on-site describing noise complaint procedures and
a complaint hotline number that shall always be answered during
construction;

e Aprocedure for notifying the planning department of any noise
complaints within one week of receiving a complaint;

e Conduct noise monitoring (measurements) during high-intensity
construction activities to determine the effectiveness of noise

IMPACT CODES: - s T . - .
NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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Level of Level of

Significance Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

attenuation measures and, if necessary, implement additional
noise control measures; and

e Alist of measures for responding to and tracking complaints
pertaining to construction noise. Such measures may include the
evaluation and implementation of additional noise controls at
sensitive receptors.

Impact NO-2: Construction of RADP projects | S Mitigation Measure M-NO-2: Protection of Adjacent LTSM
could generate excessive groundborne Buildings/Structures and Vibration Monitoring during
vibration or groundborne noise levels. Construction. Should a screening-level analysis comparing vibration

levels for various pieces of equipment with the distance to adjacent
buildings or structures for a subsequent RADP project determine that
potential for building damage could occur, SFO would implement this
mitigation measure or conduct a detailed vibration study
demonstrating that groundborne vibration would not result in building
damage. Before issuance of a building permit or prior to start of
construction, the project sponsor shall submit a project-specific Pre-
construction Survey and Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan
to the ERO or the ERQ’s designee for approval. The plan shall identify
all feasible means to avoid damage to potentially affected buildings
at. The project sponsor shall ensure that the following requirements
of the Pre-Construction Survey and Vibration Management and
Monitoring Plan are included in contract specifications, as necessary.

Pre-construction Survey. Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing
activity, the project sponsor shall engage a consultant to undertake a
pre-construction survey of potentially affected buildings. If
potentially affected buildings and/or structures are not potentially
historic, a structural engineer or other professional with similar
qualifications shall document and photograph the existing
conditions of the potentially affected buildings and/or structures.
The project sponsor shall submit the survey to the ERO or the

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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Level of

Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

officer’s designee for review and approval prior to the start of
vibration-generating construction activity.

If nearby affected buildings are potentially historic, the project
sponsor shall engage a qualified historic preservation professional
and a structural engineer or other professional with similar
qualifications to undertake a pre-construction survey of potentially
affected historic buildings. The pre-construction survey shall include
descriptions and photographs of all identified historic buildings,
including all facades, roofs, and details of the character-defining
features that could be damaged during construction, and shall
document existing damage, such as cracks and loose or damaged
features (as allowed by property owners). The report shall also
include pre-construction drawings that record the pre-construction
condition of the buildings and identify cracks and other features to
be monitored during construction. The qualified historic preservation
professional shall be the lead author of the pre-construction survey if
historic buildings and/or structures could be affected by the project.
The pre-construction survey shall be submitted to the ERO for review
and approval prior to the start of vibration-generating construction
activity.

Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan. The project sponsor shall
undertake a monitoring plan to avoid or reduce project-related
construction vibration damage to adjacent buildings and/or
structures and to ensure that any such damage is documented and
repaired. Prior to issuance of the Pre-Construction Environmental
Compliance letter, the project sponsor shall submit the Plan to the
ERO for review and approval.

The Vibration Management and Monitoring Plan shall include, at a
minimum, the following components, as applicable:

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact

NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation
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Level of Level of

Significance Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

e Maximum Vibration Level. Based on the anticipated construction
and condition of the affected buildings and/or structures on
adjacent properties, a qualified acoustical/vibration consultant in
coordination with a structural engineer (or professional with
similar qualifications) and, in the case of potentially affected
historic buildings/structures, a qualified historic preservation
professional, shall establish a maximum vibration level that shall
not be exceeded at each building/structure on adjacent
properties, based on existing conditions, character-defining
features, soil conditions, and anticipated construction practices
(common standards are a peak particle velocity [PPV] of 0.25 inch
per second for historic and some old buildings, a PPV of 0.3 inch
per second for older residential structures, and a PPV of 0.5 inch
per second for new residential structures and modern
industrial/commercial buildings).

e Vibration-generating Equipment. The plan shall identify all
vibration-generating equipment to be used during construction
(including but not limited to site preparation, clearing,
demolition, excavation, shoring, foundation installation, and
building construction).

e Alternative Construction Equipment and Techniques. The plan shall
identify potential alternative equipment and techniques that
could be implemented if construction vibration levels are
observed in excess of the established standard (e.g., drilled shafts
[caissons] could be substituted for driven piles, if feasible, based
on soil conditions, or smaller, lighter equipment could be used in
some cases).

e Pile Driving Requirements. For projects that would require pile
driving, the project sponsor shall incorporate into construction
specifications for the project a requirement that the construction
contractor(s) use all feasible means to avoid or reduce damage to

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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Level of Level of

Significance Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

potentially affected buildings. Such methods may include one or
more of the following:

- Incorporate “quiet” pile-driving technologies into project
construction (such as drilled shafts, using sonic pile drivers,
auger cast-in-place, or drilled-displacement), as feasible;
and/or

- Ensure appropriate excavation shoring methods to prevent
the movement of adjacent structures

e Buffer Distances. The plan shall identify buffer distances to be
maintained based on vibration levels and site constraints
between the operation of vibration-generating construction
equipment and the potentially affected building and/or structure
to avoid damage to the extent possible.

e \Vibration Monitoring. The plan shall identify the method and
equipment for vibration monitoring to ensure that construction
vibration levels do not exceed the established standards
identified in the plan.

- Should construction vibration levels be observed in excess of
the standards established in the plan, the contractor(s) shall
halt construction and put alternative construction techniques
identified in the plan into practice, to the extent feasible.

- The qualified historic preservation professional (for effects on
historic buildings and/or structures) and/or structural
engineer (for effects on historic and non-historic buildings
and/or structures) shall inspect each affected building and/or
structure (as allowed by property owners) in the event the
construction activities exceed the vibration levels identified in
the plan.

- The structural engineer and/or historic preservation
professional shall submit monthly reports to the ERO during

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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Level of Level of

Significance Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

vibration-inducing activity periods that identify and
summarize any vibration level exceedances and describe the
actions taken to reduce vibration.

- If vibration has damaged nearby buildings and/or structures
that are not historic, the structural engineer shall immediately
notify the ERO and prepare a damage report documenting the
features of the building and/or structure that has been
damaged.

- If vibration has damaged nearby buildings and/or structures
that are historic, the historic preservation consultant shall
immediately notify the ERO and prepare a damage report
documenting the features of the building and/or structure that
has been damaged.

- Following incorporation of the alternative construction
techniques and/or planning department review of the damage
report, vibration monitoring shall recommence to ensure that
vibration levels at each affected building and/or structure on
adjacent properties are not exceeded.

e Periodic Inspections. The plan shall identify the intervals and
parties responsible for periodic inspections. The qualified historic
preservation professional (for effects on historic buildings and/or
structures) and/or structural engineer (for effects on historic and
non-historic buildings and/or structures) shall conduct regular
periodic inspections of each affected building and/or structure on
adjacent properties (as allowed by property owners) during
vibration-generating construction activity on the project site. The
plan will specify how often inspections shall occur.

® Repair Damage. The plan shall also identify provisions to be
followed should damage to any building and/or structure occur
due to construction-related vibration. The building(s) and/or
structure(s) shall be remediated to their pre-construction

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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Level of Level of
Significance Significance

Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

condition (as allowed by property owners) at the conclusion of
vibration-generating activity on the site. For historic resources,
should damage occur to any building and/or structure, the
building and/or structure shall be restored to its pre-construction
condition in consultation with the qualified historic preservation
professional and planning department preservation staff, and in
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving,
Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstruction Historic Buildings.

e Vibration Monitoring Results Report. After construction is complete
the project sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final report from the
qualified historic preservation professional (for effects on historic
buildings and/or structures) and/or structural engineer (for effects
on historic and non-historic buildings and/or structures). The
report shall include, at a minimum, collected monitoring records,
building and/or structure condition summaries, descriptions of all
instances of vibration level exceedance, identification of damage
incurred due to vibration, and corrective actions taken to restore
damaged buildings and structures. The ERO shall review and
approve the Vibration Monitoring Results Report.

Impact NO-3: Operation of RADP projects LTS No mitigation required. NA
would not result in a substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise levels at sensitive
receptors in excess of standards established in
the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies.

Impact NO-4: Construction and operation of | LTS No mitigation required. NA
RADP projects would not expose people
residing or working in an airport land use plan
area to excessive noise levels.

IMPACT CODES: - s T . - .
NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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Level of Level of

Significance Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

Impact C-NO-1: Construction of RADP LTS No mitigation required. NA
projects, in combination with cumulative
projects, would not result in significant noise
impacts.

Impact C-NO-2: Construction of RADP LTS No mitigation required. NA
projects, in combination with cumulative
projects, would not generate excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels.

Impact C-NO-3: Operation of RADP projects, |LTS No mitigation required. NA
in combination with cumulative projects,
would not result in significant noise impacts.

EIR Section 3.C, Air Quality

Impact AQ-1 (Plan-Level Analysis): The RADP | LTS No mitigation required. NA
would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the Clean Air Plan.

Impact AQ-2 (Plan-Level Analysis): The RADP | LTS No mitigation required. NA
would not result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of any criteria air
pollutant for which the project region is in
nonattainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard.

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation
Impact AQ-3 (Representative Analysis of S Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3a: Clean Off-Road Construction LTSM
Subsequent RADP Projects): Construction of Equipment. Should a project-specific analysis determine that a
subsequent RADP projects could result in a medium or large project would result in a significant criteria air
cumulatively considerable net increase of any pollutant impact, this mitigation measure would be required. The
criteria air pollutant for which the region is in project sponsor shall comply with the following:
nonattainment under an applicable federal or 1. Engine Requirements. All off-road equipment greater than
state ambient air quality standard. 25 horsepower (hp) and operating for more than 20 total hours

over the duration of construction shall meet the following
requirements:

a. All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower and
operating for more than 20 total hours over the entire duration
of construction activities shall have engines that meet or
exceed either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA)
or California Air Resources Board (air board) Tier 4 Final off-
road emission standards.

b. Where access to grid power is available, portable diesel
engines (less than 25 horsepower) shall be prohibited.

c. Diesel engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment,
shall not be left idling for more than 2 minutes at any location,
except as provided in exceptions to the applicable state
regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road
equipment (e.g., traffic conditions, safe operating conditions).
The project sponsor shall post legible and visible signs in
English, Spanish, and Chinese in designated queuing areas and
at the construction site to remind operators of the 2-minute
idling limit. If the majority of the project sponsor’s
construction staff speak a language other than these, then the
signs shall be posted in that language as well.

d. The project sponsor shall instruct construction workers and
equipment operators on the maintenance and tuning of
construction equipment and require that such workers and

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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Level of Level of

Significance Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

operators properly maintain and tune equipment in
accordance with manufacturers’ specifications.

e. Any other best available technology in the future may be
included, provided that the project sponsor submits
documentation to the department demonstrating that (1) the
technology would result in emissions reductions and (2) it
would not increase other pollutant emissions or result in other
additional impacts, such as noise. This may include new
alternative fuels or engine technology for off-road or other
construction equipment (such as electric or hydrogen fuel cell
equipment) that is not available as of 2025.

2. Waivers. The environmental review officer (ERO) may waive the
requirement of subsection (1)(b) regarding an alternative source
of power if an alternative source is limited or infeasible at the
project site. If the ERO grants the waiver, the project sponsor must
submit documentation that the equipment used for onsite power
generation meets the engine requirements of subsection (1)(a).

The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of subsection
(1)(a) if a particular piece of Tier 4 Final off-road equipment is
technically not feasible, the equipment would not produce the
desired emissions reduction because of expected operating
modes, or a compelling emergency requires the use off-road
equipment that is not Tier 4 Final compliant. In seeking a waiver,
the project sponsor shall demonstrate that the project shall use
the cleanest piece of construction equipment available and
feasible and submit documentation that average daily
construction emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG), oxides of
nitrogen (NO,), particulate matter of 2.5 microns in diameter or
less (PM,5) would not exceed 54 pounds per day, and particulate
matter of 10 microns in diameter or less (PMy) emissions would
not exceed 82 pounds per day.

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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Level of Level of

Significance Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

3. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Before starting onsite
construction activities, the project sponsor shall submit a
construction emissions minimization plan to the ERO for review
and approval. The plan shall state, in reasonable detail, how the
contractor will meet the requirements of item 1.

- The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline
by phase, with a description of each piece of off-road
equipment required for every construction phase. The
description may include, but is not limited to, equipment type,
equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number,
engine model year, engine certification (tier rating),
horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel use and
hours of operation. For off-road equipment using alternative
fuels, the description shall also specify the type of alternative
fuel being used.

- The project sponsor shall ensure that all applicable
requirements of the Plan have been incorporated into the
project sponsor’s contract specifications. The Plan shall
include a certification statement that the project sponsor
agrees to comply fully with the Plan.

- The project sponsor shall make the Plan available to the public
for review onsite during working hours. The project sponsor
shall post at the construction site a legible and visible sign
summarizing the Plan. The sign shall also state that the public
may ask to inspect the Plan for the project at any time during
working hours and shall explain how to request to inspect the
Plan. The project sponsor shall post at least one copy of the
sign in a visible location on each side of the construction site
facing a public right-of-way.

4. Monitoring: After start of construction activities, the project
sponsor shall submit reports every six months to the ERO

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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documenting compliance with the Plan. After completion of
construction activities and prior to receiving a final certificate of
occupancy, the project sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final
report summarizing construction activities, including the start and
end dates, duration of each construction phase, and the specific
information required in the Plan.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3b: Super-Compliant VOC Architectural
Coatings during Construction. Should a project-specific analysis
determine that a medium or large project would result in a significant
ROG impact, the following mitigation measure would be required. The
project sponsor shall use “super-compliant” volatile organic
compound (VOC) architectural coatings during construction for all
interior and exterior spaces and shall include this requirement in
plans submitted for review to the planning department. The project
sponsor shall submit a signed certification statement that this
requirement has been incorporated into contract specifications.
“Super-compliant” refers to paints that meet the more stringent
regulatory limits in South Coast Air Quality Management District rule
1113, which requires a limit of 10 grams VOC per liter
(http://www.agmd.gov/home/regulations/compliance/architectural-
coatings/super-compliant-coatings).

Impact AQ-4 (Representative Analysis of S Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a: Best Available Emissions Controls for | SUM
Subsequent RADP Projects): Operation of Stationary Emergency Generators. Should a project-specific analysis
subsequent RADP projects would cause a determine that a subsequent RADP project would result in a significant
cumulatively considerable net increase of a operational criteria air pollutants impact, the project sponsor would

criteria air pollutant for which the region is in be required to implement this mitigation measure. These features
nonattainment under an applicable federal or shall be submitted to the ERO for review and approval, and shall be

state ambient air quality standard. included on the project drawings submitted for the construction-

related permit(s) or on other documentation submitted to the City
before the issuance of any building permits:

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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1. Permanent stationary emergency generators installed onsite shall
have engines that meet or exceed California Air Resources Board
Tier 4 Final Off-Road Compression-Ignition Engine Standards
(California Code of Regulations title 13, section 2423). If the air
board adopts future emissions standards that exceed the Tier 4
Final requirement, the emissions standards resulting in the lowest
ROG emissions shall apply.

2. Non-diesel-fueled emergency generator technology (e.g., battery
technology) shall be installed in new buildings, subject to the
review and approval of the City fire department for safety
purposes, provided that alternative fuels used in generators are
demonstrated to reduce ROG emissions compared to diesel fuel.

3. Foreach new diesel backup generator permit submitted to the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (air district) for the
RADP, the project sponsor shall submit the anticipated location
and engine specifications to the planning department ERO for
review and approval before the issuance of a permit for the
generator. Once operational, all diesel backup generators shall be
maintained in good working order for the life of the equipment,
and any future replacement of the diesel backup generators must
be consistent with these emissions specifications. The operator of
the facility at which the generator is located shall maintain
records of the testing schedule for each diesel backup generator
for the life of that diesel backup generator and shall provide this
information for review to the planning department within three
months of requesting such information.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b: Operational Truck Emissions
Reduction. Should a project-specific analysis determine that a
subsequent RADP project would result in a significant criteria air
pollutants impact, this mitigation measure would be required. The
project sponsor shall comply with the following requirements:

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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1. Prohibit transport refrigeration units (TRUs) from operating at
loading docks for more than 30 minutes. Post signs at each
loading dock identifying this TRU limit.

2. Prohibit trucks from idling for more than two minutes. Post “no
idling” signs at the site entry point, at all loading locations, and
throughout the project site.

3. Encourage the use of trucks equipped with TRUs that meet U.S.
EPA Tier 4 emission standards.

4. Equip all newly constructed loading docks that can accommodate
trucks with TRUs with electric vehicle charging equipment for
heavy-duty trucks. This measure does not apply to temporary
street parking for loading or unloading.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4c: Education of Tenants and Vendors
Concerning Low-VOC Consumer Products. Should a project-specific
analysis determine that a subsequent RADP project would result in a
significant criteria air pollutants impact, this mitigation measure
would be required. Before the receipt of any building permit and
every five years thereafter, the project sponsor shall develop
electronic correspondence to be distributed by email or posted
onsite annually to tenants of the project, encouraging the purchase
of consumer products and paints that generate fewer VOC emissions.
The correspondence shall encourage environmentally preferable
purchasing and shall include contact information and links to SF
Approved (https://www.sfapproved.org/).

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4d: Super-Compliant VOC Architectural
Coatings during Operations. Should a project-specific analysis
determine that a subsequent RADP project would result in a significant
criteria air pollutants impact, this mitigation measure would be
required. The project sponsor shall use “super-compliant” VOC
architectural coatings during building maintenance for all interior

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
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Level of

Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

and exterior spaces and shall include this requirement in plans
submitted for review to the planning department. The project
sponsor shall submit a signed certification statement that this
requirement has been incorporated into contract specifications.
“Super-compliant” refers to paints that meet the more stringent
regulatory limits in South Coast Air Quality Management District rule
1113, which requires a limit of 10 grams VOC per liter
(http://www.agmd.gov/home/regulations/compliance/architectural-
coatings/super-compliant-coatings).

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4e: Electric Landscaping Equipment.
Should a project-specific analysis determine that a subsequent RADP
project would result in a significant criteria air pollutants impact, this
mitigation measure would be required. To reduce ROG emissions
associated with the project, the project sponsor shall use only
electric landscaping equipment. No landscaping equipment powered
by gasoline, diesel, propane, or other fossil fuels shall be used. The
project sponsor shall incorporate this requirement into the project
design and tenant contracts (as applicable).

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4f: Offset of Remaining ROG Emissions.
Should a project-specific analysis determine that the subsequent
RADP project would result in operational-related ROG emissions that
exceed the air district threshold of 10 tons per year (54 pounds per
day on average) after implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-
4a, M-AQ-4b, M-AQ-4c, M-AQ-4d, and M-AQ-4e, the project sponsor,
with the oversight of the planning department, shall implement one
or more of the following measures. Alternatively, the project sponsor
may submit documentation to the planning department
demonstrating that the project has not exceeded the ROG emissions
performance standard of 10 tons per year (or 54 |lb/day) for each year,
or that the required emissions offset is lower than that calculated
herein. Such documentation would include a recalculation of the

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact

NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation
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Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

project’s ROG emissions from all sources (including the emissions
reductions achieved by the project or mitigation measures) using
methods generally consistent with those used in the EIR. The
following identifies potential mechanisms to offset ROG emissions
that exceed the 10 tons per year performance standard.

1. Directly fund or implement a specific offset project within the air
basin. Emission reduction projects shall occur in the following
locations in order of priority to the extent available and feasible:
(1) at the Airport; (2) offsite within the neighborhood surrounding
the Airport; (3) within the city and county of San Francisco; and
(4) within the air basin. Any offsite emission reduction projects are
subject to approval by the City. Such projects could include
strategies and control measures such as using zero-emission
trucks, upgrading locomotives with cleaner engines, replacing
existing diesel stationary and standby engines with Tier 4 diesel or
cleaner engines, or expanding or installing energy storage
systems (e.g., batteries, fuel cells) to replace stationary sources of
pollution. Before the offset project is implemented, it must be
approved by the planning department, as consistent with the
requirements of this mitigation measure.

2. Pay mitigation offset fees to an independent third party approved
by the planning department. The mitigation offset fee shall fund
one or more emissions reduction projects within the air basin.
Emission reduction projects shall occur in the following locations
in order of priority to the extent available and feasible: (1) at the
Airport; (2) offsite within the neighborhood surrounding the
Airport; (3) within the city of South San Francisco, San Bruno, or
Millbrae; (4) within San Mateo County; and (5) within the air basin.
The fee will be determined through consultation between the
project sponsor and the entity and will be based on the type of
projects available at the time of the payment.

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
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3. Memorandum of Understanding. When paying a mitigation offset
fee as described under item (2), the project sponsor shall enter
into a memorandum of understanding (MOU) or other binding
agreement with the independent third party. The MOU or
agreement shall include details regarding the funds to be paid,
the administrative fee, and the timing of the emissions reductions
project(s). Acceptance of this fee by the independent third party
shall serve as acknowledgment and a commitment to implement
the emissions reduction project(s) within a time frame agreed
upon in the MOU or agreement based on the type of project(s)
selected, after receipt of the mitigation fee to achieve the
emissions reduction objectives specified above.

4. Waivers. The ERO or designee may waive the requirement to
achieve annual reductions or offsets of ROG equal to the amount
required to reduce emissions below 10 tons per year (54 |b/day)
afterimplementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-4a through
MM-AQ-4e, and after all feasible offset projects are implemented
and offset fees are paid as described above for a specific year of
operational ROG emissions, if (1) sufficient ROG emission offset
projects within the air basin, as described in item (1), are not
available to reduce ROG emissions below 10 tons per year
(54 Ib/day) when they occur during project operations; (2) the
offset projects or the mitigation offset fees, as described in
item (3), are determined to be infeasible as defined under CEQA,;
or (3) the Federal Aviation Administration determines that funding
offsets would violate the Airport’s grant obligations.

5. Offset Verification Report. The project sponsor shall prepare an
annual offset verification report as follows:

a. Offset Project Documentation: Any offset project implemented,
or offset fee paid, must result in ROG emission reductions
within the air basin that are real, permanent, quantifiable,

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
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enforceable, and surplus as defined in the air district
Regulation 2, Rule 2: New Source Review, sections 2-3-301, 2-2-
211, 2-2-603, and 2-2-605. The project sponsor shall certify that
each specific emission reduction offset project meets these
requirements.

The documentation shall quantify the ROG reduction(s)
achieved by all offset projects to demonstrate that the gap
between the project’s mitigated emissions and the
significance threshold of 10 tons per year (54 [b/day) of ROG
has been met through the offset project(s). Each annual offset
verification report shall demonstrate, based on substantial
evidence, that the project has reduced ROG emissions below
the thresholds of significance of 10 tons per year (54 |b/day) for
each year of operations.

Should the project sponsor choose to recalculate the project’s
annual ROG emissions and ROG offset requirement to achieve
the performance standard of 10 tons per year (54 lb/day on
average), the documentation shall quantify the ROG
reduction(s) achieved by all offset projects to demonstrate
that the gap between the project’s mitigated emissions and
the significance threshold of 10 tons per year (54 lb/day) of
ROG has been met through the offset project(s). For this
option, each offset verification report shall demonstrate,
based on substantial evidence, that the project has reduced
annual ROG emissions below the threshold of significance of
10 tons per year (54 Ib/day). The requirement to fund an offset
project(s) described in item (1) above and/or to pay mitigation
offset fees through the MOU described in items (2) and (3)
above shall terminate if the project sponsor is able to
demonstrate that the project’s operational emissions are less
than 10 tons per year (54 b/day).

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
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b. Report Submittal. The report shall be prepared by the project
sponsor and submitted to the planning department for review
and verification. Documentation of offset projects and
mitigation offset payments, as applicable, shall be provided to
the planning department for review and approval before the
start of operation for the first year when project ROG
emissions are predicted to exceed 10 tons per year (54 [b/day).
If the planning department determines that the report is
reasonably accurate, it shall approve the report; otherwise, the
planning department shall identify deficiencies and direct the
project sponsor to correct and resubmit the report for
approval.
Impact AQ-5 (Plan-Level and LTS No mitigation required. NA
Representative Analysis of Subsequent
RADP Projects): Construction and operation
of RADP projects, individually or in
combination, would not result in emissions of
fine particulate matter (PM,s) or toxic air
contaminants that would result in exposure of
sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant
concentrations.
Impact AQ-6 (Representative Analysis of LTS No mitigation required. NA
Subsequent RADP Projects): Construction
and operation of RADP projects would not
result in other emissions (such as those
leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people.
IMP@XI ﬁgtDaliE;f;')licable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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Impact C-AQ-1: Construction and operation of | LTS No mitigation required. NA
the RADP, in combination with cumulative
projects, would not result in exposure of
sensitive receptors to substantial levels of fine
particulate matter (PM, ) and toxic air
contaminants under cumulative conditions.

Impact C-AQ-2: Construction and operation of | LTS No mitigation required. NA
the RADP, in combination with cumulative
projects, would not combine with other
sources of odors that would adversely affect a
substantial number of people.

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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Table S-2 Summary of Impacts of the Proposed Project Identified in the Initial Study

Level of Level of
Significance Significance

Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

Initial Study Section E.1, Land Use and Planning

Impact LU-1: The RADP would not physically LTS No mitigation required. NA
divide an established community.

Impact LU-2: The RADP would not cause a LTS No mitigation required NA
significant physical environmental impact due to a
conflict with any land use plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect.

Impact C-LU-1: The RADP in combination with LTS No mitigation required NA
cumulative projects would not resultin a
significant cumulative impact related to land use
and planning.

Initial Study Section E.2, Aesthetics

Impact AE-1: The RADP would not have a LTS No mitigation required NA
substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or
substantially damage scenic resources, including
but not limited to trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway,
nor would the RADP substantially degrade the
existing visual character or quality of public views
of the site and its surroundings or conflict with
applicable zoning and other regulations governing
scenic quality.

Impact AE-2: The RADP would not create a new LTS No mitigation required NA
source of substantial light or glare that would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the

area.
IMPACT CODES: - s T . - .
NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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S.3. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

resource pursuant to section 15064.5, including
those resources listed in article 10 of the San
Francisco Planning Code.

adverse change in the significance of a historical

Measure. Applicable if a building proposed to be altered or
demolished meets the 45-year age criterion and is determined to
be a historic resource for purposes of CEQA. Prior to
implementation of a subsequent project, the project sponsor
shall consult with the planning department to determine the
historic status of any building proposed to be demolished or
altered that meets the 45-year age criterion but has not been
previously evaluated. Buildings shall be evaluated for eligibility
for listing in the California Register and a determination shall be
made regarding significance and integrity, and a list of character-
defining features shall be identified.

If a historic resource is identified, the project sponsor shall
consult with the planning department’s preservation and design
staff on feasible means for avoiding or reducing significant
adverse effects to identified historic resources. This could

Impact C-AE-1: The RADP in combination with LTS No mitigation required NA
cumulative projects would not resultin a
significant cumulative impact related to
aesthetics.

Initial Study Section E.3, Population and Housing
Impact PH-1: The RADP would not induce LTS No mitigation required NA
substantial unplanned direct or indirect
population growth.
Impact C-PH-1: The RADP in combination with LTS No mitigation required NA
cumulative projects would not resultin a
significant cumulative impact related to
population and housing.

Initial Study Section E.4, Cultural Resources

Impact CR-1: The RADP could cause a substantial |S Mitigation Measure M-CR-1a: Identification and Minimization LTSM

IMPACT CODES:
NA = Not applicable
NI=No impact
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Level of Level of

Significance Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

include, but is not limited to, retaining a portion of the existing
building or retaining specific character-defining features and
incorporating them into the project in a manner that is in
conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation (Secretary’s Standards). If it is not possible to
modify the project to be in conformance with the Secretary’s
Standards, the project sponsor and planning department will
determine if there are modifications to the project that can be
made to avoid causing material impairment to the historic
resource. This may include changes to the project along with
implementation of one or more of the following mitigation
measures: M-CR-1b, Documentation; M-CR-1c, Salvage Plan; and
M-CR-1d, Interpretation. If it is not possible to modify the project
to avoid causing material impairment to the identified historic
resource, additional environmental review will be required.

Mitigation Measure M-CR-1b: Documentation. Applicable if a
building proposed to be altered or demolished meets the 45-year
age criterion and is determined to be a historic resource for
purposes of CEQA. Prior to the issuance of demolition, building, or
site permits, the project sponsor shall submit to the department
for review photographic and narrative documentation of the
subject building, structure, object, material, and landscaping.
Documentation may apply to individually significant resources as
well as district contributors and shall focus on the elements of
the property that the project proposes to demolish or alter. The
documentation shall be funded by the project sponsor and
undertaken by a qualified professional who meets the standards
for history, architectural history, or architecture (as deemed
appropriate by the department’s preservation staff), as set forth
by the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification
Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, part 61). The
department’s preservation staff will determine the specific scope

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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of the documentation depending upon the individual property’s
character-defining features and reasons for significance. The
documentation scope shall be reviewed and approved by the
department prior to any work on the documentation. A
documentation package shall consist of the required forms of
documentation and shall include a summary of the historic
resource, and an overview of the documentation provided. The
types and level of documentation will be determined by
department staff and may include any of the following formats:

® HABS/HAER/HALS-Like Measured Drawings - A set of Historic
American Building Survey/Historic American Engineering
Record/Historic American Landscape Survey-like
(HABS/HAER/HALS-like) measured drawings that depict the
existing size, scale, and dimension of the subject property.
The department’s preservation staff will accept the original
architectural drawings or an as-built set of architectural
drawings (plan, section, elevation, etc.). The department’s
preservation staff will assist the consultant in determining the
appropriate level of measured drawings. A cover sheet may be
required that describes the historic significance of the
property.

®  HABS/HAER/HALS-Like Photographs - Digital photographs of
the interior and the exterior of the subject property. Large-
format negatives are not required. The scope of the digital
photographs shall be reviewed by the department’s
preservation staff for concurrence, and all digital photography
shall be conducted according to current National Park Service
standards. The photography shall be undertaken by a
qualified professional with demonstrated experience in HABS
photography.

IMPACT CODES: ~ - o ] N .
NA = Not applicable LTS= Eess—than—agnl icant or negllglb.le impact; no mitigation required
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation
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®  HABS/HAER/HALS-Like Historical Report - If the department
determines that existing survey information or historic
resource evaluations of a property do not sufficiently
document the historic resource’s significant associations, a
written historical narrative and report shall be provided in
accordance with the HABS/HALS Historical Report Guidelines.
The written history shall follow an outline format that begins
with a statement of significance supported by the
development of the architectural and historical context in
which the structure was built and subsequently evolved. The
report shall also include architectural description and
bibliographic information.

e Download or Print-on-Demand Book - The Download or Print-
on-Demand book shall be made available to the public for
distribution by the project sponsor. The project sponsor shall
make the content from the historical report, historical
photographs, HABS photography, measured drawings, and
field notes available to the public through a preexisting print-
on-demand book service or downloadable through the
project sponsor’s or a third-party website. Hard copy bound
books will be provided to SF Planning and SF Public Library at
a minimum.

e Digital Recordation - In coordination with the department’s
preservation staff, the project sponsor may be required to
prepare some other form of digital recordation of the historic
resource. The most commonly requested digital recordation is
video documentation but other forms of digital recordation,
include 3D laser scan models or 3D virtual tours, high-
resolution immersive panoramic photography, time-lapse
photography, photogrammetry, audio/olfactory recording, or
other ephemeral documentation of the historic resource may
be required. The purpose of these digital records is to

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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supplement other recordation measures and enhance the
collection of reference materials that would be available to
the public and inform future research. This digital recordation
could also be incorporated into the public interpretation
program. Digital recordation shall be conducted by
individuals with demonstrated experience in the requested
type of digital recordation. If video documentation is required,
it shall be conducted by a professional videographer with
experience recording architectural resources. The
professional videographer shall provide a storyboard of the
proposed video recordation for review and approval by the
department’s preservation staff.

® The project sponsor, in consultation with the department,
shall conduct outreach to determine which repositories may
be interested in receiving copies of the documentation.
Potential repositories include but are not limited to, the San
Francisco Public Library, the Environmental Design Library at
the University of California, Berkeley, the Northwest
Information Center, San Francisco Architectural Heritage, the
California Historical Society, the SFO Museum, and
Archive.org. The final approved documentation shall be
provided in electronic form to the department and the
interested repositories unless hard copies are requested. The
department will make electronic versions of the documentation
available to the public for their use at no charge.

The professional(s) shall submit the completed documentation
for review and approval by the department’s preservation staff.
All documentation must be reviewed and approved by the
department prior to the issuance of any demolition, building or
site permit is approved for a proposed project.

IMPACT CODES:
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Mitigation Measure M-CR-1c: Salvage Plan. Applicable ifa
building proposed to be altered or demolished meets the 45-year
age criterion and is determined to be a historic resource for
purposes of CEQA. Prior to the issuance of demolition, building, or
site permits that would remove character-defining features of a
built environment historic resource that would have a significant
impact, the project sponsor shall consult with the planning
department’s preservation staff as to whether any such features
may be salvaged, in whole or in part, during demolition or
alteration. The project sponsor shall make a good faith effort to
salvage and protect materials of historical interest to be used as
part of the interpretive program (if required), incorporated into
the architecture of the new building that will be constructed on
the site, or offered to non-profit or cultural affiliated groups. If
this proves infeasible, the sponsor shall attempt to donate
significant character-defining features or features of interpretive
or historical interest to a historical organization or other
educational or artistic group. The project sponsor shall prepare a
salvage plan for review and approval by the department’s
preservation staff prior to issuance of any site demolition permit.
If transfer or donation of salvaged materials are declined by
groups, then SFO shall have met the intent of the Salvage Plan.

Mitigation Measure M-CR-1d: Interpretation. Applicable if a
building proposed to be altered or demolished meets the 45-year
age criterion and is determined to be a historic resource for
purposes of CEQA. The project sponsor shall facilitate the
development of a public interpretive program focused on the
history of the project site, its identified historic resources, and its
significant historic context. Subject to SFO’s procurement
protocol, the interpretive program should be developed and
implemented by a qualified design professional, historian or
architectural historian, community group, or local artist with

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
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demonstrated experience in displaying information and graphics
to the public in a visually interesting manner. Additionally, it may
be beneficial to the interpretive project to conduct oral histories
with select individuals to supplement the interpretive program.
The primary goal of the program is to educate visitors and future
residents about the property’s historical themes, associations,
and lost contributing features within broader historical, social,
and physical landscape contexts.

The interpretive program shall be initially outlined in an
interpretive plan subject to review and approval by the
department’s preservation staff prior to approval of demolition,
building, or site permits for the project. The plan shall include the
general parameters of the interpretive program including the
substance, media, and other elements of the interpretive
program. The interpretive program shall include within publicly
accessible areas of the terminals permanent display(s) of
interpretive materials concerning the history and design features
of the affected historic resource. The display shall be placed in a
prominent, public setting within, on the exterior of, or in the
vicinity of the airport terminals. The interpretive material(s) shall
be made of durable all-weather materials and may also include
digital media in addition to a permanent display. The interpretive
material(s) shall be of high quality and installed to allow for
public visibility. Content developed for other mitigation
measures, as applicable, including the salvage and
documentation programs, may be used to inform and provide
content for the interpretive program. The interpretive program
may also incorporate documentation completed under
Mitigation Measure M-CR-2, Documentation, as applicable to
provide a narrated video that describes the materials,
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construction methods, current condition, historical use, historic
context and cultural significance of the historic resource.

The detailed content, media, and other characteristics of such an
interpretive program shall be coordinated and approved by the
department’s preservation staff. The final components of the
public interpretation program shall be constructed and an
agreed upon schedule for their installation and a plan for their
maintenance shall be finalized prior to installation.

The interpretive program shall be developed in coordination with
the other interpretive programs as relevant, such as
interpretation required under archeological resource mitigation
measures and tribal cultural resource mitigation measures,
Native American land acknowledgments, or other public
interpretation programs.

Impact CR-2: The RADP could cause a substantial |S Mitigation Measure M-CR-2a: Accidental Discovery. Alert Sheet. | LTSM
adverse change in the significance of an The project sponsor shall distribute the Planning Department
archeological resource pursuant to CEQA archeological resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime

Guidelines section 15064.5. contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition,

excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or
utilities firm involved in soils-disturbing activities within the
project site. Prior to any soils-disturbing activities being
undertaken, each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the
“ALERT” sheet is circulated to all field personnel, including
machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory
personnel, etc. The project sponsor shall provide the
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from
the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and
utilities firm) confirming that all field personnel have received
copies of the Alert Sheet.
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Stop Work and Notification Upon Discovery. Should any indication
of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils-
disturbing activity of the project, the project Head Foreman
and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and
shallimmediately suspend any soils-disturbing activities in the
vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has determined what
additional measures should be undertaken.

Discovery Identification, Evaluation, and Treatment Determination.
If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be
present within the project site, the project sponsor shall retain
the services of an archeological consultant from the Qualified
Archeological Consultant List maintained by the planning
department. The archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as
to whether the discovery is an archeological resource as well as if
it retains sufficient integrity and is of potential
scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological
resource is present, the archeological consultant shall identify,
document, and evaluate the archeological resource. The
archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to
what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the
ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be
implemented by the project sponsor.

Measures might include preservation in situ of the archeological
resource; an archeological monitoring program; an archeological
testing program; and/or an archeological interpretation program.
If an archeological interpretive, monitoring, and/or testing
program is required, it shall be consistent with the Environmental
Planning Division guidelines for such programs and shall be
implemented immediately. The ERO may also require that the
project sponsor immediately implement a site security program if
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the archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or
other damaging actions.

Consultation with Descendant Communities. On discovery of an
archeological site associated with descendant Native Americans,
the Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant
group an appropriate representative of the descendant group
and the ERO shall be contacted. The representative of the
descendant group shall be given the opportunity to monitor
archeological field investigations of the site and to offer
recommendations to the ERO regarding appropriate
archeological treatment of the site, of recovered data from the site,
and, if applicable, any interpretive treatment of the associated
archeological site. The local Native American representative or
appropriate representative of the descendant group at their
discretion shall provide a cultural sensitivity training to all project
contractors. As described below in Mitigation Measure M-CR-2b, if
a Native American archeological site is discovered, local Native
American representative(s) at their discretion may conduct a
ceremony that acknowledges the importance of the land to local
Native American representatives. This would occur in tandem
with the cultural sensitivity training. The ERO and project sponsor
shall work with the tribal representative or other representatives
of descendant communities to identify the scope of work to fulfill
the requirements of this mitigation measure, which may include
participation in preparation and review of deliverables (e.g.,
plans, interpretive materials, artwork). Representatives shall be
compensated for their work as identified in the agreed upon
scope of work. A copy of the Archeological Resources Report
(ARR) shall be provided to the representative of the descendant

group.
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Archeological Data Recovery Plan. An archeological data recovery
program shall be conducted in accordance with an Archeological
Data Recovery Plan (ADRP) if all three of the following apply: (1) a
resource has potential to be significant, (2) preservation in place
is not feasible, and (3) the ERO determines that an archeological
data recovery program is warranted. The project archeological
consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on
the scope of the ADRP. The archeological consultant shall
prepare a draft ADRP that shall be submitted to the ERO for
review and approval.

The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery program
will preserve the significant information the archeological
resource is expected to contain. That is, the ADRP will identify
what scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the
expected resource, what data classes the resource is expected to
possess, and how the expected data classes would address the
applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, should
be limited to the portions of the historical property that could be
adversely affected by the proposed project. Destructive data
recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the
archeological resources if nondestructive methods are practical.

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements:

® fjeld Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field
strategies, procedures, and operations.

® Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected
cataloguing system and artifact analysis procedures.

e Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale
for field and post-field discard and deaccession policies.
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e Security Measures. Recommended security measures to
protect the archeological resource from vandalism, looting,
and non-intentionally damaging activities.

® final Report. Description of proposed report format and
distribution of results.

® Curation. Description of the procedures and
recommendations for the curation of any recovered data
having potential research value, identification of appropriate
curation facilities, and a summary of the accession policies of
the curation facilities.

e Coordination of Archeological Data Recovery Investigations. In
cases in which the same resource has been or is being
affected by another project for which data recovery has been
conducted, isin progress, or is planned, in order to maximize
the scientific and interpretive value of the data recovered
from both archeological investigations, the following
measures shall be implemented:

a) In cases where neither investigation has not yet begun,
both archeological consultants and the ERO shall consult
on coordinating and collaboration on archeological
research design, data recovery methods, analytical
methods, reporting, curation and interpretation to ensure
consistent data recovery and treatment of the resource.

b) In cases where archeological data recovery investigation is
already under way or has been completed for a prior
project, the archeological consultant for the subsequent
project shall consult with the prior archeological
consultant, if available; review prior treatment plans,
findings and reporting; and inspect and assess existing
archeological collections/inventories from the site prior to
preparation of the archeological treatment plan for the

IMPACT CODES: - s T . - .
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subsequent discovery, and shall incorporate prior findings
in the final report of the subsequent investigation. The
objectives of this coordination and review of prior
methods and findings will be to identify refined research
questions; determine appropriate data recovery methods
and analyses; assess new findings relative to prior research
findings; and integrate prior findings into subsequent
reporting and interpretation.

Human Remains and Funerary Objects. The treatment of human
remains and funerary objects Human Remains and Funerary
Objects. discovered during any soil-disturbing activity shall
comply with applicable State and Federal laws. This shall include
immediate notification of the San Mateo County Coroner’s Office
(county coroner). The ERO also shall be notified immediately
upon the discovery of human remains. As required by Section
7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code, in the event of the county
coroner’s determination that the human remains are Native
American remains, the county coroner shall notify the California
State Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), which will
appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD). The MLD will complete
his or her inspection of the remains and make recommendations
or preferences for treatment within 48 hours of being granted
access to the site (Public Resources Code section 5097.98(a)).

The landowner may consult with the project archeologist and
project sponsor and shall consult with the MLD and ERO on
preservation in place or recovery of the remains and any
scientific treatment alternatives. The landowner shall then make
all reasonable efforts to develop an Agreement with the MLD, as
expeditiously as possible, for the treatment and disposition, with
appropriate dignity, of human remains and funerary objects (as
detailed in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(d)). Per Public
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Resources Code section 5097.98(b)(1), the Agreement shall
address and take into consideration, as applicable and to the
degree consistent with the wishes of the MLD, the appropriate
excavation, removal, recordation, scientific analysis,
custodianship prior to reinterment or curation, and final
disposition of the human remains and funerary objects. If the
MLD agrees to scientific analyses of the remains and/or funerary
objects, the archeological consultant shall retain possession of
the remains and funerary objects until completion of any such
analyses unless otherwise specified in the Agreement, after which
the remains and funerary objects shall be reinterred or curated as
specified in the Agreement.

Both parties are expected to make a concerted and good faith
effort to arrive at an Agreement, consistent with the provisions of
Public Resources Code section 5097.98. However, if the
landowner and the MLD are unable to reach an Agreement, the
landowner, ERO, and project sponsor shall ensure that the
remains and/or mortuary materials are stored securely and
respectfully until they can be reinterred on the property, with
appropriate dignity, in a location not subject to further or future
subsurface disturbance, consistent with state law.

Treatment of historic-period human remains and of associated or
unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soil-
disturbing activity, additionally, shall follow protocols laid out in
the project’s archeological treatment documents, and in any
related agreement established between the Medical Examiner
and the ERO. The project archeologist shall retain custody of the
remains and associated materials while any scientific study
scoped in the treatment document is conducted and the remains
shall then be curated or respectfully reinterred by arrangement
on a case-by case-basis.

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
Case No. 2017-007468ENV S-40 Draft Environmental Impact Report

SFO Recommended Airport Development Plan April 2025



Summary
S.3. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Level of Level of

Significance Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

Cultural Resources Public Interpretation Plan. The project
archeological consultant shall submit a Cultural Resources Public
Interpretation Plan (CRPIP) if a significant archeological resource
is discovered during a project. As directed by the ERO, a qualified
design professional with demonstrated experience in displaying
information and graphics to the public in a visually interesting
manner, local artists, or community group may also be required
to assist the project archeological consultant in preparation of
the CRPIP. If the resource to be interpreted is a tribal cultural
resource, the CRPIP shall be prepared in consultation with and
developed with the participation of local Native American tribal
representatives. The CRPIP shall describe the interpretive
product(s), locations or distribution of interpretive materials or
displays, the proposed content and materials, the producers or
artists of the displays or installation, and a long-term
maintenance program. The CRPIP shall be sent to the ERO for
review and approval. The CRPIP shall be implemented prior to
occupancy of the project.

Curation. Significant archeological collections and
paleoenvironmental samples of future research value shall be
permanently curated at an established curatorial facility or
Native American cultural material shall be returned to local
Native American tribal representatives at their discretion. The
facility shall be selected in consultation with the ERO. Upon
submittal of the collection for curation the sponsor or
archeologist shall provide a copy of the signed curatorial
agreement to the ERO.

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2b: Archeological Testing.
Archeological Testing Program. The purpose of the archeological
testing program will be to determine to the extent possible the
presence or absence of archeological resources and to identify
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and to evaluate whether any archeological resource encountered
on the site constitutes an historical resource under CEQA. The
project sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological
consultant from the Qualified Archeological Consultants List
(QACL) maintained by the planning department or an
archeological consultant approved by planning department
archeologist. The archeological consultant shall undertake an
archeological testing program as specified herein. The
archeological consultant’s work shall be conducted in
accordance with this measure at the direction of the
Environmental Review Officer (ERO). All plans and reports
prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted
first and directly to the ERO for review and comment and shall be
considered draft reports subject to revision until final approval by
the ERO. In addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct
an archeological monitoring and/or data recovery program if
required pursuant to this measure. Archeological monitoring
and/or data recovery programs required by this measure could
suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum of four
weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the suspension of
construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if such a
suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less than
significant level potential effects on a significant archeological
resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(a)(c).

Native American Monitoring. A local Native American
representative shall be present during the archeological testing
program if the project area is determined to be sensitive for
Native American resources.

Archeological Testing Plan. The archeological testing program
shall be conducted in accordance with the approved
Archeological Testing Plan (ATP). The archeological consultant
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and the ERO shall consult on the scope of the ATP, which shall be
approved by the ERO prior to any project-related soils disturbing
activities commencing. The ATP shall be submitted first and
directly to the ERO for review and comment and shall be
considered a draft subject to revision until final approval by the
ERO. The archeologist shall implement the testing as specified in
the approved ATP prior to and/or during construction.

A Programmatic ATP shall be developed for the RADP to identify
the property types of the expected archeological resource(s) that
potentially could be adversely affected by the proposed project,
lay out what scientific/historical research questions are
applicable to the expected resource, what data classes the
resource is expected to possess, how the expected data classes
would address the applicable research questions, and to
summarize previous archeological sensitivity analysis and testing
programs undertaken at SFO. The programmatic ATP shall
primarily focus on identification of archeologically sensitive
areas, primarily Native American archeological sensitivity, within
the RADP that require archeological testing programs. RADP
project site ATPs shall tier off the programmatic RADP and shall
identify the testing method to be used, the depth or horizonal
extent of testing, and the locations recommended for testing and
shall identify archeological monitoring requirements for
construction soil disturbance as warranted.

Paleoenvironmental Analysis of Paleosols. When a submerged
paleosol is identified, irrespective of whether cultural material is
present, samples shall be extracted and processed for dating,
flotation for paleobotanical analysis, and other applicable special
analyses pertinent to identification of possible cultural soils and
for environmental reconstruction. The results of analysis of
collected samples shall be reported in results reports.
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Discovery Treatment Determination. At the completion of the
archeological testing program, the archeological consultant shall
submit a written summary of the findings to the ERO. The
findings memo shall describe and identify each resource and
provide an initial assessment of the integrity and significance of
encountered archeological deposits.

If the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant
determines that a significant archeological resource is present
and that the resource could be adversely affected by the
proposed project, the ERO, in consultation with the project
sponsor, shall determine whether preservation of the resource in
place is feasible. If so, the proposed project shall be re-designed
so as to avoid any adverse effect on the significant archeological
resource and the archeological consultant shall prepare an
archeological resource preservation plan (ARPP), which shall be
implemented by the project sponsor during construction. The
consultant shall submit a draft ARPP to the planning department
for review and approval.

If preservation in place is not feasible, a data recovery program
shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that the
archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research
significance and that interpretive use of the resource is feasible.
The ERO, in consultation with the archeological consultant, shall
also determine if additional treatment is warranted, which may
include additional testing and/or construction monitoring.

Archeological and Cultural Sensitivity Training. If it is determined
that the project would require ongoing archeological monitoring,
the archeological consultant shall provide a training to the prime
contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition,
excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or
utilities firm involved in soils-disturbing activities within the
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project site. The training shall advise all project contractors to be
on the alert for evidence of the presence of the expected
archeological resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of the
expected resource(s), and of the appropriate protocol in the
event of apparent discovery of an archeological resource by the
construction crew.

If the project site is determined to be sensitive for Native
American archeological resources or tribal cultural resources, a
local Native American representative at their discretion shall
provide a Native American cultural sensitivity training to all
project contractors. Local Native American representative(s) at
their discretion may conduct a ceremony that acknowledges the
importance of the land to local Native American representatives.
The ceremony would be approximately less than 15 minutes and
would occur in tandem with the cultural sensitivity training f.
Ceremonies opted on the airfield are subject to airport
operations bulletin and SFO Rules & Regulations due to federal
regulations and safety requirements.

Consultation with Descendant Communities. On discovery of an
archeological site associated with descendant Native Americans,
the Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant
group an appropriate representative of the descendant group
and the ERO shall be contacted. The representative of the
descendant group shall be given the opportunity to monitor
archeological field investigations of the site and to offer
recommendations to the ERO regarding appropriate
archeological treatment of the site, of recovered data from the
site, and, if applicable, any interpretive treatment of the
associated archeological site. The local Native American
representative or appropriate representative of the descendant
group at their discretion shall provide a cultural sensitivity
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training to all project contractors. The ERO and project sponsor
shall work with the tribal representative or other representatives
of descendant communities to identify the scope of work to fulfill
the requirements of this mitigation measure, which may include
participation in preparation and review of deliverables (e.g.,
plans, interpretive materials, artwork). Representatives shall be
compensated for their work as identified in the agreed upon
scope of work. A copy of the Archeological Resources Report
(ARR) shall be provided to the representative of the descendant

group.

Archeological Data Recovery Plan. An archeological data recovery
program shall be conducted in accordance with an Archeological
Data Recovery Plan (ADRP) if all three of the following apply: (1) a
resource has potential to be significant, (2) preservation in place
is not feasible, and (3) the ERO determines that an archeological
data recovery program is warranted. The archeological
consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on
the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft ADRP. The
archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO.
The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery program
will preserve the significant information the archeological
resource is expected to contain. That is, the ADRP will identify
what scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the
expected resource, what data classes the resource is expected to
possess, and how the expected data classes would address the
applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, should
be limited to the portions of the historical property that could be
adversely affected by the proposed project. Destructive data
recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the
archeological resources if nondestructive methods are practical.

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements:
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e Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field
strategies, procedures, and operations.

e (Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected
cataloguing system and artifact analysis procedures.

e Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale
for field and post-field discard and deaccession policies.

e Security Measures. Recommended security measures to
protect the archeological resource from vandalism, looting,
and non-intentionally damaging activities.

® final Report. Description of proposed report format and
distribution of results.

® Curation. Description of the procedures and
recommendations for the curation of any recovered data
having potential research value, identification of appropriate
curation facilities, and a summary of the accession policies of
the curation facilities.

Coordination of Archeological Data Recovery Investigations. In
cases in which the same resource has been or is being affected by
another project for which data recovery has been conducted, is in
progress, or is planned, in order to maximize the scientific and
interpretive value of the data recovered from both archeological
investigations, the following measures shall be implemented:

a) In cases where neither investigation has not yet begun, both
archeological consultants and the ERO shall consult on
coordinating and collaboration on archeological research
design, data recovery methods, analytical methods, reporting,
curation, and interpretation to ensure consistent data
recovery and treatment of the resource.

b) In cases where archeological data recovery investigation is
already under way or has been completed for a prior project,
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the archeological consultant for the subsequent project shall
consult with the prior archeological consultant, if available;
review prior treatment plans, findings and reporting; and
inspect and assess existing archeological
collections/inventories from the site prior to preparation of
the archeological treatment plan for the subsequent
discovery, and shall incorporate prior findings in the final
report of the subsequent investigation. The objectives of this
coordination and review of prior methods and findings will be
to identify refined research questions; determine appropriate
data recovery methods and analyses; assess new findings
relative to prior research findings; and integrate prior findings
into subsequent reporting and interpretation.

Human Remains and Funerary Objects. The treatment of human
remains and funerary objects Human Remains and Funerary
Objects. discovered during any soil-disturbing activity shall
comply with applicable State and Federal laws. This shall include
immediate notification of the San Mateo County Coroner’s Office
(county coroner). The ERO also shall be notified immediately
upon the discovery of human remains. As required by Section
7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code, in the event of the county
coroner’s determination that the human remains are Native
American remains, the county coroner shall notify the California
State Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), which will
appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD). The MLD will complete
his or her inspection of the remains and make recommendations
or preferences for treatment within 48 hours of being granted
access to the site (Public Resources Code section 5097.98(a)).

The landowner may consult with the project archeologist and
project sponsor and shall consult with the MLD and ERO on
preservation in place or recovery of the remains and any
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scientific treatment alternatives. The landowner shall then make
all reasonable efforts to develop an Agreement with the MLD, as
expeditiously as possible, for the treatment and disposition, with
appropriate dignity, of human remains and funerary objects (as
detailed in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(d)). Per Public
Resources Code section 5097.98 (b)(1), the Agreement shall
address and take into consideration, as applicable and to the
degree consistent with the wishes of the MLD, the appropriate
excavation, removal, recordation, scientific analysis,
custodianship prior to reinterment or curation, and final
disposition of the human remains and funerary objects. If the
MLD agrees to scientific analyses of the remains and/or funerary
objects, the archeological consultant shall retain possession of
the remains and funerary objects until completion of any such
analyses unless otherwise specified in the Agreement, after which
the remains and funerary objects shall be reinterred or curated as
specified in the Agreement.

Both parties are expected to make a concerted and good faith
effort to arrive at an Agreement, consistent with the provisions of
Public Resources Code section 5097.98. However, if the
landowner and the MLD are unable to reach an Agreement, the
landowner, ERO, and project sponsor shall ensure that the
remains and/or mortuary materials are stored securely and
respectfully until they can be reinterred on the property, with
appropriate dignity, in a location not subject to further or future
subsurface disturbance, consistent with state law.

Treatment of historic-period human remains and of associated or
unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soil-
disturbing activity, additionally, shall follow protocols laid out in
the project’s archeological treatment documents, and in any
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related agreement established between the county coroner and
the ERO.

The project archeologist shall retain custody of the remains and
associated materials while any scientific study scoped in the
treatment document is conducted and the remains shall then be
curated or respectfully reinterred by arrangement on a case-by
case-basis.

Cultural Resources Public Interpretation Plan. The project
archeological consultant shall submit a Cultural Resources Public
Interpretation Plan (CRPIP) if a significant archeological resource
is discovered during a project. As directed by the ERO, a qualified
design professional with demonstrated experience in displaying
information and graphics to the public in a visually interesting
manner, local artists, or community group may also be required
to assist the project archeological consultant in preparation of
the CRPIP. If the resource to be interpreted is a tribal cultural
resource, the CRPIP shall be prepared in consultation with and
developed with the participation of local Native American tribal
representatives. The CRPIP shall describe the interpretive
product(s), locations or distribution of interpretive materials or
displays, the proposed content and materials, the producers or
artists of the displays or installation, and a long-term
maintenance program. The CRPIP shall be sent to the ERO for
review and approval. The CRPIP shall be implemented prior to
occupancy of the project.

Archeological Resources Report. Whether or not significant
archeological resources are encountered, the archeological
consultant shall submit a written report of the findings of the
testing program to the ERO. The archeological consultant shall
submit a draft Archeological Resources Report (ARR) to the ERO
that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered
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archeological resource and describes the archeological, historical
research methods employed in the archeological
testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken, and if
applicable, discusses curation arrangements. Formal site
recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) shall be attached to the
ARR as an appendix.

Once approved by the ERO, copies of the ARR shall be distributed
as follows: California Archeological Site Survey Northwest
Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) electronic copy
and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the ARR to
the NWIC. The environmental planning division of the planning
department shall receive one (1) bound hardcopy of the ARR.
Digital files that shall be submitted to the environmental division
include an unlocked, searchable PDF version of the ARR, GIS
shapefiles of the site and feature locations, any formal site
recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series), and/or documentation for
nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California
Register of Historical Resources. The PDF ARR, GIS files,
recordation forms, and/or nomination documentation should be
submitted via USB or other stable storage device. If a descendant
group was consulted during archeological treatment, a PDF of
the ARR shall be provided to the representative of the descendant

group.

Curation. Significant archeological collections and
paleoenvironmental samples of future research value shall be
permanently curated at an established curatorial facility or
Native American cultural material shall be returned to local
Native American tribal representatives at their discretion. The
facility shall be selected in consultation with the ERO. Upon
submittal of the collection for curation the sponsor or

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
Draft Environmental Impact Report S-51 Case No. 2017-007468ENV

April 2025 SFO Recommended Airport Development Plan



Summary
S.3. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Level of Level of
Significance Significance

Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

archeologist shall provide a copy of the signed curatorial
agreement to the ERO.

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2c: Treatment of Submerged and
Deeply Buried Resources. Based on a reasonable presumption
that submerged or deeply buried archeological resources may be
present within the project site and may be encountered during
archeological investigations or construction-related soil
disturbance, the following measures shall be undertaken upon
discovery of a potentially significant deeply buried or submerged
resource to minimize significant effects from deep project
excavations, soil improvements, pile construction, or
construction of other deep foundation systems.

Treatment Determination. The preferred treatment for a buried or
submerged resource encountered during archeological testing or
project construction is preservation in place. When such a
resource is identified during construction, the ERO and the
project sponsor shall consult to determine whether preservation
of all or a part of the resource in place is feasible, as detailed
under Mitigation Measure M-CR-2a, above. If the resource cannot
feasibly or adequately be preserved in place, in situ
documentation and/or archeological data recovery shall be
conducted, as described in Mitigation Measures M-CR-2a,
Accidental Discovery, and M-CR-2b, Archeological Testing
Program, above. However, by definition, such resources
sometimes are located deeper than the maximum anticipated
depth of project mass excavations and/or under water or may
otherwise pose substantial access, safety or other logistical
constraints for data recovery; or the cost of providing
archeological access to the resource may demonstrably be

prohibitive.
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In such cases, where physical documentation and data recovery
will be limited by the constraints identified above, the ERO,
project sponsor, archeological consultant, and descendant/ local
Native American representative identified as described above,
shall consult to explore alternative documentation and
treatment options to be implemented in concert with any
feasible archeological data recovery. The appropriate treatment
elements, which would be expected to vary with the type of
resource and the circumstances of discovery, shall be identified
by the ERO based on the results of consultation from among the
measures listed below. Additional treatment options may be
developed and agreed upon through consultation if it can be
demonstrated that they would be effective in amplifying the
value of the data recovered from physical investigation of the
affected resources by addressing applicable archeological
research questions and in disseminating those data and
meaningfully interpreting the resource to the public.

Each treatment measure or a combination of these treatment
measures, in concert with any feasible standard data recovery
methods applied as described above, would be effective in
mitigating significant impacts to submerged and buried
resources. However, some measures are more applicable to one
type of resource than the other; to a specific construction
method; to the specific circumstances of discovery; and to the
stratigraphic position of the resource.

Additional treatment options may be considered and shall be
adopted, subject to ERO approval, if it can be demonstrated that
they would provide further data relevant to the understanding
and interpretation of the resource on the project site or to the
affected class of resources (e.g., rare submerged and deeply
buried prehistoric resources of Early or Middle Holocene age); or
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that would otherwise enhance the scientific or historical research
value of any data recovered directly from the resource; protect
and promote the cultural value of the resource; and/or would
enhance public interpretation of the resource, as detailed below.

The archeological consultant in coordination with local Native
American representative shall document the results of the
treatment program consultation with respect to the agreed upon
scope of treatment in a treatment program memo, for ERO
review and approval. Upon approval by the ERO, the project
sponsor shall ensure that treatment program is implemented
prior to and during subsequent construction, as applicable.
Reporting, interpretive, curation and review requirements are the
same as delineated under Archeological Data Recovery Plan in
Mitigation Measures M-CR-2a and M-CR-2b, above. The project
sponsor shall be responsible for ensuring the implementation of
applicable measures, as identified in the treatment program
memo.

® Modification of Contractor’s Excavation Methods. As needed to
prevent damage to the resource before it has been
documented; to assist in exposure and facilitate observation
and documentation; and potentially to assist in data recovery;
at the request of the ERO the project sponsor shall consult
with the project archeologist and the ERO to identify
modifications to the contractor’s excavation and shoring
methods. Examples include improved dewatering during
excavation; use of a smaller excavator bucket or toothless
bucket; discontinuing immediate offhaul of spoils and
providing a location where spoils can be spread out and
examined by the archeologist prior to being offhauled; and
phasing or benching of deep excavations to facilitate
observation and/or deeper archeological trenching.

IMPACT CODES: - s T . - .
NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
Case No. 2017-007468ENV S-54 Draft Environmental Impact Report

SFO Recommended Airport Development Plan April 2025



Summary
S.3. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Level of Level of

Significance Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

e Data Recovery through Open Excavation. If the project will
include mass excavation to the depth of the
buried/submerged deposit, archeological data recovery shall
include manual (preferred) or controlled mechanical sampling
of the deposit. If project construction would not include mass
excavation to the depth of the deposit but would impact the
deposit through deep foundation systems or soil
improvements, the ERO and the project sponsor shall consult
to consider whether there are feasible means of providing
direct archeological access to the deposit (for example,
excavation of portion of the site that overlies the deposit to
the subject depth so that a sample can be recovered). The
feasibility consideration shall include an estimate of the
project cost of excavating to the necessary depth and of
providing shoring and dewatering sufficient to allow
archeological access to the deposit for manual or mechanical
recovery.

® Mechanical Recovery. If site circumstances limit access to the
find in situ, the ERO, archeological consultant, local Native
American representative, and project sponsor shall consider
the feasibility of mechanically removing the feature or portion
of a feature intact for off-site documentation and analysis,
preservation and interpretive use. The consultation above
shallinclude consideration as to whether such recovery is
logistically feasible and can be accomplished without major
data loss. The specific means and methods and the type and
size of the sample shall be identified, and the recovery shall
be implemented if determined feasible by the ERO. The
sponsor shall assist with mechanical recovery and transport
and curation of recovered materials and shall provide for an
appropriate and secure off-site location for archeological
documentation and storage as needed.
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® Data Recovery using Geoarcheological Cores. If, subsequent to
identification and boundary definition of a buried/ submerged
resource, it is deemed infeasible to expose the resource for
archeological data recovery, geoarcheological coring of the
identified deposit shall be conducted. The maximum feasible
core diameter shall be used for data recovery coring.
However, while geoarcheological coring can provide basic
data about a resource (e.g., food sources exploited, date), due
to the of the small size of the sample recoverable through
geoarcheological coring the recovered sample, even from
numerous cores, this method generally cannot recover a
sufficient quantity of data to adequately characterize the
range of activities that took place at the site. For this reason, if
the coring sample constitutes less than 5 percent of the
estimated volume of material within the boundaries of the
resource that will be directly impacted by project
construction, the following additional measures shall be
implemented in concert with geoarcheological coring in order
to fully mitigate significant impacts to such a resource.

e Scientific Analysis of Data from Comparable Archeological
Sites/”Orphaned Collections.” The ERO and the project
archeologist shall consult to identify a known archeological
site or curated collections or samples recovered during prior
investigation of similar sites or features are available for
further analysis; and for which site-specific or comparative
analyses would be expected to provide data relevant to the
interpretation or context reconstruction for the affected site.
Appropriate analyses, to be identified in consultation between
the ERO, the consultant and the local Native American
representative(s), may include reanalysis or comparative
analysis of artifacts or archival records; faunal or
paleobotanical analyses; dating; isotopes studies; or such
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other relevant studies as may be proposed by members of the
project team based on the research design developed for the
affected site and on data available from affected resource and
comparative collections. The scope of analyses would be
determined by the ERO based on consultation with the
project archeologist, the project sponsor, and local Native
American representatives.

e Historical and Paleoenvironmental Reconstruction. The ERO and
project archeologist shall identify existing geoarcheological
data and geotechnical coring records; and/or cores extracted
and preserved during prior geotechnical or geoarcheological
investigations that could contribute to reconstruction of the
environmental setting in the vicinity of the identified resource,
to enhance the historical and scientific value of recovered data
by providing additional data about paleoenvironmental setting
and stratigraphic sensitivity; and/or would provide
information pertinent to the public interpretation of the
significant resource. Objectives of such analyses, depending
on the resource type could include (1) placement of known
and as-yet undiscovered prehistoric resources more securely
in their environmental and chronological contexts; (2) more-
accurate prediction of locations that are sensitive for Middle
Holocene and earlier resources; (3) increased understanding
of changes in San Francisco’s historical environmental setting
(such as the distribution of inland marshes and ponds and
forested areas) and of the chronology of both historic period
and prehistoric environmental change and human use.
Relevant data may also be obtained through geoarcheological
coring at accessible sites identified by the ERO through
consultation with San Francisco public agencies and private

project sponsors.
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Impact CR-3: The RADP could disturb human S Mitigation Measure M-CR-2a would apply. LTSM
remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries.

Impact C-CR-1: The RADP in combination with S Mitigation Measures M-CR-1a, M-CR-1b, M-CR-1c, M-CR-1d, and LTSM
cumulative projects could result in cumulative M-NO-2 would apply.

impacts on historic resources.

Impact C-CR-2: The RADP in combination with S Mitigation Measures M-CR-2a, M-CR-2b, and M-CR-2¢c would LTSM
cumulative projects could result in significant apply.

cumulative impacts on archeological resources
and human remains.

Initial Study Section E.5, Tribal Cultural Resources

Impact TCR-1: The RADP could resultin a S Mitigation Measures M-CR-2a through M-CR-2c would apply. LTSM
substantial adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource, as defined in Public
Resources Code section 21074.

Mitigation Measure M-TCR-1a: Tribal Cultural Resources Public
Interpretation Program. Preservation in Place. In the event of the
identification or discovery of a tribal cultural resource, the
Environmental Review Officer (ERO), the project sponsor, and the
local Native American representative, shall consult to determine
whether preservation in place would be feasible and effective. If it
is determined that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural
resource would be both feasible and effective, then the project
sponsor in consultation with local Native American
representatives and the ERO shall prepare a tribal cultural
resource preservation plan (TCRPP). If the tribal cultural resource
is an archeological resource of Native American origin, the
archeological consultant shall prepare an archeological resource
preservation plan (ARPP) in consultation with the local Native
American representative, which shall be implemented by the
project sponsor during construction. The consultant shall submit
a draft ARPP to the planning department for review and approval.
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Interpretive Program. In the event of the identification or
discovery of a tribal cultural resource, the project sponsor, in
consultation with local Native American representatives shall
prepare a Tribal Cultural Resources Public Interpretation Plan
(TCRIP) to guide Tribal Cultural Resource interpretive program.
The TCRIP may be prepared in tandem with the Cultural
Resources Public Interpretation Plan (CRPIP) if required. The
TCRIP shall be submitted to ERO for review and approval prior to
implementation of the program. The plan shall identify, as
appropriate, proposed locations for installations or displays, the
proposed content and materials of those displays or installation,
the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a long-
term maintenance program. The interpretive program may
include artist installations, preferably by local Native American
artists, oral histories with local Native Americans, cultural
displays, educational panels, or other interpretive elements
agreed upon by the ERO, sponsor, and local Native American
representatives. Upon approval of the TCRIP and prior to project
occupancy, the interpretive program shall be implemented by
the project sponsor. The ERO and project sponsor shall work with
the tribal representative to identify the scope of work to fulfill the
requirements of this mitigation measure, which may include
participation in preparation and review of deliverables (e.g.,
plans, interpretive materials, artwork). Tribal representatives
shall be compensated for their work as identified in the agreed
upon scope of work.

Mitigation Measure M-TCR-1b: Tribal Cultural Resources
Sensitivity Training. SFO environmental affairs staff involved with
implementation of RADP during the duration of the RADP will
undergo Tribal Cultural Resources Sensitivity Training provided by
a local Native American tribal representative in coordination with
planning department cultural resources staff regarding tribal
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cultural resources. All SFO environmental affairs staff will receive
initial training when RADP project(s) is deemed fiscally feasible
by SF Board of Supervisors and approved for implementation by
the airport commission. After the initial training, all
Environmental Affairs staff will undergo training if/when new
environmental affairs staff joins SFO. Otherwise, training will be
required every five years (duration of up to two hours). Training
curriculum is up to the discretion of the local Native American
representative but may include overview of tribal cultural
resources in the San Francisco Bay Area, appropriate treatment
and information on local Native American history and culture,
and land acknowledgment and land honoring. As part of the
required five-year sensitivity training, planning department
cultural resources staff and SFO Environmental Affairs staff will
coordinate with local Native American representatives on
updating information on the Alert sheet to ensure it is current
(such as updates to types of cultural materials to look for,
processes to follow to follow if cultural materials are identified,
contact information, etc.) as required above for Mitigation
Measures M-CR-2a through M-CR-2c and updates to any tribal
cultural resources educational information developed for SFO

staff.
Impact C-TCR-1: The RADP in combination with S Mitigation Measures M-CR-2a, M-CR-2b, M-TCR-1a, and M-TCR-1b | LTSM
cumulative projects could result in a significant would apply.
cumulative impact on tribal cultural resources.
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Initial Study Section E.9, Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Impact C-GG-1: The RADP would generate LTS No mitigation required NA
greenhouse gas emissions, but not at levels that
would result in a significant impact on the
environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
greenhouse gas emissions.

Initial Study Section E.10, Wind

Impact WI-1: The RADP would not create wind LTS No mitigation required NA
hazards in publicly accessible areas of substantial
pedestrian use.

Impact C-WI-1: The RADP in combination with LTS No mitigation required NA
cumulative projects would not resultin a
significant cumulative wind impact.

Initial Study Section E.11, Shadow

Impact SH-1: The RADP would not create new LTS No mitigation required NA
shadow in a manner that would substantially and
adversely affect the use and enjoyment of publicly
accessible open spaces.

Impact C-SH-1: The RADP in combination with LTS No mitigation required NA
cumulative projects would not resultin a
significant cumulative shadow impact.
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Initial Study Section E.12, Recreation

Impact RE-1: The RADP would not resultin a LTS No mitigation required NA
substantial increase in the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks and recreation
facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration or degradation of recreational
facilities would occur or be accelerated and would
not result in the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment.

Impact C-RE-1: The RADP in combination with LTS No mitigation required NA
cumulative projects would not resultin a
significant cumulative impact on recreational
facilities.

Initial Study Section E.13, Utilities and Service Systems

Impact UT-1: The RADP would not require or LTS No mitigation required NA
result in the relocation or construction of new or
expanded water or wastewater treatment or
stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas,
or telecommunications facilities, or the expansion
of existing facilities, the construction or relocation
of which could cause significant environmental
effects.

Impact UT-2: Sufficient water supplies are LTS No mitigation required NA
available to serve the RADP and reasonably
foreseeable future development in normal, dry,
and multiple dry years.
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Impact UT-3: The RADP would not resultin a LTS No mitigation required NA
determination by the wastewater treatment
provider that serves or may serve the project that
it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to the provider’s
existing commitments.

Impact UT-4: The RADP would not generate solid | LTS No mitigation required NA
waste in excess of state or local standards orin
excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, and
would comply with federal, state, and local
management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to solid waste.

Impact C-UT-1: The RADP in combination with LTS No mitigation required NA
cumulative projects would not result in significant
cumulative impacts related to utilities and service
systems.

Initial Study Section E.14, Public Services

Impact PS-1: The RADP would not result in LTS No mitigation required NA
substantial adverse physical impacts from new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives for any of the public
services such as fire protection, police protection,
schools, or other public facilities.

Impact C-PS-1: The RADP in combination with LTS No mitigation required NA
cumulative projects would not resultin a
significant cumulative impact on public services.
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Initial Study Section E.15, Biological Resources

Impact BI-1: The RADP would not have a S Mitigation Measure M-Bl-1a: Nesting Bird Protection Measures. |LTSM
substantial adverse effect, either directly or Nesting birds and their nests shall be protected during

through habitat modifications, on species construction by use of the following measures:

identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special- 1. To avoid disruption to nesting birds, initial vegetation

status species in local or regional plans, policies, removal, ground disturbance, and demolition of buildings

or regulations, or by the California Department of shall be performed outside of the bird nesting season

Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. (January 15 to August 15), whenever feasible.

2. If vegetation removal, ground disturbance, or demolition of
existing buildings will occur during the nesting season, a
qualified wildlife biologist shall conduct a pre-construction
nesting bird survey within 7 days before the start of such
activities or after any construction breaks of 14 days or more.
Surveys shall be performed for individual RADP project sites,
vehicle and equipment staging areas, and areas within
100 feet to locate any active passerine (perching bird) nests
and within 500 feet to locate any active raptor (birds of prey)
nests within Airport property.

3. Ifan active nest is located during the pre-construction nesting
bird surveys, the qualified wildlife biologist shall evaluate
whether the schedule of construction activities could affect
the nest. The following measures shall be implemented based
on the biologist’s determination:

a. If project actions are unlikely to affect the active nest,
construction may proceed without restriction; however, at
the discretion of the qualified wildlife biologist, the nest
may be monitored to confirm that there is no adverse
effect from ongoing activities. The frequency of spot-check
monitoring shall consider the scale and duration of the
proposed activity, proximity to the nest, and presence of
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any physical barriers that may screen the nest from the
activity. The qualified biologist may revise their
determination at any time during the nesting season in
coordination with SFO.

b. If project actions may affect an active nest, the qualified
biologist shall establish a no-disturbance buffer around
the nest and all project work shall halt within the buffer
until the qualified biologist determines that the nest is no
longer in use. Typically, these buffer distances are 50-
150 feet for passerines and 150-500 feet for raptors;
however, the buffers may be adjusted if an obstruction,
such as a building, is within the line of sight between the
nest and construction or if the biologist observes that the
nesting bird is tolerant of a smaller buffer due to
habituation or other circumstances.

c. Modification of nest buffer distances, certain construction
activities within the buffer, and/or modification of
construction methods near active nests shall occur at the
discretion of the qualified biologist and in coordination
with SFO, which shall notify the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and/or California Department of Fish and Wildlife if
necessary.

d. Any work that must occur within established no-
disturbance buffers around active nests shall be monitored
by a qualified biologist. If the biologist observes adverse
effects in response to project work within the buffer and
such effects could compromise the nest, work within the
no-disturbance buffer shall halt until the nest occupants
have fledged.

4. Any birds that begin nesting within the project site and survey
buffers amid demolition or construction activities shall be

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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Level of Level of

Significance Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

assumed to be habituated to construction-related or similar
noise and disturbance levels. In those cases, no work
exclusion zones shall be established around active nests.
However, should birds nesting nearby begin to show
disturbance associated with construction activities, or should
the sound levels from the construction activity change
substantially, no-disturbance buffers shall be established as
determined by the qualified biologist.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-1b: Avoidance and Minimization
Measures for Bats. A qualified biologist who is experienced with
bat surveying techniques, behavior, roosting habitat, and
identification of local bat species shall be consulted before
initiation of demolition/construction activities to conduct a pre-
construction habitat assessment of the RADP project site to
characterize potential bat habitat and identify potentially active
roost sites.® Should the pre-construction habitat assessment not
identify bat habitat or signs of potentially active bat roosts within
the RADP project site (e.g., guano, urine staining, dead bats), no
further action shall be required.

Should potential roosting habitat or potentially active bat roosts
be identified during the habitat assessment within or near the
project site, including trees that could be trimmed or removed,
the following measures shall be implemented at the individual
RADP project site that provides bat habitat:

1. Removal of or disturbance to trees, structures, or buildings
identified as potential bat roosting habitat or active roosts
shall occur when bats are active, approximately between
March 1 and April 15 and between August 15 and October 15,

¢ Typical qualifications include four years of academic training and a minimum of two years of experience conducting bat surveys that resulted in detections of relevant species, and experience with
relevant equipment used to conduct bat surveys.

IMPACT CODES: - s T . - .
NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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Level of Level of

Significance Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

to the extent feasible. These dates avoid bat maternity
roosting season (approximately April 15-August 31) and
period of winter torpor (approximately October 15—
February 28).

2. If removing or disturbing trees, structures, or buildings
identified as potential bat roosting habitat or active roosts
when bats are active is not feasible, a qualified biologist shall
conduct pre-construction surveys within 14 days before
disturbance to further evaluate bat activity within the
potential habitat or roost site.

a. Ifactive bat roosts are not identified in potential habitat
during the pre-construction surveys, no further action shall
be required before removal of or disturbance to trees and
structures in the pre-construction survey area.

b. If active bat roosts or evidence of roosting is identified
during the pre-construction surveys, the qualified biologist
shall determine, if possible, the type of roost and species:

i. If special-status bat species or maternity or hibernation
roosts are detected during these surveys, the qualified
biologist shall develop appropriate species- and roost-
specific avoidance and protection measures in
coordination with the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife. Such measures may include postponing
the removal of structures or trees, or establishing
exclusionary work buffers while the roost is active. A
minimum 100-foot no-disturbance buffer shall be
established around maternity or hibernation roosts
until the qualified biologist determines that they are no
longer active. The qualified biologist may adjust the
size of the no-disturbance buffer in coordination with
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife,

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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Level of Level of
Significance Significance

Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

depending on the species present, roost type, existing
screening around the roost site (such as dense
vegetation or a building), and the type of construction
activity to occur around the roost site, and if
construction would not alter the behavior of the adult
oryoung in a way that would cause injury or death to
those individuals.

Active maternity roosts shall not be disturbed until the
conclusion of the maternity roosting season, or until
they become inactive based on the professional
assessment of a qualified biologist.

ii. Ifacommon species’ non-maternity roost (e.g.,
bachelor daytime roost) or hibernation roost is
identified, disturbance to or removal of trees,
structures, or buildings may occur under the
supervision of a qualified biologist as described under
part 3 of this mitigation measure, below.

3. The qualified biologist shall be present during disturbance to
or removal of a tree, structure, or building if active non-
maternity or hibernation bat roosts or potential roosting
habitat are present. Trees, structures, or buildings with active
non-maternity or hibernation roosts of common species or
potential habitat shall be disturbed or removed only under
clear weather conditions when precipitation is not forecast for
three days and when nighttime temperatures are at least
50 degrees Fahrenheit, and when wind speeds are less than
15 mph.

a. Trimming or removal of trees with active (non-maternity or
hibernation) or potentially active roost sites of common
bat species shall follow a two-step removal process:

IMPACT CODES: - s T . - .
NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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Level of Level of

Significance Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

i. Forremoval, use either hand tools or other equipment
(e.g., excavator or backhoe).

ii. Leave all felled trees on the ground for at least 24 hours
before chipping, offsite removal, or other processing to
allow any bats to escape, or inspect the trees once
felled by the qualified biologist to ensure that no bats
remain within the trees and/or branches.

b. Disturbance to or removal of structures or buildings
containing or suspected to contain active (non-maternity
or hibernation) or potentially active common bat roosts
shall occur in the evening and after bats have emerged
from the roost to forage. Structures or buildings shall be
partially dismantled to substantially change the roost
conditions, causing bats to abandon and not return to the
roost. Removal shall be completed the subsequent day.

Impact BI-2: The RADP would not have a LTS No mitigation required NA
substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat
or other sensitive natural community identified in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or
by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Impact BI-3: The RADP would not have a LTS No mitigation required NA
substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands (including but not limited to marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means.

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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Level of Level of

Significance Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

Impact BI-4: The RADP would not interfere LTS No mitigation required NA
substantially with the movement of native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites.

Impact BI-5: The RADP would not conflict with LTS No mitigation required NA
local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance.

Impact C-Bl-1: The RADP in combination with S Mitigation Measures M-BI-1a and M-BI-1b would apply. LTSM
cumulative projects would not resultin a
significant cumulative impact on biological
resources.

Initial Study Section E.16, Geology and Soils

Impact GE-1: The RADP would not directly or LTS No mitigation required NA
indirectly cause substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving
fault rupture, seismic groundshaking, seismically
induced ground failure, or seismically induced
landslides.

Impact GE-2: The RADP would not result in LTS No mitigation required NA
substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.

Impact GE-3: The RADP would not be located on | LTS No mitigation required NA
geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the project.

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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Level of Level of

Significance Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

Impact GE-4: The RADP would not create LTS No mitigation required NA
substantial risks to life or property as a result of
locating buildings or other features on expansive
or corrosive soils.

Impact GE-5: The RADP would not directly or LTS No mitigation required NA
indirectly destroy a unique geologic feature nor
have the potential to destroy a unique
paleontological resource.

Impact C-GE-1: The RADP in combination with LTS No mitigation required NA
cumulative projects would not result in significant
cumulative impacts related to geology or
paleontological resources.

Initial Study Section E.17, Hydrology and Water Quality

Impact HY-1: The RADP would not violate any LTS No mitigation required NA
water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade
surface or groundwater quality.

Impact HY-2: The RADP would not substantially LTS No mitigation required NA
decrease groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that
the project may impede the sustainable
groundwater management of the basin.

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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Level of Level of

Significance Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

Impact HY-3: The RADP would not substantially LTS No mitigation required NA
alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river or through the addition
of impervious surfaces, in a manner that would
result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding
onsite or offsite.

Impact HY-4: The RADP would not create or LTS No mitigation required NA
contribute runoff water that would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff.

Impact HY-5: The RADP would not impede or LTS No mitigation required NA
redirect flood flows.

Impact HY-6: The RADP would not risk the release | LTS No mitigation required NA
of pollutants from project inundation in flood
hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones.

Impact HY-7: The RADP would not conflict with or | LTS No mitigation required NA
obstruct implementation of a water quality
control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan.

Impact C-HY-1: The RADP in combination with LTS No mitigation required NA
cumulative projects would not result in significant
cumulative impacts on hydrology or water quality.

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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Significance Significance
Environmental Impact prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

Initial Study Section E.18, Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impact HZ-1: The RADP would not create a LTS No mitigation required NA
significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials or through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials.

Impact HZ-2: The RADP would be located on a site | LTS No mitigation required NA
thatis included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code
section 65962.5 but would not create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment.

Impact HZ-3: The RADP would not resultin a LTS No mitigation required NA
safety hazard or excessive noise for people
residing or working in a project area located
within an airport land use plan or within two miles
of an airport.

Impact HZ-4: The RADP would not impair LTS No mitigation required NA
implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan.

Impact C-HZ-1: The RADP in combination with LTS No mitigation required NA
cumulative projects would not result in significant
cumulative impacts related to hazards or
hazardous materials.

IMPACT CODES:

NA = Not applicable LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required S = Significant impact
NI = No impact LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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Environmental Impact

Level of

Significance
prior to Mitigation Mitigation Measures

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

Initial Study Section E.19, Mineral Resources

Impact MR-1: The RADP would not result in the
loss of availability of a known mineral resource
that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state.

NI No mitigation required

NA

Impact MR-2: The RADP would not result in the
loss of availability of a locally important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan.

NI No mitigation required

NA

Impact C-MR-1: The RADP in combination with
cumulative projects would not result in the loss of
valuable mineral resources.

NI No mitigation required

NA

Initial Study Section E.20, Energy

Impact EN-1: The RADP would not result in
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption
of energy resources during construction or
operation, or conflict with or obstruct a state or
local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency.

LTS No mitigation required

NA

Impact C-EN-1: The RADP in combination with
cumulative projects would increase the use of

energy, fuel, and water resources, but notin a

wasteful manner.

LTS No mitigation required

NA

IMPACT CODES:
NA = Not applicable
NI=No impact
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LTS = Less-than-significant or negligible impact; no mitigation required
LTSM = Less than significant impact with mitigation
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S = Significant impact
SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation
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S.4 Summary of Project Alternatives

CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a) states that an EIR must describe and evaluate a reasonable range of
alternatives to a proposed project that would feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives but avoid
or substantially lessen any identified significant adverse environmental effects of the project. An EIR is not
required to consider every conceivable alternative to a proposed project or alternatives that are infeasible.
Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed
decision-making and public participation.

Chapter 5 of this EIR presents the alternatives analysis as required by CEQA for the RADP. The discussion
includes the methodology used to select alternatives to the RADP for detailed CEQA analysis, with the intent
of developing potentially feasible alternatives that could avoid or substantially lessen the significant impacts
identified for the RADP while still meeting most of the project’s basic objectives. Chapter 5 identifies a
reasonable range of alternatives that meet these criteria and evaluates them for their comparative merits
with respect to minimizing adverse environmental effects. Each alternative is summarized below.

S.4.1  Alternative A: No Project Alternative

As required by CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e), this Draft EIR evaluates a No Project Alternative to allow
decision-makers to compare the environmental effects of approving the project with the effects of not
approving the project. Alternative A, the No Project Alternative, represents what would reasonably be
expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the RADP were not approved and implemented. The No Project
Alternative assumes that none of the RADP projects would be constructed. The No Project Alternative also
assumes implementation of ongoing’ and cumulative projects, as well as the estimated SFO employee
background growth of 9,400 between 2019 and 2045 anticipated to occur regardless of implementation of
the RADP (see Table 3-1, p. 3-6).

As the No Project Alternative assumes that none of the subsequent RADP projects would be constructed, this
alternative would eliminate RADP projects designed to accommodate long-term aircraft operations and
passenger activity levels at the Airport. Moreover, SFO’s long-term operations and passenger activity levels
are forecast to reach approximately 506,000 annual aircraft operations, based on the estimated capacity of
the existing runways, regardless of whether the RADP is implemented. Passenger aircraft operations
represent the largest portion of the 506,000 annual aircraft operations, which are forecast to accommodate
approximately 71.1 million annual passengers considering the forecast passenger aircraft fleet mix. This
growth would still occur under the No Project Alternative; however, RADP projects developed to
accommodate the long-term increased aircraft operations and passenger activity levels would not be
implemented.

" An ongoing project is defined in the Draft Final Airport Development Plan as a project that has been authorized to proceed by the San Francisco
Airport Commission or has been identified by Airport management as needing to be implemented in the near future, subject to Airport Commission
and other necessary approvals. Reasonably foreseeable ongoing projects are identified as cumulative projects and are listed in Table 3-2, p. 3-8, and
mapped on Figure 3-1, p. 3-11. Other ongoing projects would undergo environmental review, as needed, at such time they are proposed. City and
County of San Francisco, San Francisco International Airport, Draft Final Airport Development Plan, September 2016, https://planning.flysfo.com/sfo-
tomorrow/, accessed April 19, 2024.
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S.4.2  Alternative B: Reduced Development Alternative

This alternative is intended to eliminate the identified significant adverse effect from implementation of the
RADP related to air quality, specifically operational ROG emissions, and to reduce other identified less-than-
significant and less-than-significant-with-mitigation impacts related to implementation of the RADP. This
alternative would remove the Boarding Area H, International Terminal Building (ITB) Main Hall Expansion, and
Aircraft Maintenance Hangar projects (RADP Projects #1, #3, and #18, respectively) from the RADP.

The Reduced Development Alternative would reduce the approximately 6.4 million square feet of demolition
under the RADP to approximately 6.1 million square feet of demolition (an approximately 5 percent
reduction). The Reduced Development Alternative would reduce the approximately 8 million square feet of net
new construction under the RADP to approximately 6.1 million square feet (an approximately 23 percent
reduction). The 375,000 square feet of net new paving that would occur under the RADP would also occur
under the Reduced Development Alternative. The Reduced Development Alternative would result in
approximately 1,550 new SFO employees, compared to the approximately 2,700 new employees with
implementation of the RADP.®

The Reduced Development Alternative assumes implementation of ongoing and cumulative projects, as well
as the estimated SFO employee background growth of 9,400 between 2019 and 2045 anticipated to occur
regardless of implementation of the RADP (see Table 3-1, p. 3-6). The Reduced Development Alternative
would entail less construction than the RADP and would result in a reduction in the duration and intensity of
construction activities. By removing key RADP projects designed to accommodate long-term aircraft operations
and passenger activity levels at the Airport, the Reduced Development Alternative would be less effective in
comparison to the RADP in accommodating forecast passenger demand and aviation activity.

S.4.3  Alternative C: Boarding Area H Only Alternative

This alternative is intended to eliminate the identified significant adverse effect from implementation of the
RADP related to air quality, specifically operational ROG emissions, and to reduce other identified less-than-
significant and less-than-significant-with-mitigation impacts related to implementation of the RADP. This
alternative would remove all RADP projects except Boarding Area H (RADP Project #1) from the RADP.

The Boarding Area H Only Alternative would reduce the approximately 6.4 million square feet of demolition
under the RADP to approximately 205,600 square feet of demolition (an approximately 97 percent reduction).
The Boarding Area H Only Alternative would reduce the approximately 8 million square feet of net new
construction under the RADP to approximately 1.4 million square feet (an approximately 82 percent
reduction). The 375,000 square feet of net new paving that would occur under the RADP would not occur
under the Boarding Area H Only Alternative. The Boarding Area H Only Alternative would result in
approximately 190 new SFO employees, compared to approximately 2,700 new employees with
implementation of the RADP.’

8 Appendix D, Employee Growth Assumptions Memorandum, to this Draft EIR provides a detailed breakdown of estimated employment generation for
implementation of the RADP. The estimated number of employees for this alternative is based on the combined projected employment for the 17
subsequent RADP projects that would be developed under this alternative, as presented in Table 2 of Appendix D.

® The approximately 190 new SFO employees estimated for this alternative are based on the projected employment for the Boarding H project, as
presented in Table 2 of Appendix D.
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The Boarding Area H Only Alternative assumes implementation of ongoing and cumulative projects, as well
as the estimated SFO employee background growth of 9,400 between 2019 and 2045 anticipated to occur
regardless of implementation of the RADP (see Table 3-1, p. 3-6). The Boarding Area H Only Alternative would
entail substantially less construction than the RADP and would result in a substantial reduction in the
duration and intensity of construction activities (i.e., about six years rather than over a period of
approximately 20 years under the RADP). By removing all the key terminal projects except Boarding Area H,
all ground access and parking projects, and support facilities projects proposed under the RADP, the
Boarding Area H Only Alternative would be substantially less effective in comparison to the RADP in
accommodating forecast passenger demand and aviation activity.

S.4.4  Summary of Impacts

Table S-3 compares each alternative to the RADP and its respective impacts in a summary manner.
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Table S-3

Environmental Impact Report

3.A. Transportation and Circulation

Impact TR-1: Construction under the RADP would require a substantially
extended duration; however, the effects would not create potentially hazardous
conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving or interfere with emergency
access or accessibility for people walking or bicycling, or substantially delay
transit.

Impact TR-2: The RADP would not create potentially hazardous conditions for
people walking, bicycling, or driving, or public transit operations.

Impact TR-3: The RADP would not interfere with the accessibility of people
walking or bicycling to and from the project site and adjoining areas, or result in
inadequate emergency access.

Impact TR-4: The RADP would not substantially delay public transit.

Impact TR-5: The RADP would not cause substantial additional vehicle miles
traveled or substantially induce automobile travel.

Impact TR-6: The RADP would not result in a passenger or freight loading deficit.

Impact TR-7: The RADP would not result in a substantial parking deficit.

Impact C-TR-1: Construction of RADP projects, in combination with cumulative
projects, would not result in significant construction-related transportation
impacts.

Case No. 2017-007468ENV S-78
SFO Recommended Airport Development Plan
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Impact C-TR-2: The RADP, in combination with cumulative projects, would not

LTS

Alternative A:

No Project
Alternative

Similar to the

Summary
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Alternative B:

Reduced Development

Alternative

Similar to the RADP

Alternative C:
Boarding Area H
Only Alternative

Similar to the

create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, bicycling, or driving RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
or for public transit operations; would not interfere with the accessibility of
people walking or bicycling, or result in inadequate emergency access; would
not delay transit; would not cause substantial additional VMT or substantially
induce automobile travel, or result in substantial loading or parking deficits.

3.B. Noise and Vibration
Impact NO-1: Construction of RADP projects could result in a substantial LTSM Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels at sensitive receptors in RADP (LTS) (LTSM) RADP (LTSM)
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies.
Impact NO-2: Construction of RADP projects could generate excessive LTSM Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. RADP (LTS) (LTSM) RADP (LTSM)
Impact NO-3: Operation of RADP projects would not result in a substantial LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
permanent increase in ambient noise levels at sensitive receptors in excess of RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies.
Impact NO-4: Construction and operation of RADP projects would not expose LTS Similar to the Similar to the RADP Similar to the
people residing or working in an airport land use plan area to excessive noise RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
levels.
Impact C-NO-1: Construction of RADP projects, in combination with cumulative | LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
projects, would not result in significant noise impacts. RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
Impact C-NO-2: Construction of RADP projects, in combination with cumulative | LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
projects, would not generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
noise levels.
Impact C-NO-3: Operation of RADP projects, in combination with cumulative LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
projects, would not result in significant noise impacts. RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
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Alternative A: Alternative B: Alternative C:

No Project Reduced Development Boarding Area H
Impacts Alternative Alternative Only Alternative

3.C. Air Quality

Impact AQ-1 (Plan-Level Analysis): The RADP would not conflict with or obstruct | LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
implementation of the Clean Air Plan. RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
Impact AQ-2 (Plan-Level Analysis): The RADP would not result in a cumulatively | LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
considerable net increase of any criteria air pollutant for which the project RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard.
Impact AQ-3 (Representative Analysis of Subsequent RADP Projects): LTSM Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
Construction of subsequent RADP projects could result in a cumulatively RADP (LTS) (LTSM) RADP (LTSM)
considerable net increase of any criteria air pollutant for which the region is in
nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard.
Impact AQ-4 (Representative Analysis of Subsequent RADP Projects): Operation | SUM Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
of subsequent RADP projects would cause a cumulatively considerable net RADP (LTS) (LTSM) RADP (LTSM)
increase of a criteria air pollutant for which the region is in nonattainment under
an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard.
Impact AQ-5 (Plan-Level and Representative Analysis of Subsequent RADP LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
Projects): Construction and operation of RADP projects, individually or in RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
combination, would not result in emissions of fine particulate matter (PM,s) or-
toxic air contaminants that would result in exposure of sensitive receptors to
substantial air pollutant concentrations.
Impact AQ-6 (Representative Analysis of Subsequent RADP Projects): LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
Construction and operation of subsequent RADP projects would not result in RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people.
Impact C-AQ-1: Construction and operation of the RADP, in combination with LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
cumulative projects, would not result in exposure of sensitive receptors to RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)

substantial levels of fine particulate matter (PM,s) and toxic air contaminants
under cumulative conditions.
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Impact C-AQ-2: Construction and operation of the RADP, in combination with LTS
cumulative projects, would not combine with other sources of odors that would
adversely affect a substantial number of people.

Initial Study

E.1. Land Use and Planning

Impact LU-1: The RADP would not physically divide an established community. LTS
Impact LU-2: The RADP would not cause a significant physical environmental LTS
impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.
Impact C-LU-1: The RADP in combination with cumulative projects would not LTS
result in a significant cumulative impact related to land use and planning.

E.2. Aesthetics
Impact AE-1: The RADP would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic LTS
vista or substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway,
nor would the RADP substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of public views of the site and its surroundings or conflict with applicable
zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality.
Impact AE-2: The RADP would not create a new source of substantial light or LTS
glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.
Impact C-AE-1: The RADP in combination with cumulative projects would not LTS

result in a significant cumulative impact related to aesthetics.
E.3. Population and Housing

Impact PH-1: The RADP would not induce substantial unplanned direct or LTS

indirect population growth.
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Alternative A: Alternative B: Alternative C:

No Project Reduced Development Boarding Area H
Impacts Alternative Alternative Only Alternative
Impact C-PH-1: The RADP in combination with cumulative projects would not LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
result in a significant cumulative impact related to population and housing. RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)

E.4. Cultural Resources
Impact CR-1: The RADP could cause a substantial adverse change in the LTSM Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
significance of a historical resource pursuant to section 15064.5, including those RADP (LTS) (LTSM) RADP (LTSM)
resources listed in article 10 or article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code.
Impact CR-2: The RADP could cause a substantial adverse change in the LTSM Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
significance of an archeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines RADP (LTS) (LTSM) RADP (LTSM)
section 15064.5.
Impact CR-3: The RADP could disturb human remains, including those interred LTSM Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
outside of formal cemeteries. RADP (LTS) (LTSM) RADP (LTSM)
Impact C-CR-1: The RADP, in combination with cumulative projects, could result | LTSM Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
in cumulative impacts on historic resources. RADP (LTS) (LTSM) RADP (LTSM)
Impact C-CR-2: The RADP, in combination with cumulative projects, could result | LTSM Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
in significant cumulative impacts on archeological resources and human RADP (LTS) (LTSM) RADP (LTSM)
remains.
E.5. Tribal Cultural Resources
Impact TCR-1: The RADP could result in a substantial adverse change in the LTSM Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
significance of a tribal cultural resource, as defined in Public Resources Code RADP (LTS) (LTSM) RADP (LTSM)
section 21074.
Impact C-TCR-1: The RADP, in combination with cumulative projects, could LTSM Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
result in a significant cumulative impact on tribal cultural resources. RADP (LTS) (LTSM) RADP (LTSM)
E.9. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Impact C-GG-1: The RADP would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but notat | LTS Lessthanthe | Lessthan the RADP Less than the
levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)

with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
greenhouse gas emissions.
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Alternative B:

Alternative C:

No Project Reduced Development Boarding Area H
Impacts Alternative Alternative Only Alternative
E.10. Wind
Impact WI-1: The RADP would not create wind hazards in publicly accessible LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
areas of substantial pedestrian use. RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
Impact C-WI-1: The RADP in combination with cumulative projects would not LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
result in a significant cumulative wind impact. RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
E.11. Shadow
Impact SH-1: The RADP would not create new shadow in a manner that would LTS Less thanthe | Similartothe RADP | Less than the
substantially and adversely affect the use and enjoyment of publicly accessible RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
open spaces.
Impact C-SH-1: The RADP in combination with cumulative projects would not LTS Lessthanthe | Similartothe RADP | Less than the
result in a significant cumulative shadow impact. RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
E.12. Recreation
Impact RE-1: The RADP would not result in a substantial increase in the use of LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
existing neighborhood and regional parks and recreation facilities such that RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
substantial physical deterioration or degradation of recreational facilities would
occur or be accelerated and would not result in the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment.
Impact C-RE-1: The RADP in combination with cumulative projects would not LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
result in a significant cumulative impact on recreational facilities. RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
E.13. Utilities and Service Systems
Impact UT-1: The RADP would not require or result in the relocation or LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
construction of new or expanded water or wastewater treatment or stormwater RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)

drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, or the
expansion of existing facilities, the construction or relocation of which could
cause significant environmental effects.
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Alternative A:

Alternative B:

Alternative C:

No Project Reduced Development Boarding Area H

Impacts Alternative Alternative Only Alternative
Impact UT-2: Sufficient water supplies are available to serve the RADP and LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
reasonably foreseeable future development in normal, dry, and multiple dry RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
years.
Impact UT-3: The RADP would not result in a determination by the wastewater LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
treatment provider that serves or may serve the project that it has inadequate RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s
existing commitments.
Impact UT-4: The RADP would not generate solid waste in excess of state or LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
local standards or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, and would RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to solid waste.
Impact C-UT-1: The RADP in combination with cumulative projects would not LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
result in significant cumulative impacts related to utilities and service systems. RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)

E.14. Public Services
Impact PS-1: The RADP would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts | LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
from new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for
any of the public services such as fire protection, police protection, schools, or
other public facilities.
Impact C-PS-1: The RADP in combination with cumulative projects would not LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the

result in a significant cumulative impact on public services.

RADP (LTS)

(LTS)

RADP (LTS)

E.15. Biological Resources

Impact BI-1: The RADP would not have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service.

LTSM

Less than the
RADP (LTS)

Less than the RADP
(LTSM)

Less than the
RADP (LTSM)
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S.4. Summary of Project Alternatives

Alternative B:

Alternative C:

No Project Reduced Development Boarding Area H

Impacts Alternative Alternative Only Alternative
Impact BI-2: The RADP would not have a substantial adverse effect on any LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
Impact BI-3: The RADP would not have a substantial adverse effect on federally | LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
protected wetlands (including but not limited to marsh, vernal pool, coastal, RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means.
Impact Bl-4: The RADP would not interfere substantially with the movement of | LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
resident or migratory wildlife corridors or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites.
Impact BI-5: The RADP would not conflict with local policies or ordinances LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
Impact C-BI-1: The RADP in combination with cumulative projects would not LTSM Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
result in a significant cumulative impact on biological resources. RADP (LTS) (LTSM) RADP (LTSM)

E.16. Geology and Soils
Impact GE-1: The RADP would not directly or indirectly cause substantial LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving fault rupture, RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
seismic groundshaking, seismically induced ground failure, or seismically
induced landslides.
Impact GE-2: The RADP would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of | LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
topsoil. RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
Impact GE-3: The RADP would not be located on geologic unit or soil that is LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project. RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
Impact GE-4: The RADP would not create substantial risks to life or property asa | LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
result of locating buildings or other features on expansive or corrosive soils. RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
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Alternative A:

Alternative B:

Alternative C:

No Project Reduced Development Boarding Area H
Impacts Alternative Alternative Only Alternative
Impact GE-5: The RADP would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
geologic feature nor have the potential to destroy a unique paleontological RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
resource.
Impact C-GE-1: The RADP in combination with cumulative projects would not LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
result in significant cumulative impacts related to geology or paleontological RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
resources.

E.17. Hydrology and Water Quality

Impact HY-1: The RADP would not violate any water quality standards or waste | LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
groundwater quality.
Impact HY-2: The RADP would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies | LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
impede the sustainable groundwater management of the basin.
Impact HY-3: The RADP would not substantially alter the existing drainage LTS Lessthanthe | Lessthan the RADP Less than the
pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner that
would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding onsite or offsite.
Impact HY-4: The RADP would not create or contribute runoff water that would | LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.
Impact HY-5: The RADP would not impede or redirect flood flows. LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the

RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
Impact HY-6: The RADP would not risk the release of pollutants from project LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
inundation in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones. RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
Impact HY-7: The RADP would not conflict with or obstructimplementationofa | LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
Impact C-HY-1: The RADP in combination with cumulative projects would not LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
result in significant cumulative impacts on hydrology or water quality. RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
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E.18. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Summary
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Reduced Development

Alternative

Alternative C:
Boarding Area H
Only Alternative

manner.

Impact HZ-1: The RADP would not create a significant hazard to the public or the | LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
materials or through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials.
Impact HZ-2: The RADP would be located on a site that is included on a list of LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
section 65962.5 but would not create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment.
Impact HZ-3: The RADP would not result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for | LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
people residing or working in a project area located within an airport land use RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
plan or within two miles of an airport.
Impact HZ-4: The RADP would not impair implementation of or physically LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
plan.
Impact C-HZ-1: The RADP in combination with cumulative projects would not LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
result in significant cumulative impacts related to hazards or hazardous RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
materials.

E.20. Energy
Impact EN-1: The RADP would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary | LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
consumption of energy resources during construction or operation, or conflict RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency.
Impact C-EN-1: The RADP in combination with cumulative projects would LTS Less than the Less than the RADP Less than the
increase the use of energy, fuel, and water resources, but not in a wasteful RADP (LTS) (LTS) RADP (LTS)
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S.4.5  Comparison of Alternatives and their Ability to Meet Project Objectives

A comparison of each alternative and its ability to meet the project objectives compared to the RADP is
summarized below in Table S-4.

SFO Recommended Airport Development Plan

Table S-4 Summary of Ability of Alternatives to Meet Project Objectives
Alternative B: Alternative C:
Alternative A: Reduced Development Boarding Area H
Project Objective No Project Alternative Only Alternative
1. Provide a long-range development plan that No Partially, due to Partially, due to
elevates the passenger experience at the Airport and reduction in reduction in
accommodates forecast passenger demand and development development
aviation activity in a safe, cost-effective, operationally
efficient, environmentally conscious, and flexible
manner.

. Maximize practical airfield capacity and operational | No Partially, due to Partially, due to
efficiency in the existing physical geometry of the reduction in reduction in
runways; there would be no changes to the existing development development
runways geometry and configuration under the RADP.

. Maximize gate capacity, geometry, and flexibility of | No Partially, due to Partially, due to
airline use to efficiently accommodate forecast reduction in reduction in
aviation activity, without relying on remote development development
gates/hard stands that would require bussing
operations to accommodate boarding/deplaning
passengers on the airfield.

. Optimize passenger processing areas including No No No
terminal lobby and security check point flows to
meet future needs and incorporate new technologies.

. Maximize shared-use facilities in the terminal areas | No No No
and Airport and airline support facilities, as well as
enable shared use by providing technology, bag
claim flexibility, and connectivity for passengers and
baggage across all terminals.

. Achieve industry standards and airport planning No Partially, due to No
principles by prioritizing efficient flow of aircraft, reduction in
passengers, and goods through the Airport, through development
optimizing flows in the following order of priority:

Airport operations area/airside; Airport facilities that
are passenger facing such as terminals and gate
areas, and associated passenger/aircraft support
facilities (e.g., ground service equipment); landside
Airport facilities including ground transportation,
passenger parking, and rental car facility; other
Airport and airline support facilities within the
Airport property; and off-Airport uses such as
catering, warehousing, and remote passenger
parking.
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Alternative B: Alternative C:

Alternative A: Reduced Development Boarding Area H
Project Objective No Project Alternative Only Alternative

7. Provide sufficient on-Airport parking to No Yes No
accommodate passenger demand and transport
passengers and employees to/from the terminal
areas using AirTrain to the greatest extent possible.

S.4.6  Environmentally Superior Alternative

The CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an environmentally superior alternative among the
alternatives (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)). Based on the analysis and comparison of the impacts of
the alternatives presented above, Alternative A (No Project Alternative) is the environmentally superior
alternative. As described above, Alternative A would eliminate the significant-and-unavoidable-with-mitigation
impact and reduce the less-than-significant and less-than-significant-with-mitigation impacts associated with
implementation of the RADP given that no construction or operation of subsequent projects would occur.

The CEQA Guidelines state that if the “no project” alternative would be the environmentally superior
alternative, then the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other project
alternatives (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(2)). Based on the evaluation above, Alternative C (Boarding
Area H Only Alternative), is the environmentally superior alternative. Under Alternative C, the significant-
and-unavoidable-with-mitigation impact related to emissions of the criteria air pollutant ROG during
operation identified for the RADP would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation as a result of the
reduced extent of development (Impact AQ-4). While the significant-and-unavoidable-with-mitigation
impact of the RADP related to operational emissions of the criteria air pollutant ROG would also be reduced
to less than significant with mitigation under Alternative B (Reduced Development Alternative), the
reduction would be greater under Alternative C due to the substantially reduced extent of development
compared to Alternative B. In addition, by retaining implementation of the primary terminal project under
the RADP, Alternative C would more effectively (though still only partially) meet most of the RADP project
objectives in comparison to Alternatives A and B. However, under Alternative C, the full range of new and
expanded terminal facilities and aircraft maintenance facilities proposed under the RADP to accommodate
long-term operations and passenger activity would not be implemented. Nevertheless, Alternative C is the
environmentally superior alternative.

S.5 Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved

Based on the comments received on the notice of preparation of an EIR, potential areas of controversy for
the RADP include:

® Potential construction and operational impacts related to local and regional air quality
e Potential noise, vibration, air quality, health risk, safety, and other impacts related to aircraft operations

e Potential impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions from air traffic, vehicle miles traveled, and ground
support vehicles and equipment
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e Potential impacts related to ground-based noise and vibration from demolition, new construction, and
Airport configuration, including the proposed realignment of Taxiways A and B

e Potential hydrological impacts related to impervious services

e Potential impacts related to traffic congestion
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents a summary of the San Francisco International Airport (SFO) Recommended Airport
Development Plan (RADP), outlines the purpose of this draft environmental impact report (Draft EIR), summarizes
the environmental review process, and describes the intended use and organization of the Draft EIR.

This Draft EIR analyzes potential environmental effects associated with implementation of the RADP at a
programmatic level, which is being proposed by the project sponsor, San Francisco International Airport
(SFO or Airport). SFO prepared the Draft Final Airport Development Plan (Draft Final ADP) to set forth a long-
range plan to modernize SFO, increase the efficiency of Airport operations, and enhance the passenger
experience.'’ The Draft Final ADP studies forecast passenger demand and recommended landside facility
requirements through development of long-range projects, collectively called the Recommended Airport
Development Plan in Chapter 6 of the Draft Final ADP. The RADP projects described in Chapter 6 were derived
from conducting an inventory assessment of existing facilities and ongoing projects,** preparing an aviation
activity forecast, analyzing the facilities requirements to meet the aviation activity forecast, and developing
alternatives analyses.

The RADP involves a long-range plan to guide development at the Airport, which is intended to
accommodate forecast passenger demand at SFO through the following measures:*> maximizing gate
capacity, geometry, and flexibility; optimizing lobby and security flows and incorporating new technology for
passenger screening; maximizing shared-use facilities and baggage claim flexibility; and maximizing transfer
connectivity for passengers and baggage.

SFO is geographically located primarily in unincorporated San Mateo County, California, approximately

13 miles south of downtown San Francisco, with portions of the Airport within the city boundaries of South
San Francisco to the north, Millbrae to the south, and San Bruno to the west.** The U.S. Coast Guard San
Francisco Air Station'* and the United Airlines Maintenance and Operations Center™ are located on Airport
land but are excluded from consideration in the RADP because they are fixed, on-Airport land uses. The

1 City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco International Airport, Draft Final Airport Development Plan, September 2016,
https://planning.flysfo.com/sfo-tomorrow/, accessed April 19, 2024. Note the Draft Final Airport Development Plan represents the final document
developed after a two-year planning process; however, the San Francisco Airport Commission will not take action on the ADP until completion of the
CEQA process. As such, the ADP is referred to as the Draft Final Airport Development Plan.

1 An ongoing project is defined in the Draft Final ADP as a project that has been authorized to proceed by the San Francisco Airport Commission or
has been identified by Airport management as needing to be implemented in the near future, subject to Airport Commission and other necessary
approvals. Reasonably foreseeable ongoing projects are identified as cumulative projects and are listed in Table 3-2, p. 3-8, and mapped on

Figure 3-1, p. 3-11. Other ongoing projects would undergo environmental review, as needed, at such time they are proposed. Employee generation
associated with ongoing projects is included in the background growth presented in Table 3-1, p. 3-6. City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco
International Airport, Draft Final Airport Development Plan, September 2016, https://planning.flysfo.com/sfo-tomorrow/, accessed April 19, 2024.

12 See Chapter 1, Introduction, of the Draft Final ADP for an overview of the process and SFO goals and objectives that guided the ADP planning process.
13 SFO, owned by the City and County of San Francisco, is not subject to the land use requirements of other jurisdictions, even if the land use occurs
within the geographical boundaries of another jurisdiction. California Government Code sections 53090 and 53091 grant a city or county
intergovernmental immunity from complying with another governmental body's zoning and building permit laws.

1 The U.S. Coast Guard station is located entirely on federal land; the facilities are owned, maintained, and operated by the federal government.

15 United Airlines maintains a land lease and the facilities developed, operated, and maintained within the Maintenance and Operations Center
leasehold are owned by United Airlines.
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Chapter 1. Introduction
1.A. Purpose of This EIR

Airport is owned by the City and County of San Francisco (the City), and operated by and through the San
Francisco Airport Commission (the airport commission).

1.A Purpose of This EIR

This EIR is intended as an informational document that in and of itself does not determine whether the RADP
or any component of it will be approved. Rather, the Draft EIR and Response to Comments document, which
together constitute the Final EIR, aids the planning and decision-making process by disclosing the potential
for significant adverse impacts. In conformance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA,;
codified in California Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.), this Draft EIR provides objective
information addressing the environmental consequences of the RADP and identifies the means of reducing
or avoiding its significant impacts where feasible.

The CEQA Guidelines help define the role and expectations of this EIR as follows:

¢ [Informational Document. An EIR is an informational document that will inform public agency decision-
makers and the public of the significant environmental effect(s) of a project, identify feasible ways to
avoid or minimize significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. The public
agency shall consider the information in the EIR along with other information contained in the
administrative record (CEQA Guidelines section 15121(a)).

e Degree of Specificity. An EIR on an individual development project necessarily will be more detailed in
its analysis of the effects of the project than will an EIR on the adoption of a local general plan or a plan
like the RADP because the effects of the construction and operation of an individual building or buildings
can be predicted with greater accuracy than can the effects of a plan for a large geographic area that
contains broad parameters that would apply to numerous individual projects. Therefore, an EIR on a
plan should focus on the secondary effects—including the likely effects from subsequent projects that
could occur with implementation of the RADP—that can be expected to follow from plan adoption, but
the EIR need not be as detailed as an EIR on the specific construction and operation of projects that
might follow (CEQA Guidelines section 15146 (a) and (b)).

e Standards for Adequacy of an EIR. An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to
provide decision-makers with information that enables them to make a decision that intelligently takes
account of the environmental consequences of the project under consideration. An evaluation of the
environmental effects of a proposed plan need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be
reviewed in light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR
inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of such disagreement. The courts have
looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure (CEQA
Guidelines section 15151).

CEQA Guidelines section 15382 defines a significant effect on the environment as “a substantial, or
potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the
project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic
significance.” Therefore, in identifying the significant impacts of the RADP, this Draft EIR concentrates on its
substantial physical effects and on mitigation measures to avoid or reduce those effects.
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Chapter 1. Introduction
1.A. Purpose of This EIR

1.A.1  Programmatic Review of Potential Impacts

This Draft EIR analyzes the RADP at a programmatic level, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15168.
A programmatic analysis is appropriate for a project that will involve a series of actions that are (1) related
geographically, (2) logical parts in a chain of contemplated actions, (3) connected as part of a continuing
program, and (4) carried out under the same authorizing statute or regulatory authority and have similar
environmental impacts that can be mitigated in similar ways. To the extent that RADP projects that could
occur with implementation of the RADP could result in significant adverse effects on the physical
environment that were not anticipated in the Draft EIR, those projects would require further environmental
review. CEQA Guidelines section 15168 also notes that the use of a program EIR can “ensure consideration of
cumulative impacts that might be slighted in a case-by-case analysis; avoid duplicative reconsideration of
basic policy considerations; allow the lead agency to consider broad policy alternatives and program-wide
mitigation measures at an early time when the agency has greater flexibility to deal with basic problems or
cumulative impacts; and allow for a reduction in paperwork.”

1.A.2  Analysis Assumptions

Passenger Activity Levels

The purpose of the RADP is to accommodate forecast passenger demand at SFO by achieving the project
objectives identified in Chapter 2, Project Description, of this Draft EIR. Implementation of the RADP would
facilitate the development of terminal and non-movement areas*® of the airfield, as well as landside facilities
to accommodate long-term aircraft operations” and passenger activity levels at the Airport of approximately
506,000 annual aircraft operations, which is the estimated annual practical capacity of the existing runways
regardless of whether the RADP is implemented.'® The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) approved SFO’s
constrained aviation activity forecast for use in planning in June 2014.*° Passenger aircraft operations
represent the largest portion of the 506,000 annual aircraft operations, which are forecast to accommodate
approximately 71.1 million annual passengers considering the forecast passenger aircraft fleet mix.”® As
discussed in more detail in Chapter 2, Project Description, and in Appendix C, Airport Facilities to
Accommodate Aviation Demand, of this Draft EIR, implementation of the RADP would not induce passenger
demand, nor would the RADP increase the capacity of the airfield, change the configuration of the existing
runways, change the number of aircraft operations or aircraft types operating at the Airport (including cargo,
private jets, and helicopters), or change the volume of annual passengers that choose to fly into and out of
SFO. Rather, development of the terminal and non-movement areas of the airfield and landside facilities
identified in the RADP would ensure that SFO is able to maintain an acceptable level of service for passengers

16 The non-movement area of an airport is not controlled by FAA air traffic control and includes ramps or aprons, a defined area for aircraft parking,
loading and unloading passengers or cargo, refueling, or maintenance. The movement area of an airport is controlled by FAA air traffic control and
includes runways, taxiways, and other areas of an airport that are used for taxiing, takeoff, and landing of aircraft.

1 An aircraft operation is defined as either a takeoff or a landing.

18 The constrained forecast and ultimate airport capacity and delay simulation modeling analysis are contained in the Chapter 2 and Appendix B of
the Draft Final Airport Development Plan, respectively.

19 Fernando Yanez, Airport Planner, Federal Aviation Administration, "Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Approval of San Francisco International
Airport’s Aviation Activity Forecasts,” letter to John Bergener, Airport Planning Director, San Francisco International Airport, June 9, 2014.

20 Aviation activity forecasts are based on national and regional economic modeling and regression analysis and aviation trends and incorporate FAA-
required factors for public-use airports, including airline aircraft fleet mix considerations. Forecasts are initially prepared as unconstrained, assuming
no physical or facility constraints would limit increases in aviation activity. At SFO, the practical capacity of the runways constrains the overall
capacity of the airport and there is no feasible option for adding runway capacity at SFO. Therefore, the forecast used for the RADP represents a
constrained condition reflecting the practical capacity of the runways. The associated forecast of annual passengers was based on an assessment of
future airline fleet mix, considering the number of seats per aircraft and the estimated percentage of occupied seats.
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Chapter 1. Introduction
1.B. Environmental Review Process

and accommodate aircraft operations without causing severe or unrecoverable delays. As such, this Draft EIR
analyzes projected employment growth (as described in Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures) pertaining to the development of terminal and non-movement areas of the airfield and
landside facilities (subsequent projects) that could occur with implementation of the RADP. This Draft EIR
bases the analyses of impacts on reasonably conservative assumptions to avoid understating the RADP’s
overall environmental effects.

CEQA Baseline

In general, this Draft EIR uses the physical conditions in the area of the RADP at the time of NOP publication
(May 22, 2019) as the baseline condition to evaluate most construction, operational, and cumulative impacts
of the RADP. However, in some cases, comparing existing conditions as of May 2019 to future conditions
would be incorrect and would overestimate the impacts caused by implementation of the RADP and thus
would be misleading to the public and decision makers. Comparing and assessing the environmental effects
of subsequent projects that could occur under the RADP to the 2019 existing conditions would mislead the
public and decision makers into believing that (1) there would be no or few changes to existing conditions
regarding passenger and employment growth anticipated to occur by 2045 regardless of implementation of
the RADP; and (2) all or most of the environmental impacts that could occur by 2045 are attributable solely to
the RADP, rather than, for example, the passenger and employment growth anticipated to occur by 2045
regardless of implementation of the RADP. For this reason, this Draft EIR considers future 2045 (i.e., the
anticipated RADP buildout year) baseline conditions to assess operational (including cumulative)
environmental impacts for air quality, noise, and transportation to account for the passenger and
employment growth anticipated to occur regardless of implementation of the RADP to present a reasonable
worst-case analysis.” For all other construction, operational, and cumulative impacts, the 2019 existing
conditions baseline is used to analyze impacts related to implementation of the RADP. This is because, for
those environmental topics, there is no substantial evidence indicating that the physical environmental
conditions that existed in May 2019 as presented in this Draft EIR would change in the future in a way that
would substantially change the magnitude and nature of physical environmental impacts resulting from the
implementation of the RADP.

1.A.3  Alternatives to the Project

Chapter 5, Alternatives, of this Draft EIR considers a reasonable range of feasible alternatives that would
avoid or substantially lessen potential significant impacts of the RADP, while still feasibly meeting most of
the project sponsor ’s objectives. The three alternatives studied in this Draft EIR include a No Project
Alternative (Alternative A), a Reduced Development Alternative (Alternative B), and a Boarding Area H
Only Alternative (Alternative C).

1.B  Environmental Review Process

The San Francisco Planning Department (planning department), serving as lead agency responsible for
administering the environmental review on behalf of the City, determined that preparation of an EIR was
needed to evaluate potentially significant effects that could result from implementation of the RADP. CEQA

2 This future baseline includes the anticipated future regional land use, population, and employment growth; the increase to approximately
71.1 million annual passengers at the Airport based on the estimated capacity of the existing runways; and the future projections of Airport
employment through 2045, not including subsequent projects that could occur with implementation of the RADP.
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Chapter 1. Introduction
1.B. Environmental Review Process

requires that before a decision can be made to approve a project (or in this case, a plan) that would result in
a potential significant effect on the environment, an EIR must be prepared that describes the environmental
effects of the project. An EIR is a public information document for use by governmental agencies and the
public to identify and evaluate potential environmental impacts of a project, to identify feasible mitigation
measures to lessen or eliminate significant adverse impacts, and to examine a reasonable range of feasible
alternatives to the project. The information contained in the Final EIR will be reviewed and considered by the
decision-makers prior to approval, disapproval, or modification of the RADP.

CEQA generally prohibits the lead agency from approving orimplementing a project unless its significant
environmental effects have been reduced to less-than-significant levels, essentially “eliminating, avoiding, or
substantially lessening” the expected impact(s), except when certain findings are made.?* If the lead agency
approves a project that would result in the occurrence of significant adverse impacts that cannot be
mitigated to less-than-significant levels, the agency must state the reasons for its action in writing,
demonstrate that its action is based on the EIR or other information in the record, and adopt a statement of
overriding considerations. A statement of overriding considerations provides substantial evidence of the
balance of the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or statewide
environmental benefits, of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks when
determining whether to approve the project.

1.B.1  Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and Public
Scoping Meetings

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15082, the planning department, as lead agency, published and
distributed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to governmental agencies, organizations, and persons who may
have an interest in the RADP on May 22, 2019.%* Publication of the NOP initiated a 30-day public review and
comment period that began on May 22,2019, and ended on June 21, 2019 (see Appendix A). The NOP requested
that agencies and interested parties comment on environmental issues that should be addressed in the Draft
EIR. Scoping meetings were held on May 30, 2019, in San Francisco and on June 4, 2019, in Millbrae, to
explain the environmental review process for the RADP and to provide opportunity to take public comment
and concerns related to the RADP’s environmental issues. The planning department considered the public
comments received at the scoping meeting and prepared an initial study to focus the scope of the Draft EIR by
assessing which of the RADP’s environmental topics would not result in significant impacts on the environment.
The initial study is included as an appendix to this Draft EIR (see Appendix B) and is considered part of this
Draft EIR. The initial study determined that the RADP would not result in significant environmental effects (in
some cases, with mitigation identified in the initial study) for the following environmental topics:

® Land Use and Planning ® Greenhouse Gas Emissions

® Aesthetics *  Wind

® Population and Housing e Shadow

® Cultural Resources ® Recreation

® Tribal Cultural Resources e Utilities and Service Systems

22 The planning department is the lead agency for the CEQA process, but the airport commission is the approving agency for the RADP.
2 Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, long-range planning was suspended and SFO continued to refine the RADP.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

1.B. Environmental Review Process

® Public Services
e Biological Resources

® Geology and Soils

® Mineral Resources

® Energy

e Agriculture and Forestry Resources

e Hydrology and Water Quality °  Wildfire

e Hazards and Hazardous Materials e Mandatory Findings of Significance

During the review and comment period, comments were submitted to the planning department by
interested parties. The planning department has considered the comments made by the public and agencies
in preparation of this Draft EIR, as summarized in Table 1-1. Comments on the NOP that relate to
environmental issues and potential physical environmental impacts of the RADP are addressed and analyzed
throughout this Draft EIR and initial study (see Appendix B), which is considered part of this Draft EIR. The
table lists the commenter and section of the Draft EIR or initial study in which each comment is addressed.
The scoping comments, as summarized in this table, also indicate areas of controversy known to the lead
agency and issues to be resolved, per CEQA Guidelines section 15123.*

Table 1-1 Summary of Scoping Comments

Commenter Summary of Comment

Agencies

Draft EIR and/or
Initial Study Section

Management
District (Greg Nudd,
Deputy Air Pollution

Bay Area Air Quality | °

Control Officer °

Evaluate the Project's consistency with the most recent draft
of the Senate Bill 32 Scoping Plan by the California Air
Resources Board and with the state’s 2030 and 2050 climate
goals.

Evaluate the Project's consistency with the City and County
of San Francisco Climate Change Goals and Action Plan.

Evaluate the Project's consistency with the Air District's 2017
Clean Air Plan (2017 CAP).

Quantify the Project's potential construction and
operational impacts to local and regional air quality.

Estimate and evaluate the potential health risk to existing
and future sensitive receptors, within the Project, including
worker receptors, from toxic air contaminants (TAC) and fine
particulate matter (PM2.5) as a result of the Project's
construction and operation.

Evaluate all feasible mitigation measures, both onsite and
offsite, for all potentially significant air quality and GHG
impacts identified in the DEIR.

The Project may require Air District permits for
demolitions/renovations, internal combustion engines
greater than 50 horsepower, boilers, and other stationary
equipment that may cause air pollution.

Section 3.C,

Air Quality
Appendix B,
Section E.9,
Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

24 Note that public comments received on the NOP have not been edited to retain the integrity of the comment. Any suggested edits included for

clarity are shown in brackets.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

1.B. Environmental Review Process

Draft EIR and/or
Commenter Summary of Comment Initial Study Section
® Include a description of the cleanup and remediation at the
Project Site, including the nature of the contamination, and
any remaining site cleanup/ remediation.
® Include all appendices or technical documents relating to
the air quality, toxic air contaminant and GHG analysis, such
as emissions assessment calculation and the health risk
assessment files.
California ® Address sea level rise through geotechnical and hydrological Appendix B,
Department of studies conducted in coordination with Caltrans and Section E.17,
Transportation pursuant to Executive Order S-13-08. Hydrology and
District 4 (Wahida Water Quality

Rashid, Acting
District Branch
Chief)

Any major increase of square footage due to construction
may impact existing floodplains and local neighbors.
Additional mitigation measures will be needed to maintain
current hydrologic conditions or mitigate any increase in
flood flow.

Any work or traffic control that encroaches onto the State
ROW requires an encroachment permit that is issued by
Caltrans.

Section 3.A,
Transportation
and Circulation

As the Lead Agency, the City and County of San Francisco is
responsible for all project mitigation, including any needed
improvements to the State Transportation Network (STN).
The project's financing, scheduling, implementation

Chapter 3,
Environmental
Setting, Impact,
and Mitigation

responsibilities and monitoring should be fully discussed for Measures

all proposed mitigation measures, prior to the submittal of

an encroachment permit. Potential mitigation measures that

include the requirements of other agencies—such as

Caltrans—are fully enforceable through permit conditions,

agreements, or other legally-binding instruments under the

control of the Lead Agency.
City of Millbrae ® |tisunclear how the proposed RADP would not result in an Chapter 2,
(Bradley Misner, increase in air traffic arrivals and departures and ground- Project
Community based noise, especially since the plan seems to suggest new, Description
D?velopment larger aircraft would be accommodated. Appendix C,
Director) * EIRshould include analysis to determine whether the Airport Facilities to

proposed RADP would promote additional air traffic Ac.cornmodate

associated with any diverted flights to SFO, cargo planes, Aviation Demand

private jets, and/or helicopters.

e Analyze the cumulative noise and vibration impacts of Section 3.B,

arriving and departing aircraft, including an analysis of how Noise and

noise travels and bounces within the built environment, if Vibration

possible. The analysis should include methods for

monitoring noise and vibration to determine the real-time

impacts and an identification of locations where noise

monitoring equipment may be located.
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Draft EIR and/or
Commenter Summary of Comment Initial Study Section
® Analyze ground-based noise and vibration impacts from
demolition, new construction, final configuration (including
the Taxiway A and B shifts) and impacts associated with
accommodating new and larger aircraft. Also, specific
attention should be focused on impacts to Lomita Park
School, Marina Vista and Bayside Manor neighborhoods.
® Analyze increased ground-based noise impacts due to
increased airport operations, including but not limited to,
baggage handling, maintenance, catering trucks and
personnel vehicles and whether electric operation vehicles
would substantially decrease noise impacts.
e |dentify locations for the placement of modern noise
monitoring equipment that can provide real-time data.
® Analyze the effects of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, ° Appendix B,
including additional air traffic, vehicle miles traveled (VMT) Section E.9,
from arriving and departing passengers traveling in Greenhouse Gas
automobiles (including airport employees), and ground Emissions
support vehicles and equipment servicing the increased air
traffic.
® Analyze construction-related impacts, including e Chapter3,
identification of proposed off-site staging areas, storage Environmental
areas, vehicle hauling routes, supply vehicles, and Setting, Impacts,
construction worker parking areas. and Mitigation
Measures

® Analyze air quality impacts to the Millbrae community and e Section 3.C,
specifically to Lomita Park School (this area may be the site Air Quality
of a future community garden) and the two neighborhoods
mentioned above.

e Analyze Transportation Network Company (TNC) vehicles e Section3.A,
along with shuttle, limousine, and other automobile travel Transportation
patterns, staging areas, and drop-off/pickup routes. and Circulation

® Analyze traffic impacts along the Millbrae Avenue Corridor
including both U.S. 101 on- and off-ramps due to spill over
traffic from the Airport.

e The City urges a Zero Waste approach to the demolition and | ® Appendix B,

recycling/reuse of materials on-site. Section E.13,
Utilities and
Service Systems
City of Pacifica e Although SFO claims that the expansion will not "change e Chapter2,
(Kevin Woodhouse, aircraft operations," it is difficult to see how such a large Project
City Manager) expansion in the Airport's ground-based facilities would not Description
resultin a corresponding increase in air traffic arriving atand | «  Appendix C,
departing from SFO on a 24-hour basis, seven days per week. Airport Facilities to
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Commenter

Chapter 1. Introduction

1.B. Environmental Review Process

Summary of Comment

The NOP does not acknowledge all arriving and departing
flights, including not just passenger flights but, in addition,
cargo aircraft, private jets, and helicopters. The forthcoming
EIR analysis should evaluate all such aircraft, not just
commercial passenger flights.

Draft EIR and/or
Initial Study Section

Accommodate
Aviation Demand

There is no mention in the NOP of arriving and departing
flights from other Bay Area airports, such as Oakland or San
Jose, which obviously will contribute to the ground-level
noise and vibration impacts.

The EIR should include enhanced measures to monitor the
noise and vibration impacts of arriving and departing
aircraft. It is not clear what types of noise and vibration
monitoring systems will be in place in surrounding
communities to determine the actual impacts of the Airport
expansion and potential increases in arriving and departing
flights on the people who live and work in the many
communities who are members of the Roundtable. Pacifica,
in particular, is topographically higher than many
communities surrounding SFO and is uniquely impacted by
noise from low-flying aircraft. We understand that, although
the Airport proposes new, state-of-the-art monitors, nothing
in the NOP addresses the number or location of these
monitors. Due to ever-increasing flights and revised flight
paths, more monitors are needed and they need to be
located in areas over which the new flight paths are located.

e Section 3.B,
Noise and
Vibration

The EIR should include an analysis of the direct and indirect
effects of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from the Airport
expansion, including how they may contribute to increased
sea level rise along Pacifica’s coastline. Increased GHG
emissions will reasonably be expected to result from the
additional air traffic at the Airport, additional vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) from arriving and departing passengers
traveling in automobiles, additional VMT from new airport
employees commuting in automobiles, and Airport ground
support equipment servicing the increased air traffic.

° Appendix B,
Section E.9,
Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

City of Palo Alto (Ed
Shikada, City
Manager)

The EIR should consider noise impacts on Palo Alto and
other cities within at least a 50-mile radius of SFO and
display noise contours starting at 45 dB CNEL and in
increments of 5 dB. Consider the cumulative impact of noise
of all current and anticipated air traffic operations (private or
commercial arrivals and departures, passenger and cargo
planes, helicopters, etc.) at all three of the Bay Area's
international airports (SFO, Oakland, and San José).

e Section 3.B,
Noise and
Vibration
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Commenter

Summary of Comment

The EIR should include/evaluate improved and expanded
noise monitoring of all arriving and departing aircraft.
Monitors should be deployed in communities within at least
a 50-mile radius of SFO. Permanent noise monitoring
stations should be located in communities beyond the SFO
Roundtable member communities, as several jurisdictions
that are part of the Santa Clara/Santa Cruz Roundtable are
impacted by SFO's operations. Specifically, more noise
monitoring stations should be located directly under or
nearby current flight paths (vectored and non-vectored) of
departures and arrivals.

Draft EIR and/or
Initial Study Section

The EIR should consider greenhouse gas emissions and air
quality impacts on Palo Alto and other cities within at least
50 miles of the airport. Include measurement of emissions
on the ground, specifically the level of ultra-fine particles, in
locations where aircraft fly below 5,000 feet. Consider the
cumulative impact of emissions of all current and
anticipated air traffic operations (private or commercial
arrivals and departures, passenger and cargo planes,
helicopters, etc.) at all three of the Bay Area's international
airports (SFO, Oakland, and San José).

Section 3.
Air Quality
Appendix
SectionE.

Greenhouse Gas

Emissions

C

B,
9,

City of San Bruno
(Jovan Grogan, City
Manager)

The RADP projects will exacerbate increasing traffic gridlock
along U.S. Highway 101 and local access roads that serve
both the Airport and the City's residents and businesses. For
example, San Bruno Avenue is a key important local access
road that serves both the Airport and San Bruno. The RADP
projects could result in cumulative traffic volumes that
exceed the capacity of certain ramps and cause significant
queue impacts if the EIR does not identify adequate
mitigation measures to relieve critical traffic movements.

The City is concerned about the RADP’s proposed addition of
10,000 parking spaces and the related to transportation and
circulation impacts on City streets, El Camino Real, and
adjacent major freeways including Highway 101, Interstate
280 and Interstate 380.

These transportation and circulation concerns are only one
of many concerns the City has with respect to the Airport's
proposed RADP and variant. Accordingly, the City
respectively requests that the Planning Department consult
with the City of South San Francisco's Planning Department
on the analysis of potential transportation and circulation,
noise, and air quality impacts on the City's residents,
businesses, and public infrastructure and facilities while it is
preparing the Draft EIR prior to public release. Such
consultation should be completed prior to the EIR public
release. In addition, please include the City on the notice list
for the final EIR release and the RADP.

Section 3.A,
Transportation
and Circulation
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Draft EIR and/or
Commenter Summary of Comment Initial Study Section
e The City’s General Plan states that the City should aim to e Section 3.B,
“protect the health and comfort of residents by reducing the Noise and
impact of noise from ... San Francisco International Airport, Vibration
... ” The General Plan policies also encourage the City to
actively participate in any SFO expansion and development
process via the SFO/ Community Roundtable, an
environmental review process and/or working closely with
San Mateo County Airport Land Use Committee (ALUC) in
identifying shared concerns to achieve fullest noise
mitigation possible (General Plan Policy HS-39 through 52).
Further, the RADP should demonstrate full compliance to
the City’s Noise Ordinance.
City of South San e South San Francisco is particularly concerned about the e Section 3.A,
Francisco (Mike negative impacts the RADP projects will have on Transportation
Futrell, City transportation and circulation in the Highway 101 corridor. and Circulation
Manager) The RADP projects will exacerbate increasing traffic gridlock

along U.S. Highway 101 and local access roads that serve
both the Airport and the City's residents and businesses. For
example, North Access Road and South Airport Boulevard
are important local access roads that serve both the Airport
and South San Francisco. The RADP projects could result in
cumulative traffic volumes that exceed the capacity of
certain ramps and cause significant queue impacts if the EIR
does not identify adequate mitigation measures to relieve
critical traffic movements.

San Mateo County
(Dave Pine, District
1 Supervisor)

The most critical omission in the NOP is the absence of any
reference to climate change or the potential for significant
sea level rise from the San Francisco Bay. The EIR should
cross-reference to the Shoreline Protection Program so that
the environmental impacts of both projects can be
considered holistically. Moreover, given anticipated sea level
rise along the Bay, it seems likely that some components of
the RADP may need to be adjusted over the course of their
useful lives in order to address sea level rise and the impact
of such likely adjustments should be identified and analyzed
in the EIR.

e Appendix B,
Section E.17,
Hydrology and
Water Quality

The breadth and depth of projects in the RADP will surely
increase SFIA-related noise impacts in our communities. The
EIR should evaluate both temporary noise impacts caused
by construction work, as well as any long-term noise impacts
from additional air traffic. It should also analyze Low
Frequency Noise (also referred to as Ground-Based Noise)
resulting from the RADP.

e Section 3.B,
Noise and
Vibration
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Commenter

Summary of Comment

Movement of taxiways has the potential to change the
dynamics of low-frequency/ground-based noise, and its
impact on nearby communities. The EIR should analyze low-
frequency noise from taxiing aircraft, and reference earlier
changes in the taxi footprint at SFO, as well as other low-
frequency impacts from other construction projects within
the RADP.

Draft EIR and/or
Initial Study Section

Town of
Hillsborough
(Elizabeth Cullinan,
Director of Building
and Planning)

Construction projects at the Airport over the years have
changed past vegetated and lowered pervious surfaces into
raised hardened impervious services [surfaces] with added
impervious buildings, particularly over the last 12 years. The
EIR should consider the cumulative effects of construction
projects with the added hardened impervious services.

° Appendix B,
Section E.17,
Hydrology and
Water Quality

Individuals

Darlene Yaplee

The EIR should consider noise and emissions impacts to the
communities surrounding SFO, including Santa Clara and
Santa Cruz counties, that may arise from the planned SFO
expansion and development, and accompanying increases
in air traffic arrivals and departures, and changes in runway
and air traffic operations. Specifically, we request that a
study be conducted to consider noise and emissions impacts
on Palo Alto and other cities within at least a 50-mile radius
from SFO. Display noise contours starting at 40 dB CNEL and
in increments of 5 dB.

The EIR should consider the cumulative impact of noise and
emissions of all private or commercial air traffic operations
(arrivals and departures, passenger and cargo planes,
helicopters) at Bay Area airports (SFO, Oakland, San Jose,
San Carlos, and Palo Alto) on San Francisco and other cities
within a 50-mile radius of SFO.

Request more noise monitoring stations be located directly
under the current flight paths (vectored and non-vectored)
of departures and arrivals. We propose that monitors be
deployed in communities within at least a 50-mile radius
from SFO, including cities that are not part of the SFO
Roundtable.

Measurement of emissions on the ground, specifically the
level of ultra-fine particles, is needed in locations where
aircraft fly below 5,000 feet.

e Section 3.B,
Noise and
Vibration

e Section 3.C,
Air Quality
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Commenter

Elizabeth Lopez
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Summary of Comment

The EIR should consider high frequency noise, low frequency
noise, vibration, ground-based noise from aircraft and noise
bouncing off new structures constructed at SFO. Address
impacts to the communities surrounding SFO that may arise
from the planned SFO expansion and development, and
accompanying increases in air traffic arrivals and
departures, and changes in runway and air traffic
operations. Specifically, we request that a study be
conducted to consider noise and emissions impacts on San
Francisco and other cities within at least a 50-mile radius
from SFO. Display noise contours starting at 40 dB CNEL and
in increments of 5 dB.

The EIR should consider the cumulative impact of noise and
emissions of all private or commercial air traffic operations
(arrivals and departures, passenger and cargo planes,
helicopters) at Bay Area airports (SFO, Oakland, San Jose,
San Carlos, and Palo Alto) on San Francisco and other cities
within a 50-mile radius of SFO.

Set noise monitors to capture low frequency noise and
vibration along all flight paths, including standard vectored
paths of all arriving and departing aircraft, regardless of
decibel level, as well as incorporate monitors in
communities near SFO airport, that are experiencing
ground-based noise and vibration.

Request more noise monitoring stations be located directly
under the current flight paths (vectored and non-vectored)
of departures and arrivals. We propose that monitors be
deployed in communities within at least a 50-mile radius
from SFO, including cities that are not part of the SFO
Roundtable.

Appoint universities with a specialization in environmental
research to measure emissions from aircraft, specifically at
the level of ultra-fine particles, in all locations where aircraft
fly below 12,000 feet, including areas outside of the 65 dB
CNEL.

Draft EIR and/or
Initial Study Section

e Chapter2,

Project
Description

Section 3.B,
Noise and
Vibration

Section 3.C,

Air Quality
Appendix C,
Airport Facilities to
Accommodate
Aviation Demand

Jennifer Tasseff ® The proposed expansions in SFO airport operations will Section 3.A,
significantly increase the level of traffic congestion on Transportation
highways and roads adjacent to the airport and down the and Circulation
peninsula. Increased highway traffic impacts air quality in Section 3.C,
the overall Bay Area, and means more carbon emissions. Any Air Quality
SFO expansion needs to consider the additional traffic
congestion that will be created on highways such as 101,

380, and 280, in addition to the added traffic diverted onto
other surface streets and alternate highways in the Bay Area.
These environmental impacts should be considered based
on the already congested Bay Area metroplex, and
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Draft EIR and/or
Commenter Summary of Comment Initial Study Section
continued expansions of SFO will simply worsen an already
serious traffic problem in the area.
Any changes to emissions or aircraft noise caused by SFO Section 3.C,
expansions will impact hundreds of thousands of residents if Air Quality
these changes impact the heavily populated Silicon Valley Section 3.B,
strip from Los Gatos through to Sunnyvale. Noise and
Vibration
Peter Grace The NOP indicates that the justification for the expansion is Chapter 2,
the increase in traffic. This is the wrong way around. The Project
expansion creates the demand. If SFO had one small Description
terminal and the facilities were unable to process the Appendix C,
passengers, passengers would seek other alternatives and Airport Facilities to
there would be no need for the expansion. Accommodate

Eight of the top ten SFO destinations are within California
and take 58% of the departures. LAX is the top destination
with over 25% of all the flights. How do the projections
factor in the other alternatives that passengers can or will be
able to take to destinations within California?

Aviation Demand

The EIR should consider noise, emissions and health impacts
and display noise contours starting at 45 dB CNEL and in
increments of 5 dB in both A weighted and C weighted, and
include private passenger and cargo aircraft as well as
helicopters.

The EIR should consider the cumulative impact of noise,
emissions and on health of all private or commercial air
traffic operations (arrivals and departures, passenger and
cargo planes, helicopters) at Bay Area airports (SFO,
Oakland, San Jose, San Carlos, and Palo Alto)

Better noise monitoring coverage to reflect actual current
flight paths and not just the FAA published procedures or
FAA noise model.

Measurement of emissions on the ground, specifically the
level of ultra-fine particles, is needed in locations where
aircraft fly below 5,000 feet.

Section 3.B,
Noise and
Vibration

Section 3.C,
Air Quality

The FAA has constantly stated that the SSTIK and south
bound Oakland procedure, CNDEL cannot be flown without
manual involvement at the current departure levels. We see
this with the constant vectoring i.e., not following the
published procedures. The current departure levels are a
safety issue and encouraging more departures will
exacerbate the safety problem.

® Chapter4,

Other CEQA
Considerations
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1.B.2  Changes to the RADP since Publication of the Notice of Preparation

Since publication of the NOP, the following projects were recategorized or removed from the RADP:

Central Utility Plant (NOP Project #7) - The central utility plant was identified as an optional project in
the RADP to advance the Airport’s long-term sustainability initiatives. However, the existing central utility
plant could accommodate the forecast passenger demand and could be retrofitted in place to meet
current California Building Code requirements. The Airport may separately pursue a standalone central
utility plant project to address long-term sustainability initiatives and the San Francisco All-Electric New
Construction Ordinance,” which would undergo its own environmental review at such time the project is
proposed.

® Boarding Area F Expansion (NOP Project #8) - The Boarding Area F Expansion (widening of boarding
area for passenger amenities) is renamed to Boarding Area F Modernization (RADP Project #2°°) and
includes the project components formerly associated with the Boarding Area F Extension Variant
(extension of boarding area for additional domestic gates) that is now part of RADP Project #5.

* The Boarding Area F Extension Variant (NOP Projects V1 through V5) - The components of the former
Boarding Area F Extension Variant are now part of the Boarding Area F Modernization project (RADP
Project #2).

® Emergency Rescue Fire Fighting Facility (Fire House) #1 (NOP Project #11) - The Airport conducted a
facility assessment of Fire House #1 (Building 650) due to mildew present in the fire department’s living
quarters. Areas with mildew have been sealed off and temporary trailers have been placed adjacent to
the Fire House to provide temporary living quarters for fire fighters until a replacement facility can be
built and the existing Fire House is demolished. The replacement facilities are needed, regardless of
whether the RADP is approved, and would address an immediate human health concern. The Fire House
would be demolished and replaced within an existing facility at the Airport and would undergo its own
environmental review at such time the project is proposed; therefore, it has been removed as one of the
projects proposed under the RADP.

e West Field Cargo Facility (Buildings 710, 730, and 750) Reconstruction Projects (NOP Projects #14 and
#15) - The Airport has an immediate need to replace dilapidated and unused facilities for cargo and
ground support equipment support functions and needs to proceed with these deferred redevelopments
in the West Field. These projects have already undergone environmental review and were evaluated as
part of the West Field Cargo Redevelopment Addendum, planning department Case No. 2020-
008656ENYV, issued on May 17,2021.”

e Superbay Hangar Employee Parking Lot (NOP Project #27) - The existing aircraft Remain Over Night
(RON) parking*® apron is already paved and there would be no repaving required to convert aircraft
parking to the Superbay Hangar Employee parking lot under the RADP. Therefore, this project is removed
from the RADP. Restriping of the existing aircraft RON parking apron to employee vehicle parking is
moved to RADP project #19, Aircraft Maintenance Hangar, which would displace the existing Superbay
Hangar employee parking lot and necessitate relocation to the aircraft parking apron.

% City of San Francisco Ordinance No. 237-20, November 10, 2020.

%6 See Table 2-5, p. 2-39, for a complete listing of RADP project numbers.

2" Note that the West Field Cargo Redevelopment Addendum also included demolition of Buildings 602, 606, 612, and 624; however, these buildings
were not part of the West Field Cargo Facility Reconstruction Projects (NOP Project #14) identified in the NOP.

28 Remain Over Night (RON) parking areas are used to store aircraft overnight at the airport, either at remote gates, remote parking stands or hangars.
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e Garage G/BART AirTrain Station Expansion (NOP Project #30) and West Field Road AirTrain Station
Expansion (NOP Project #32) - The Garage G/BART AirTrain Station Expansion project has been removed
because the station could be renovated to berth the four-car train and would not require a platform
extension. The West Field Road AirTrain Station Expansion project has been removed because the station
would be expanded with pedestrian bridges as part of the West Field Cargo Redevelopment project
evaluated in the West Field Cargo Redevelopment Addendum, planning department Case No. 2020-
008656ENYV, issued on May 17, 2021.

Since publication of the NOP, the following project was added to the RADP:

* Terminal 3 Fagade Expansion (New RADP Project #5) - This project could only be implemented if the
domestic terminal viaduct and the Central Hub (NOP Project #2; RADP Project #7) are developed.
Currently, Terminal 3 lobby depth is shallow and unable to accommodate passenger ticket counter
queuing space, pre-security screening checkpoints and associated passenger queues, and other modern
terminal lobby facility requirements since it was originally designed and constructed. Realignment of the
domestic terminal viaduct would provide more physical space at the front of the terminal fagade to
increase the terminal lobby depth—to accommodate passenger ingress/egress, cross flow, and
passenger processing queue space. As such, this project is added to the RADP.

In addition, since publication of the NOP and due to significant changes in travel patterns attributed to the
COVID-19 pandemic, prioritization of RADP projects have changed. SFO anticipates full buildout of RADP
projects to occur by 2045 as opposed to 2035 as noted in the NOP.

1.B.3  Draft EIR and Initial Study Public Review Process

The CEQA Guidelines and San Francisco Administrative Code chapter 31 encourage public participation in
the planning and environmental review processes. The San Francisco Planning Department provides
opportunities for the public to present comments and concerns regarding this Draft EIR and its appendices,
including the initial study (see Appendix B), which is considered part of this Draft EIR. These opportunities
include a public review and comment period and a public hearing on the Draft EIR and initial study before
the San Francisco Planning Commission.

The Draft EIR and initial study is available for public review and comment on the planning department’s
Environmental Review Documents webpage (https://sfplanning.org/environmental-review-documents). The
Draft EIR and initial study is also available for review on the 2nd floor of the 49 South Van Ness permit center.
A USB or paper copy of the Draft EIR and initial study will be mailed upon request. Referenced materials will
also be made available for review upon request. Contact the EIR Coordinator, Kei Zushi, at
cpc.sforadp@sfgov.org: or 628.652.7495 to make a request.

The public review period for the Draft EIR and initial study is from April 16 to June 2, 2025. The planning
commission will hold a public hearing on the Draft EIR and initial study during the 45-day public review and
comment period to solicit public comment on the information presented in the Draft EIR and initial study.
The public hearing will be held on May 22, 2025, at San Francisco City Hall beginning at noon or later.
Additional information may be found on the planning department's website at www.sfplanning.org.

Written comments should be emailed to cpc.sforadp@sfgov.org or sent to Kei Zushi, San Francisco Planning
Department, 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103, by 5 p.m. on June 2, 2025. If
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attachments are provided as part of an email comment on the Draft EIR and initial study, please provide
them in a text-searchable pdf format, if possible.

Comments on the Draft EIR and initial study are most helpful when they address the environmental analysis
itself or suggest specific alternatives and/or additional measures that would better mitigate significant
environmental impacts of the RADP.

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate
with the planning commission. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact
information, may be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear
on the planning department’s website or in other public documents.

1.B.4  Final EIR and EIR Certification

Following the close of the public review and comment period, the planning department will prepare and
publish a document entitled “Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR.” This document will contain copies
of all written, email, and recorded oral comments received on the Draft EIR as well as the planning
department’s written responses to substantive comments and any necessary revisions to the Draft EIR,
which may also contain any minor staff-initiated changes. Together, the Draft EIR and the Responses to
Comments document will constitute the Final EIR. The planning department will issue the Final EIR to
persons commenting on the Draft EIR not less than 10 days prior to the San Francisco Planning Commission
hearing to consider certification of the Final EIR, and to the San Francisco Airport Commission that will
approve the RADP. During an advertised public meeting, the planning commission will consider the
documents and, if found adequate, will certify the Final EIR. Certification of the Final EIR by the planning
commission represents that the document: (1) has been completed in compliance with CEQA; (2) was
presented to the planning commission and the commission reviewed and considered the information
contained in the Final EIR prior to taking an approval action on the RADP; and (3) reflects the lead agency’s
independent judgment and analysis.

CEQA requires that lead agencies shall neither approve nor implement a project unless the project
implements all feasible mitigation measures that would reduce significant environmental impacts to a less-
than-significant level, essentially avoiding or substantially lessening the potentially significant impacts of the
project, except when certain findings are made. If an agency approves a project that would result in the
occurrence of significant adverse impact(s) that cannot feasibly be mitigated to less-than-significant levels
(that is, significant and unavoidable impacts), the agency must state the reasons for its action in writing,
demonstrate that even with implementation of all feasible mitigation, the impact would still exceed
significance thresholds based on the Final EIR or other information in the record, and adopt a statement of
overriding considerations.

1.B.5  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

At the time of project approval, CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines require agencies to adopt a mitigation
monitoring and reporting program that it has made a condition of project approval to mitigate or avoid
significant impacts on the environment (CEQA section 21081.6; CEQA Guidelines section 15097). This Draft
EIR identifies and presents mitigation measures that would form the basis of such a mitigation monitoring
and reporting program.
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1.C Intended Uses of This EIR

1.C.1  Environmental Review of Subsequent Projects

CEQA Guidelines section 15168(c) states that later activities in the program must be examined in light of the
program EIR to determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared as follows:

1. Ifalater activity would have effects that were not examined in the program EIR, a new initial study would
need to be prepared leading to either an EIR or a negative declaration. That later analysis may tier from
the program EIR as provided in section 15152.

2. Ifthe agency finds that pursuant to section 15162, no subsequent EIR would be required, the agency can
approve the activity as being within the scope of the project covered by the program EIR, and no new
environmental document would be required. Whether a later activity is within the scope of a program
EIR is a factual question that the lead agency determines based on substantial evidence in the record.
Factors that an agency may consider in making that determination include, but are not limited to,
consistency of the later activity with the type of allowable land use, overall planned density and building
intensity, geographic area analyzed for environmental impacts, and covered infrastructure, as described
in the program EIR.

3. Anagency shall incorporate feasible mitigation measures and alternatives developed in the program EIR
into later activities in the program.

4. Where the later activities involve site specific operations, the agency should use a written checklist or
similar device to document the evaluation of the site and the activity to determine whether the
environmental effects of the operation were within the scope of the program EIR.

5. Aprogram EIR will be most helpful in dealing with later activities if it provides a description of planned
activities that would implement the program and deals with the effects of the program as specifically
and comprehensively as possible. With a good and detailed project description and analysis of the
program, many later activities could be found to be within the scope of the project described in the
program EIR, and no further environmental documents would be required.

Thus, this Draft EIR assumes that all subsequent projects in the RADP would be subject to environmental
review at such time that those projects are proposed to determine whether or not they would result in
physical environmental effects that were not examined in the program EIR. The analysis of subsequent
projects would be based on existing conditions at the site and vicinity, at such time a project is proposed,
and would take into account any updated information relevant to the environmental analysis of the
subsequent project (e.g., changes to the environmental setting or updated forecasts or models).

1.D Organization of the Draft EIR

This Draft EIR has been organized as follows:

e Summary. This chapter summarizes the contents of the entire Draft EIR, including an overview of the
project description and, in a tabular format, a summary of the environmental impacts that would result
from project implementation and the mitigation measures identified to reduce or avoid significant
impacts. It also briefly describes the alternatives to the RADP and the areas of controversy.
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e Chapter 1, Introduction. This chapter describes the purpose of the Draft EIR, the environmental review
process, the public and agency comments received on the scope of the Draft EIR, and the organization of
the Draft EIR.

e Chapter 2, Project Description. This chapter provides a detailed description of the RADP—including
project background, objectives, location, existing site land use characteristics, project components and
characteristics, construction schedule (including anticipated construction activities)—and identifies
required project approvals.

e Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. This chapter covers a
comprehensive range of environmental resource topics that have a potential for significant adverse
impacts and/or known sensitivity. Each environmental topic is discussed in a separate section within this
chapter, and each section describes the existing and/or baseline conditions relative to that resource;
applicable regulatory framework; significance criteria used to assess the severity of the impacts;
approach to and methodologies used in the impact analysis; and individually numbered impact
statements and associated discussion of project-specific and cumulative impacts of the RADP and a
determination of the significance of each impact. For impacts determined to be significant, mitigation
measures that would reduce or avoid those impacts are presented. This chapter contains the following
subsections and environmental resource topics:

— Transportation and Circulation
— Noise and Vibration
— Air Quality

e Chapter 4, Other CEQA Considerations. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15126.2, this chapter
summarizes any growth-inducing impacts that could result from implementation of the RADP,
irreversible changes to the environment, and significant and unavoidable environmental impacts. This
chapter presents areas of controversy to be resolved.

e Chapter 5, Alternatives. This chapter presents and evaluates alternatives to the RADP that could feasibly
attain most of the project objectives as well as reduce identified significant adverse impacts of the
project. It also identifies the environmentally superior alternative and describes other alternatives that
were considered but rejected. Alternatives evaluated in this chapter include the following:

— Alternative A: No Project
— Alternative B: Reduced Development Alternative
— Alternative C: Boarding Area H Only Alternative

e Chapter 6, Report Preparers. This chapter lists the Draft EIR authors and consultants; project sponsor
and consultants; and agencies and persons consulted.

e Appendices. The appendices include the Notice of Preparation, the initial study, and supporting
technical information for the Draft EIR. The following appendices are included in this Draft EIR:

— Appendix A: Notice of Preparation and Scoping Comments
— Appendix B: Initial Study
= Attachment A: Historic Resource Documentation

— Appendix C: Airport Facilities to Accommodate Aviation Demand
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— Appendix D: Employee Growth Assumptions

— Appendix E: Transportation Technical Appendix

E.1. Existing SFO Parking Information

E.2. Travel Demand Memorandum

E.3. Construction Vehicle Trip Assignment Memorandum
E.4. Transit Assessment Information

E.5. Parking Supply and Demand for Alternatives

— Appendix F: Noise Technical Appendix

Noise Technical Memorandum

— Appendix G: Air Quality Technical Appendix

G.1. Air Quality Methodology Memorandum

G.2. Air Quality Results Memorandum
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CHAPTER 2
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.A Project Overview

The project sponsor, San Francisco International Airport (SFO or the Airport), is proposing to implement the
SFO Recommended Airport Development Plan (RADP), which involves a long-range plan to guide the Airport’s
development. The San Francisco Airport Commission (the airport commission) operates and manages the
Airport as a department of the City and County of San Francisco. The RADP serves as a framework for future
development at SFO and identifies various projects including the improvement and development of terminal
facilities, modification of certain non-movement areas of the airfield, and improvements to landside facilities
to accommodate long-term aircraft operations and passenger activity levels at the Airport. SFO’s long-term
operations and passenger activity levels are forecast to reach approximately 506,000 annual aircraft
operations based on the estimated capacity of the existing runways regardless of whether the RADP is
implemented.” The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) approved SFQ’s constrained aviation activity
forecast for use in planning in June 2014.*° Passenger aircraft operations represent the largest portion of the
506,000 annual aircraft operations, which are forecast to accommodate approximately 71.1 million annual
passengers considering the forecast passenger aircraft fleet mix.** As discussed in more detail in this chapter,
implementation of the RADP would not induce passenger demand (i.e., induce the public to choose to fly if
and/or where they otherwise would not), nor would the RADP increase the capacity of the airfield, change
the configuration of the existing runways, change the number of aircraft operations or aircraft types
operating at the Airport (including cargo, private jets, and helicopters), or change the volume of annual
passengers that choose to fly into and out of SFO (see Appendix C, Airport Facilities to Accommodate
Aviation Demand).

2.B Project Sponsor’s Objectives
The project sponsor seeks to achieve the following objectives by undertaking the RADP.

1. Provide along-range development plan that elevates the passenger experience at the Airport and
accommodates forecast passenger demand and aviation activity in a safe, cost-effective, operationally
efficient, environmentally conscious, and flexible manner.

2 The constrained forecast and ultimate airport capacity and delay simulation modeling analysis are contained in the Chapter 2 and Appendix B of
the Draft Final Airport Development Plan, respectively.

3 Fernando Yanez, Airport Planner, Federal Aviation Administration, "Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Approval of San Francisco International
Airport’s Aviation Activity Forecasts,” letter to John Bergener, Airport Planning Director, San Francisco International Airport, June 9, 2014.

31 Aviation activity forecasts are based on national and regional economic modeling and regression analysis and aviation trends and incorporate
Federal Aviation Administration-required factors for public-use airports, including airline aircraft fleet mix considerations. Forecasts are initially
prepared as unconstrained, assuming that no physical or facility constraints would limit increases in aviation activity. At SFO, the practical capacity
of the runways constrains the overall capacity of the Airport and there is no feasible option for adding runway capacity. Therefore, the forecast used
for the RADP represents a constrained condition that reflects the practical capacity of the runways. The associated forecast of annual passengers was
based on an assessment of future airline fleet mix that considered the number of seats per aircraft and the estimated percentage of occupied seats.
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2. Maximize practical airfield capacity* and operational efficiency in the existing physical geometry of the
runways; there would be no changes to the existing runways geometry and configuration under the RADP.

3. Maximize gate capacity, geometry, and flexibility of airline use to efficiently accommodate forecast
aviation activity, without relying on remote gates/hard stands that would require bussing operations to
accommodate boarding/deplaning passengers on the airfield.

4. Optimize passenger processing areas including terminal lobby and security check point flows to meet
future needs and incorporate new technologies.

5. Maximize shared-use facilities in the terminal areas and Airport and airline support facilities, as well as
enable shared use by providing technology, bag claim flexibility, and connectivity for passengers and
baggage across all terminals.

6. Achieve industry standards and airport planning principles by prioritizing efficient flow of aircraft,
passengers, and goods through the Airport, through optimizing flows in the following order of priority:
Airport operations area/airside; Airport facilities that are passenger facing such as terminals and gate
areas, and associated passenger/aircraft support facilities (e.g., ground service equipment); landside
Airport facilities including ground transportation, passenger parking, and rental car facility; other Airport
and airline support facilities within the Airport property, including ground transportation and passenger
parking; and off-airport uses such as catering, warehousing, and remote passenger parking.

7. Provide sufficient on-Airport parking to accommodate long-term passenger activity levels and transport
passengers and employees to/from the terminal areas using AirTrain to the greatest extent possible.

2.C Overview of SFO

SFO is the largest airport serving the San Francisco Bay Area in terms of the number of aircraft operations,
enplaned passengers, and domestic and international destinations served. The region is also served by the
Metropolitan Oakland International Airport (OAK)** and San José Mineta International Airport (SJC). SFO has
two sets of parallel runways, one set oriented in a north/south configuration (Runways 1L-19R and 1R-19L)
and the other in an east/west configuration (Runways 10L-28R and 10R-28L). The Airport also has supporting
airport and airline facilities and infrastructure; a passenger terminal area served by access roads, public parking
facilities, and ground transportation facilities; and cargo and other facilities typical of a commercial-service
airport.*

The Airport was constructed in phases beginning in the 1920s by filling portions of San Francisco Bay; the
Airport opened in 1927. The Airport is situated within a fully developed, land-constrained site, and is the
legacy of incremental changes that occurred over several decades. The majority of the Airport is paved for

32 practical airfield capacity is defined as the number of flights and operations the existing airfield can accept without incurring severe and
unrecoverable delays. Several factors contribute to practical airfield capacity at an airport, including runway configuration and geometry, weather
conditions (for wind and visibility), and type of aircraft.

3 The Port of Oakland changed its airport name from “Metropolitan Oakland International Airport” to “San Francisco Bay Oakland International
Airport” in May 2024. The City and County of San Francisco, as owner and operator of San Francisco International Airport, sued the City of Oakland
and Port of Oakland, asserting that the new name constitutes trademark infringement. In November, the court granted preliminary injunction to the
City and County of San Francisco. City and County of San Francisco v. City of Oakland, 3:24-cv-02311-TSH (N.D. Cal.).

3 A commercial-service airport is a publicly owned airport that has at least 2,500 passenger boardings each year and receives scheduled passenger
service, as statutorily defined under 49 U.S. Code section 47102(7).

Case No. 2017-007468ENV 2-2 Draft Environmental Impact Report
SFO Recommended Airport Development Plan April 2025



Chapter 2. Introduction
2.D. Project Location

aeronautical uses such as runways, taxiways,* aircraft aprons,* and parking, or occupied by passenger
terminal buildings and aircraft hangars. The Airport operates 24 hours a day, 7 days a week as a public-use
airport.*” As noted in the Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and Notice of Public
Scoping Meeting published in May 2019, the Airport served approximately 57.8 million annual passengers,*
with approximately 42,800 airport commission and tenant*®* employees in 2018.%

2.D Project Location

SFO is geographically located primarily in unincorporated San Mateo County, California, approximately

13 miles south of downtown San Francisco. Portions of the Airport lie within the city boundaries of South San
Francisco to the north, Millbrae to the south, and San Bruno to the west. SFO, owned by the City and County
of San Francisco, is not subject to the land use requirements of other jurisdictions, even if the land use
occurs within the geographical boundaries of another jurisdiction. California Government Code sections
53090 and 53091 grant a city or county intergovernmental immunity from complying with another
governmental body's zoning and building permit laws. The runways, the U.S. Coast Guard Air Station San
Francisco (U.S. Coast Guard Air Station),* and the United Airlines Maintenance and Operations Center
(MOC)* are located on Airport land but would not be modified by the RADP (see Figure 2-1). The Airport is
owned by the City and County of San Francisco (the City) and operated by and through the San Francisco
Airport Commission (the airport commission).

The Airport’s operational area, which includes the RADP project site, is generally bordered by U.S. 101 to the
west and San Francisco Bay to the east. Airport property also includes the area west of U.S. 101, referred to
as West of Bayshore, comprising approximately 180 acres of undeveloped land with major infrastructure and
utility rights-of-way, and aquatic, wetland, and upland habitats for sensitive species present onsite. Of the
5,100 acres comprising Airport property, approximately 2,110 acres are located on land east of U.S. 101,

180 acres are located west of U.S. 101, and 2,810 acres are located in San Francisco Bay.

SFO is accessed regionally by U.S. 101 and Interstate 380 (I-380) with SFO-specific on and off ramps. Locally,

the Airport is accessed by North Access Road, South Airport Boulevard, San Bruno Avenue, Millbrae Avenue,

North McDonnell Road, South McDonnell Road, and Old Bayshore Highway. Regional rail service is provided

by Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART). The San Francisco International Airport BART station (SFO Airport Station)
is located adjacent to the International Terminal Building and connects riders to the East Bay, San Francisco,
and northern San Mateo County. The SFO Airport Station is accessible from any Airport terminal via the

3 Taxiways are routes used by airplanes to move to or from runways.

36 An aircraft apron is a defined area of an airport intended to accommodate aircraft for loading or unloading of passengers or cargo, refueling,
parking, or maintenance.

37 A public-use airport is an airport available for use by the general public without a requirement for prior approval by the airport owner or operator.
3 The 57.8 million annual passengers include total enplaned and deplaned passengers and passengers who fly into and out of SFO. San Francisco
International Airport, Analysis of Scheduled Airline Traffic, December 2018, https://www.flysfo.com/sites/default/files/media/sfo/media/air-
traffic/as201812.pdf, accessed September 5, 2023.

3 Tenant employees are employed by private companies, including but not limited to airlines, commercial service providers, ground support
providers, and rental car companies.

4 Number of employees, including airlines, tenants, and airport commission employees, based on a 2015 airport-wide survey and SFO data from FY
2015/2016, 2017 Economic Impact Study of San Francisco International Airport, July 2017,
https://www.flysfo.com/sites/default/files/pdf/2017_SFO_Economic_Impact_Study_Update.pdf, accessed September 5, 2023.

“I The U.S. Coast Guard Air Station is located entirely on federal land; the facilities are owned, maintained, and operated by the federal government.
“2 The facilities at the United Airlines Maintenance and Operation Center are neither owned nor operated by SFO. The land occupied by these facilities
is leased from the City.
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AirTrain, a fully automated electric people-mover system operated by SFO that runs between the Airport
terminals, terminal parking garages, West Field Road, Rental Car Center, the Long-Term Parking Garages #1
and #2, and SFO Airport Station. BART also provides a connection to Caltrain, a commuter rail service
running along the San Francisco Peninsula from San Francisco to San Jose, at the Caltrain/BART Millbrae
Station. Public bus service to the Airport is operated by the San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans),
which runs a fixed-route bus service connecting the Airport to San Francisco, San Mateo County, and portions of
the City of Palo Alto. Airporters, which are privately operated fixed-route scheduled bus service providers, offer
service for passengers and Airport commission employees between SFO and North Bay cities and counties.

2.E Project Site Characteristics

The irregularly shaped RADP project site comprises 916 acres and is generally flat. As shown on Figure 2-1, the
developed SFO property is divided into six geographic areas: Terminal Area, West Field, North Field, East Field,
South Field, and airfield. The RADP does not propose any changes to the runways or South Field, nor does it
propose changes to the U.S. Coast Guard Air Station, the United Airlines MOC, West of Bayshore, or the portions
of SFO property in the bay. Therefore, these portions of SFO property are not included in the RADP project site.

2.E.1  Geographic Areas

Terminal Area

The Terminal Area consists of four passenger terminals with seven aircraft boarding areas (see Figure 2-2).
The four terminals include the International Terminal Building (ITB; Building 100; Boarding Areas A and G),
Terminal 1 (Building 200; Boarding Areas B and C), Terminal 2 (Building 300; Boarding Area D), and Terminal 3
(Building 400; Boarding Areas E and F).

The six-level ITB consists of approximately 2.5 million square feet of total floor area and is the primary
processing point for international departures and arrivals with federal immigration and inspections areas
solely operated by the U.S. Customs and Border Protection and the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
Terminal 1 consists of approximately 1.2 million square feet on three levels. The multi-phase redevelopment
of Terminal 1 to upgrade the facility was completed in June 2024 with the opening of the Harvey Milk
Terminal 1. The ongoing renovation of Boarding Area C is anticipated to be completed in 2026. Terminal 2
consists of approximately 640,000 square feet on three levels, and Terminal 3 consists of approximately

1.2 million square feet on three levels.

The Terminal Area includes terminal- and outer-side curbsides on both the upper (departures) and lower
(arrivals) level roadways. The domestic terminals have three courtyards and the ITB has two courtyards on
the ground level. The courtyards at all four terminals are monitored by San Francisco Police Department
(police department) aides for designated use, including by drivers of vehicles that are picking up pre-
arranged passengers for airline and passenger charter buses, delivery of concessions, and City vehicles.
Parking Garage A (Building 95) is located west of the ITB and north of South Link Road and the Garage A
AirTrain Station (Building 97). Parking Garage G (Building 495) is located west of the ITB and south of North
Link Road and the Garage G BART and AirTrain Station (Building 497). The Central Parking Garage (Building 195),
which provides taxi staging on the ground floor, is located in the middle of the Terminal Area and is
surrounded by roadways, curbsides, the AirTrain guideway, the International Terminal G AirTrain Station
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(Building 179), the Terminal 3 AirTrain Station (Building 479), the Terminal 2 AirTrain Station (Building 379),
the Terminal 1 AirTrain Station (Building 279), and the International Terminal A AirTrain Station (Building 197). A
limited ground transportation staging area and a pilot/airline employee surface parking lot (Lot C) are
located west of Building 495 and south of North Link Road. The Grand Hyatt at SFO (Building 55), which was
under construction at the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report was
published in 2019, is now complete and located West of Building 95 and south of South Link Road.

West Field

The West Field is generally bounded by West Area Drive to the north, the airfield to the east, the Terminal
Area to the south, and North McDonnell Road to the west (see Figure 2-3). The West Field contains a variety
of support facilities, including cargo (Buildings 585, 606, 612, 624, 632, 648, and 710),** ground support
equipment* (Buildings 602, 642, and 750), airport maintenance (Buildings 679, 682, and 692), airport
administration (Buildings 575, 674, and 676),* employee parking (Building 638), and airline support, such as
the flight kitchen (Building 649). The West Field also contains the former U.S. Post Office facility

(Building 660) that is currently vacant, and an Emergency Rescue Fire Fighting Facility #1 (Building 650),
which provides emergency rescue and firefighting services and is staffed by the San Francisco Fire
Department - Airport Division.* A portion of the Lot D surface parking lot is located south of West Area Drive.
The West Field Road AirTrain Station (Building 677) is located at West Field and North McDonnell roads.

North Field

The North Field is generally bounded by North Access Road and San Francisco Bay to the north, San
Francisco Bay to the east, West Area Drive to the south, and North McDonnell Road and U.S. 101 to the west
(see Figure 2-4). The North Field contains two cargo buildings (Buildings 900 and 944), the Mel Leong
Treatment Plant (MLTP) (Buildings 908, 918, and 922), Long-Term Parking Garage #1 (Building 795) and Long-
Term Parking Garage #2 (Building 794), the Long Term Parking Lot AirTrain Station (Building 797), the Rental
Car Center (Building 780) and Rental Car Quick Turnaround Facility (Building 782), the Rental Car Center
AirTrain Station (Building 779), the United Airlines MOC, and an access-restricted SFO vehicle fuel station
(Building 2001). Building 928, which at the time the NOP was published contained the City College of San
Francisco Airport Campus but is currently vacant, is located south of the MLTP. The northern portion of the
Lot D surface parking lot is located north of West Area Drive and east and north of Buildings 780 and 782,
respectively, and surface parking Lot DD is located south of the long-term parking garages.

43 Demolition of cargo Buildings 606, 612, 624, 710 (includes office), and 730, as well as demolition of ground support equipment facilities including
Buildings 602 and 750, and construction of two new consolidated cargo/ground support equipment facilities and one ground support equipment
facility were approved as part of the West Field Cargo Redevelopment Addendum, Case No. 2020-008656ENV, issued on May 17, 2021.

4 Ground support equipment, usually found on the apron, is used to service aircraft between flights while on the ground. The role of this equipment
generally involves ground power operations, passenger aircraft baggage loading and unloading, aircraft towing, and cargo/passenger loading
operations.

4 Construction of a new consolidated administration building, demolition of Building 676 and construction of a new parking garage in the same
location, expansion of the West Field AirTrain station platform, including relocation of the AirTrain mechanical facility to the first floor of the parking
garage, and construction of two pedestrian bridges providing access between the administration building and the AirTrain station was approved as
part of the SFO Consolidated Administration Campus Addendum, Case No. 2019-006583ETM, issued on May 17, 2021.

6 Note Building 650, Emergency Rescue Fire Fighting Facility #1, will be demolished and reconstructed under a separate project that will undergo
environmental review.
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East Field

The East Field is general bounded by San Francisco Bay and Seaplane Harbor to the north, the airfield to the
east and south, and the U.S. Coast Guard Air Station to the west (see Figure 2-5). The East Field primarily
provides aircraft parking apron with facilities to support general aviation and air taxi* activities or
operational activity by aviation users other than scheduled commercial flights and military aviation
(Buildings 1050, 1051, 1052, and 1054). This includes private aircraft, for-hire charters, flight training
activities, aerial observation, police patrol, emergency medical evacuation, and government operations. A
fuel and maintenance shop (Building 1055), Airside Operations vehicle garage (Building 1056), and
accompanying building (Building 1057) are also located in the East Field. The San Francisco Fire Department (fire
department) marine emergency response facility (Building 1030), San Francisco Police Department Airport
Bureau training facility (Building 1059), and an aircraft maintenance facility, known as the Superbay Hangar
(Building 1060) are in the East Field. A ground support equipment building (Building 1070), an airfield lighting
building (Building 1071), water tanks (Building 2002), and an emergency rescue firefighting facility (Building 1064).

Airfield

The airfield encompasses the largest land area of the six geographic areas and comprises the runways,
taxiways, airfield lighting and signage, FAA navigational aids and associated electrical airfield lighting
buildings (see Figure 2-1, p. 2-4). Vehicle access to the airfield is provided via West Field Road, West Cargo
Road, and North Access Road. North Access Road also provides access to all facilities on the north side of the
airfield, the North Field Security Checkpoint, and South McDonnell Road, which runs parallel to U.S. 101 and
provides access to the South Field Security Checkpoint.

2.E.2  Support and Service Facilities

Ground Access and Parking

Parking garages that accommodate short-term public parking are located in the terminal core (Central
Parking Garage) and adjacent to the ITB (Garages A and G), as noted above. Long-term public parking is
provided in Long-Term Parking Garages #1 and #2 in the North Field and adjacent surface parking in Lot D
and Lot DD. Privately operated off-Airport public parking is also available for passengers. Approximately
17,600 public parking spaces are provided on-Airport in the short-term and long-term public parking garages
and surface parking lots, which also accommodate employee parking and ground transportation staging.*

Emergency Response Facilities

Emergency response facilities include the Emergency Rescue Fire Fighting Facility #1 (Building 650) located
in the West Field, the Marine Emergency Response Facility #4 and Emergency Rescue Fire Fighting Facility #2
located in the East Field, and the Emergency Rescue Fire Fighting Facility #3 in the South Field.”

4T Air taxi is a charter or private jet, not an electric vertical take-off and landing aircraft.

8 The number of public parking spaces includes Long-Term Parking Garage #2, which was completed in 2020 after publication of the NOP.

49 SFO must provide aircraft rescue and firefighting services during air carrier operations as a Part 139 airport, as described under 14 CFR Part 139 in
the FAA regulations. Federal Aviation Administration, Part 139 Airport Certification, https://www.faa.gov/airports/airport_safety/part139_cert,
accessed June 6,2024.
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Airport and Airline Support Facilities

Support facilities include air cargo, ground handling, general aviation, RON aircraft parking, and
airline/airport support offices. General aviation support facilities include terminals, associated fixed-base
operator® facilities in the East Field, and aircraft hangars. RON aircraft parking areas serve multiple
purposes, including remote bus gates where passengers are bused to an aircraft on an apron, park aircraft
overnight at the Airport, and/or provide aircraft storage for aircraft awaiting maintenance and service. Other
Airport and/or airline support facilities include workshops, offices, and ground support equipment
maintenance and operation facilities.

Utilities and Service Systems

The Airport is served by existing public and private utility service systems, including facilities for the
collection and treatment of sanitary and industrial wastewater and stormwater; provision of potable and fire
water supply; solid waste collection and recycling; heating, ventilation, and air conditioning; jet fuel
distribution and storage; and power distribution.

Stormwater Facilities and Industrial Wastewater

The Airport’s San Francisco Bay basin area! includes approximately 2,100 acres of Airport property east of
U.S. 101, divided into eight separate sub-basins. The majority of the basin area is impervious. The limited
pervious areas are located mainly in the airfield between the runways and taxiways. Stormwater from the
Airport is collected through a series of inlets and collection pipes. The majority of the conveyance for the
system operates by gravity. However, 19 existing pump stations are used as part of the stormwater system.
The elevation of the Airport is low and flat, averaging about 2.5 feet above the mean high tide elevation of
San Francisco Bay.>* For this reason, stormwater must be discharged to one of the Airport’s nine outfall
locations via a stormwater pump station. Four detention basins divert the “first flush” of a rainfall event to
the industrial wastewater treatment plant at the MLTP. After the first flush, stormwater is conveyed to the bay
via stormwater outfalls.

Sanitary Sewer

The MLTP (see Figure 2-4, p. 2-9) is a wastewater and stormwater treatment plant operated by SFO that
serves all airport systems and facilities and is located in the northeast portion of the North Field. The MLTP
includes two separate and discrete plants: a stormwater and industrial wastewater treatment plant and a
sanitary waste treatment plant. The sanitary waste treatment plant treats wastewater from potable uses
such as terminal restrooms, restaurants, retail shops, hangars, and cargo facilities.

%0 A fixed-base operator is a commercial business granted the right by the airport sponsor to operate on an airport and provide aeronautical services
such as fueling, hangar space, tie-down and aircraft parking, aircraft rental, aircraft maintenance, flight instruction, etc.

®1 Stormwater discharged directly or indirectly to receiving bay waters is required to conform to National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
effluent limitations based on water quality objectives established in the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan) to
protect the designated beneficial uses for San Francisco Bay. San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Basin
(Region 2) Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan), https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/basin_planning.html, accessed April 23, 2024.
%2 Mean high tide means the average height of all the daily high tides recorded over a specified period at a given location.
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Potable/Fire Water Supply

Both domestic water and fire water® are supplied by infrastructure at SFO. Water is conveyed by the San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission from the Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct System through the Crystal Springs
and San Andreas Reservoirs. The Airport water supply system connects to the regional water supply in two
locations in the West of Bayshore, near U.S. 101 via three supply mains.

Solid Waste Collection and Recycling

At the time of NOP publication, SFO diverted approximately 56 percent of its solid waste from the landfill.
Nearly all construction and demolition waste generated at the Airport is tested for contamination according
to federal and state regulations; clean debris is recycled, with a consistent recycling rate of more than

90 percent. Solid waste generated at the Airport is collected and transported to a transfer station and
material recovery facility in South San Francisco, where recyclable materials are removed. Once processed,
the solid waste is transferred to the Recology of the Coast facility in the City of Pacifica.

Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning

The Central Utility Plant, located in the Central Parking Garage, serves Terminals 1, 2, 3, and the ITB. The
Central Utility Plant includes a cooling plant with four centrifugal chillers that provide cooling capacity.
Heating for the terminals is provided by four natural gas-fired boilers. These boilers were refurbished or
replaced between 2007 and 2009. Chilled water piping and hot water piping are routed in a network loop
around the Central Parking Garage via a tunnel system, with individual connections to a tertiary pump room
in each terminal. Many outlying facilities away from the Terminal Area have their own standalone mechanical
systems.

Power Distribution

The Airport is served by two Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) substations and associated San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission transformers conveying power to Airport substations in the West of
Bayshore; one is located across U.S. 101 from the South Field, and the other is located across U.S. 101 from
the West Field. The Airport is served by a 13.2-kilovolt power distribution system with electrical load centers
located throughout the Airport that transform the 13.2-kilovolt system to a 480-volt distribution system for
buildings and other facilities. In calendar years 2019 and 2022, the Airport’s peak electrical demand was
45.9 megawatts and 42.3 megawatts, respectively.* In addition, approximately 47 stationary diesel-powered
emergency generators are located throughout the Airport.

2.F Surrounding Land Uses

The Airport is bordered on the east and south by the San Francisco Bay, on the north by the City of South San
Francisco, on the west by the City of San Bruno, and on the southwest by the cities of Millbrae and
Burlingame. Other jurisdictions in the vicinity of the Airport include the cities of Brisbane, Daly City, Pacifica,
San Mateo, and Foster City, and the towns of Colma and Hillsborough.

*3 Fire water is used at the Airport for firefighting purposes.
%4 San Francisco International Airport, Climate Action Plan, Fiscal Year 2021, https://www.flysfo.com/sites/default/files/2022-
09/SFO_Climate_Action_Plan_FY21_final.pdf, accessed October 3, 2024.
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To the north and across North Access Road, the adjacent areas comprise mostly one-story commercial and
industrial buildings, parking structures, and the South San Francisco - San Bruno Water Quality Control Plant.
To the west, the Airport is bordered by U.S. 101 and West of Bayshore, which comprises approximately 180 acres
of undeveloped land owned by SFO but managed through a partnership with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
to balance the long-term conservation of the San Francisco garter snake and California red-legged frog in this
biologically sensitive area. The West of Bayshore is bordered on the west by mostly low-density residential
areas and public parks in the cities of San Bruno and Millbrae. To the south, the Airport is bordered by the
Millbrae Water Pollution Control Plant, mid-rise hotels, and SFO Bayfront Park, a public waterside park
commonly used for watching Airport-related activities, including planes landing and taking off.

2.G Planning Context

2.G.1  San Francisco International Airport 1989 Master Plan

The SFO 1989 Draft Final Master Plan was adopted by the airport commission as the Final Master Plan
(Master Plan) in 1992.>° The Master Plan provides a long-range landside development program for the Airport
to accommodate growth in cargo and up to approximately 51 million annual passengers based on the
planning horizon and forecast at the time the Master Plan was developed. The objective of the Master Plan is
to develop improved facilities and circulation patterns to enhance operational efficiency and accommodate
forecast growth at SFO.>* The major Master Plan improvements implemented to date include:

e Thenew ITB and associated Boarding Areas A and G, completed in 2000.

® Consolidation and redevelopment of cargo facilities in the North and West Field areas (cumulative project #3).

e An Automated People Mover (APM) system (called AirTrain), the first phase of which was completed in
2003; and the extension of the AirTrain system to serve a replacement consolidated rental car center and
long-term public parking garages, completed in 2020.

® Roadway and vehicle circulation improvements to the ITB, completed in 2000.
e Development of an on-Airport hotel, construction of which was completed in 2019.
® Renovation of the former International Terminal (Terminal 2) for domestic operations, completed in 2011.

e Redevelopment of the South Terminal (Harvey Milk Terminal 1), Boarding Area B, which was completed
in June 2024, and renovation of Boarding Area C, which is anticipated to be completed in 2026 (cumulative
project #10).

* New administration/office facilities:
— The Consolidated Administration Campus Phase 1 building (Building 674) was completed in 2018.

— Demolition of the former Design & Construction building (Building 676) is scheduled to occur with
construction of the Consolidated Administration Campus Phase 2 administration facility and
associated parking garage, which is anticipated to begin in 2025 (cumulative project #2).

% San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco International Airport Master Plan Final Environmental Impact Report, Case No. 86.638E, State
Clearinghouse No. 90030535, May 1992, and San Francisco Airport Commission, Resolution No. 92-0284, adopted November 3, 1992.

% The San Francisco International 1989 Airport Master Plan excluded West of Bayshore, the area west of U.S. 101, consisting of approximately 180
acres of undeveloped land with major infrastructure and utility rights-of-way and aquatic, wetland, and upland habitats to maintain the site as a
major utility right-of-way for Caltrans, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Bay Area Rapid Transit, San Francisco International Airport, the San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission, and adjacent cities.
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2.G.2  Aviation Activity Forecast

Aviation activity forecasts provide the primary input to identifying the facilities needed to accommodate
future levels of activity at an airport. In 2014, the FAA approved an updated forecast for SFO, which is referred
to as the 2014 forecast.”” The forecast was developed following standard FAA guidance and industry practice
considering a variety of factors such as historical and forecast socioeconomic data, historical air traffic at the
Airport (domestic and international), historical shares of originating and destination (O&D) versus
connecting passengers, airline economics data regarding service at the Airport, and other drivers of aviation
demand. The 2014 forecast report notes that air transportation demand at SFO depends on a combination of
trends in the airline industry, national and international economic conditions, and the socioeconomic
conditions in the San Francisco Bay Area.*® The 2014 forecast was prepared considering socioeconomic data
and trends for the San José-San Francisco-Oakland Combined Statistical Area consisting of 11 counties, which
contain three international commercial service airports: SFO, OAK, and SJC. Socioeconomic data assessed
included population, per capita personal income, employment, tourism, gross regional product, and airline
yield.” Historical domestic O&D scheduled passenger traffic was examined based on these socioeconomic
variables using multi-linear regression models. The regression models evaluated domestic O&D demand for
SFO as well as for OAK and SJC. Three different segments of passenger demand were forecast: domestic
0&D, international O&D, and connecting domestic and international passengers. The forecast for air cargo
included cargo carried by freighter aircraft or as belly cargo in passenger aircraft. The aircraft operations
forecast was then developed based on the forecast of enplaned passengers;® forecasts of cargo carried in
freighter aircraft; and historical factors, industry trends, and FAA Aerospace Forecasts for General Aviation,
air taxi, and military aircraft operations. The 2014 forecast was based on calendar year 2013 data and was
developed initially assuming there were no physical or other constraints to increased traffic at SFO. Levels of
activity were developed for 2018, 2023, 2028, and 2033.

Recognizing the Draft Final ADP goal of maximizing the practical capacity of the runway system without
changing the geometry, the ability for activity to increase beyond certain levels would be constrained by the
practical capacity of the runway system.®* Therefore, an airfield/airspace simulation analysis was conducted
as part of the Draft Final ADP to quantify the practical capacity of the SFO airfield and therefore identify the
appropriate level of aviation activity for planning purposes. This modeling analysis is available as Appendix B
of the Draft Final ADP.®* The simulation analysis accounted for aircraft activity, including airline schedules for
the average day of the peak month.®* The analysis also accounted for varying weather conditions and their
frequency of occurrence at SFO that affect how the runways can be used and the resulting hourly capacities
of the runway system over a typical day. While delays are expected during certain peak periods, especially in
poor weather conditions that limit hourly runway capacity, the high peak period delays should dissipate in

57 Fernando Yanez, Airport Planner, Federal Aviation Administration, “Federal Aviation Administration Approval of San Francisco International
Airport’s Aviation Activity Forecasts,” letter to John Bergener, Airport Planning Director, San Francisco International Airport, June 9, 2014. Landrum &
Brown, Inc., San Francisco International Airport Forecast Update, April 2014.

%8 Ibid., p. 1.

%9 Airline yield is the average amount of revenue received per paying passenger flown one mile either into or out of the Airport.

% Forecasts of passenger aircraft operations consider enplaned passengers as well as anticipated changes in the types of aircraft serving the airport,
the average number of seats per aircraft, and the assumed load factor (the average percentage of seats filled per aircraft departure).

&1 The practical capacity is defined as the maximum demand that can be accommodated and sustained without incurring severe or unrecoverable
delays.

52 San Francisco International Airport, Draft Final Airport Development Plan, Appendix B, Ultimate Capacity, https://www.flysfo.com/about-sfo/sfo-
tomorrow/draft-final-airport-development-plan, accessed June 7, 2024.

3 The average day of the peak month is commonly used for planning purposes. The peak month at SFO has historically and continues to be August.
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the following hours to avoid excessive cancellations and missed connections. Extended delays continuing
throughout the day during predominant operating conditions are not acceptable.

Using the simulation results, it was determined that the airfield could accommodate and sustain annual
activity equivalent to 1,475 operations on the average day of the peak month without incurring severe or
unrecoverable delays. This daily demand level is referred to as the Base Constrained demand level, and
includes operations by commercial passenger, air cargo, general aviation and air taxi, and military aircraft.
Recognizing that more than 1,475 daily aircraft operations could occur during some seasonal and regional
peak activity periods and favorable weather conditions, a High Constrained demand level of 1,500 daily
operations was identified for planning purposes. The High Constrained demand level included 25 additional
operations during off-peak periods. These additional operations would not increase the number of
operations during any peak periods of the day and would not be considered as adding to the potential for
excessive delays. Even at this level, the Airport could experience more than 1,500 operations on a particular
day given ideal weather conditions and an event in the region (e.g., hosting major event) that would increase
short term demand.®* Comparing the results of the simulation analysis results against the 2014 forecast, it
was estimated that beyond 2026, aircraft operations would be constrained by the practical capacity of the
SFO airfield, given the existing runway configuration and dual set of closely spaced parallel runways.®* Using
the High Constrained demand level for planning ensures that the planned facilities would balance with the
practical capacity of the airfield and would not be overbuilt resulting in excess and unused capacity. These
demand levels provided an adaptable framework for understanding long-term facility requirements at SFO
and helped facilitate development of the RADP.%®

Understanding the practical capacity of the airfield, a constrained forecast was developed as part of the 2014
forecast representing four future activity levels: forecast 2018 and 2023, and the Base Constrained and High
Constrained demand levels.®” The Base Constrained and High Constrained demand levels were then
converted to annual numbers of operations. Because the constrained demand levels represented the
average day of the peak month rather than average annual, different factors were considered for each
operation type (commercial passenger, air cargo, General Aviation and air taxi, and military) to convert the
daily demand levels to total annual operations.®® For air passengers, it was necessary to then estimate the
number of annual passengers that could be accommodated by the commercial passenger aircraft
operations, considering aircraft types and frequencies matched to seat departure projections based on
historical service patterns, current dominant carriers, aircraft currently in use, aircraft on order, length of
flight, and announced plans of current and new entrant airlines. The resulting constrained forecast was
approved for planning by the FAA, who acknowledges that the airfield, in its existing physical geometry,
limits unconstrained growth in aircraft operations and passenger enplanements.®

% SFO, Aviation Activity Forecasts, https://planning.flysfo.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/04/Chapter_2_Aviation_Activity_Forecasts_Draft_Final.pdf,
accessed June 5,2024.

 U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, Advisory Circular 150/5300-13B, Airport Design, August 16,2024, AC 150/5300-
13B, Airport Design, March 31, 2022 Consolidated to include Change 1, August 16, 2024, accessed January 31, 2025.

% Aviation forecasts and facility requirements are requisite components to a FAA recommended master plan process for airports. Federal Aviation
Administration, Advisory Circular 150/5070-6B, Airport Master Plans, https://www.faa.gov/documentLibrary/media/Advisory_Circular/AC_150_5070-
6B_with_chg_1&2.pdf, accessed September 5, 2023.

7 Fernando Yanez, Airport Planner, Federal Aviation Administration, “Federal Aviation Administration Approval of San Francisco International
Airport’s Aviation Activity Forecasts,” letter to John Bergener, Airport Planning Director, San Francisco International Airport, June 9, 2014. Landrum &
Brown, Inc., San Francisco International Airport Forecast Update, April 2014.

8 |bid.

% Fernando Yanez, Airport Planner, Federal Aviation Administration, “Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Approval of San Francisco International
Airport’s Aviation Activity Forecasts,” letter to John Bergener, Airport Planning Director, San Francisco International Airport, June 9, 2014.
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As shown in Table 2-1, in 2013, SFO had 421,400 annual aircraft operations and 44.84 million air passengers.
While the number of total airline passengers™ has generally increased over time, global events have had a
substantial effect on aviation demand. For example, the COVID-19 pandemic, which led to many commercial
airlines reducing capacity and/or eliminating service on a global scale, resulted in a substantial reduction in
aircraft operations. SFO is projected to recover to pre-COVID-19 activity levels in 2024 and to reach the
practical capacity of its existing physical runway configuration in or about 2026 (see Appendix C, Airport
Facilities to Accommodate Aviation Demand). As shown in Table 2-1, the Base Constrained annual demand
level comprises approximately 62.2 million annual passengers and 489,900 aircraft operations and the High
Constrained annual demand level comprises approximately 71.1 million annual passengers and 506,600
aircraft operations.

Table 2-1 Historical and Current Aviation Activity and Future Forecast

2013 45.01 421,400 Last full calendar year of activity data used for SFO aviation
forecast submitted to FAA for use in developing Draft Final ADP

2018 57.79 470,164 Increased demand on all facilities to accommodate continued
growth in air travel demand

2019 57.48 458,496 Onset of COVID-19

2020 16.43 231,163 COVID-19

2021 24.34 265,597 COVID-19

2022 42.28 355,006 COVID-19 recovery

2023 50.20 384,871 COVID-19 recovery

Base Constrained 62.22 498,900 Constrained operational activity, larger aircraft, increased

(estimated 2026 to saturation of support facilities

2030)

High Constrained 71.07 506,600 Constrained operational activity, larger aircraft, additional

(estimated 2031 to operations during non-peak periods increased saturation

2045) of support facilities

SOURCES: SFO Air Traffic Statistics 2013-2023; Landrum & Brown, Inc., San Francisco International Airport Forecast Update, April 2014.

2.G.3  Purpose of the RADP

The sustained increase in passenger activity at SFO coupled with ongoing implementation of projects under
the 1992 Master Plan prompted the need to develop a new plan to accommodate future growth at SFO. The
purpose of the RADP is to plan for forecast passenger and operations growth at SFO through the following
measures: maximizing gate capacity, geometry, and flexibility; optimizing lobby and security flows and
incorporating new technology for passenger screening; maximizing shared-use facilities and baggage claim
flexibility; and maximizing transfer connectivity for passengers and baggage. The RADP includes projects
that would accommodate long-term passenger activity levels at the Airport, forecast to reach approximately

™ Total airline passengers include total enplaned and deplaned passengers and passengers who fly into and out of SFO on the same aircraft.
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506,000 annual aircraft operations, which is the estimated annual practical capacity of the existing runways
regardless of whether the RADP is implemented. Passenger aircraft operations represent the largest portion
of the 506,000 annual aircraft operations, which are forecast to accommodate approximately 71.1 million
annual passengers.” While the existing facilities could accommodate the forecast demand without
implementing the RADP, the goals and objectives of the Draft Final ADP would not be met. SFO’s mission is to
provide an exceptional airport experience, by providing a world-renowned facility and the passenger-choice
as the international gateway to the Pacific, which has been embodied in renovations of Terminals 1 and 2.
Therefore, the RADP serves as a roadmap for guiding future Airport development to modernize SFO, increase
the efficiency of Airport operations by providing passenger connectivity between boarding areas and
flexibility to accommodate domestic or international aircraft, and to overall enhance the passenger experience.

As discussed in more detail in Appendix C, Airport Facilities to Accommodate Aviation Demand, appended to
this Draft EIR, implementation of the RADP would not induce passenger demand (i.e., induce the public to
choose to fly if and/or where they otherwise would not), nor would the RADP increase the capacity of the
airfield, change the configuration of the existing runways, change the number of aircraft operations or
aircraft types operating at the Airport (including cargo, private jets, and helicopters), or change the volume of
annual passengers that choose to fly into and out of SFO.” The projects proposed under the RADP would
ensure that the Airport’s level of service™ for passengers is maintained as the number of annual passengers is
expected to increase based on regional growth projections, up to the practical capacity of the airfield, which
would occur independent of implementation of the RADP.™

2.H Recommended Airport Development Plan

The RADP serves as a framework for future development at SFO. Implementation of the RADP would
facilitate the development of terminal and non-movement areas of the airfield, as well as landside facilities
to accommodate long-term aircraft operations and passenger activity levels at the Airport. SFO’s long-term
operations and passenger activity levels are forecast to reach approximately 506,000 annual aircraft
operations based on the estimated capacity of the existing runways regardless of whether the RADP is
implemented. Passenger aircraft operations represent the largest portion of the 506,000 annual aircraft
operations, which are forecast to accommodate approximately 71.1 million annual passengers considering
the forecast passenger aircraft fleet mix. Overall, the projects that could occur with implementation of the
RADP would result in approximately 6.4 million square feet of demolition, 14.4 million square feet of new
construction, 8.0 million square feet of net new construction, and 375,000 square feet of net new paving over
an approxima