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The Final ND has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, Public Resources Code, 
Section 21000 et al, and the State CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations, Title 14, 
Division 6, Chapter 3, Section 15000 et al. 

Findings and Determination 
As lead agency for compliance with CEQA requirements, the San Mateo County Transit District 
finds that the proposed project would not cause a significant adverse impact on the environment. 
This finding is based on the criteria of the Guidelines of the State Secretary for Resources, Section 
15064 (Determining the Significance of Environmental Effects), Section 15065 (Mandatory Findings 
of Significance), and Section 15070 (Decision to Prepare a Negative or Mitigated Negative 
Declaration), as well as on the results of the Final Initial Study prepared for the project.
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such as mufflers, engine covers, and engine vibration isolators, intact and 
operational. Newer equipment would generally be quieter in operation than older 
equipment. All construction equipment would be inspected at periodic intervals to 
ensure proper maintenance and presence of noise control devices.  
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Figure 1a: Proposed NB 200 Site Plan 
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Figure 1b: North and South Elevations 
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Figure 1c: East and West Elevations 
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Figure 2: Regional Project Location 
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Figure 3: Building 200 and North Base 

 



 

22 
 

Figure 4: Nearby Land Uses 
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 ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project (i.e., the 
project could result in at least one potentially significant impact to the resource). Please see the 
checklist on the following pages for additional information. 
 

 
Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forestry 

Resources 
 Air Quality 

 
Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Energy 

 
Geology/Soils  Greenhouse Gas Emissions   Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials  

 
Hydrology/Water Quality   Land Use/Planning   Mineral Resources  

 
Noise   Population/Housing   Public Services  

 
Recreation   Transportation/Traffic   Tribal Cultural Resources  

 
Utilities/Service Systems   Wildfire  Mandatory Findings of 

Significance 

 

DETERMINATION 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

 

 
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will 
be prepared. 

 
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 
I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially 
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the 
effects that remain to be addressed. 

 
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 
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I. AESTHETICS: 
Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 
21099, would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but 
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway? 

    

c) In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of public views of the 
site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are 
experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the 
project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict 
with applicable zoning and other regulations governing 
scenic quality? 

    

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

    

 

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

A scenic vista is typically considered an aesthetically pleasing view as seen from a particular 
vantage point. In the vicinity of North Base, scenic vistas are available from the San Francisco 
Bay Trail across the San Francisco Bay to the east and San Bruno Mountain to the north. The 
proposed project would include the demolition of the existing Building 200 and construction of a 
two-story building in the same location. The new Building 200 would not obstruct public views of 
the San Francisco Bay or San Bruno Mountain from the San Francisco Bay Trail. The Bay and 
mountain would continue to be visible from several publicly accessible vantage points north and 
east of the new Building 200.  

San Mateo County identifies Scenic Corridors to protect and enhance public views within certain 
areas. Development in these areas is not allowed to significantly obscure, detract from, or 
negatively affect the quality of these views. North Base is not located within any Scenic Corridor 
as defined by San Mateo County, further the proposed construction would not result in a 
substantially larger building.1 Therefore, the impact would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are required. 

 
1 San Mateo County. Scenic Corridors. Available at San Mateo County | Scenic Corridors | County of San 
Mateo, CA (smcgov.org). Accessed April 2, 2024.  

https://www.smcgov.org/planning/san-mateo-county-scenic-corridors
https://www.smcgov.org/planning/san-mateo-county-scenic-corridors
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Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

There are no scenic trees, rock outcroppings, historic buildings, state scenic highways, or other 
scenic resources in the vicinity of North Base.2 Therefore, there will be no impact.  

In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are 
experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized 
area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations 
governing scenic quality? 

North Base is located in an urban area.  

North Base is located within a Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) zoning district designated by the City 
of South San Francisco. In PQP districts, structures are limited to 30 feet in height, and 
buildings must be set back 10 feet from the street, 5 feet from side and rear property lines when 
abutting non-residential districts, and 40 feet from the high-water mark.3 No net new impervious 
area is permitted within 250 feet of the San Francisco Bay shoreline (Ord. 1646 § 2, 2022).  

As discussed above, San Mateo County identifies Scenic Corridors to protect and enhance 
public views from certain areas. North Base is not within an area identified as a Scenic Corridor 
by San Mateo County. 

The proposed project is a two-story, 27-foot-tall building in compliance with the underlying PQP 
zoning. The proposed project would be set back from the property line and adjacent properties 
in accordance with zoning regulations, and it would be located more than 200 feet from the San 
Francisco Bay high water mark. The project would not conflict with applicable zoning regulations 
governing scenic quality. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are required.  

Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area? 

The proposed new Building 200 may include downward-facing lighting to illuminate the areas 
adjacent to the building. Lighting would be designed and installed such that it is deflected away 
from adjacent properties and public streets and to prevent adverse interference with the normal 
operation or enjoyment of surrounding properties.  

The impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.  

 
2 Caltrans. Scenic Highways. Available at https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/lap-landscape-architecture-
and-community-livability/lap-liv-i-scenic-highways, accessed April 2, 2024. 
3 City of South San Francisco. Zoning Ordinance. Available online: https://ecode360.com/43450037. 
Accessed April 2, 2024. 

https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/lap-landscape-architecture-and-community-livability/lap-liv-i-scenic-highways
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/lap-landscape-architecture-and-community-livability/lap-liv-i-scenic-highways
https://ecode360.com/43450037


https://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/Pages/2016-2018_Farmland_Conversion_Report.aspx
https://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/Pages/SanMateo.aspx
https://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/Pages/SanMateo.aspx
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The proposed project does not include development in farmland, nor does it propose any type of 
physical development or construction that would convert these resources to non-agricultural 
resources. Therefore, there would be no impact.  

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 

North Base is not zoned for agricultural use. North Base is zoned PQP. Government offices, 
park and recreation facilities, public safety facilities, and parking are permitted uses. Schools, 
cultural institutions, and utilities are conditionally permitted uses. North Base is not subjected to 
a Williamson Act contract.6  

The proposed project does not include any type of physical development or construction in 
areas zoned for agriculture or subject to a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, there would be 
no impact. 

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code 
section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government 
Code section 51104(g))? 

North Base is not zoned for forest land or timberland uses. As described above, North Base is 
zoned for PQP uses.  

The proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, any forest 
land or timberland. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

The proposed project would not remove or convert any forest land. Therefore, there would be 
no impact. 

Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, 
could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 

The proposed project does not involve changes that would convert farmland to non-agricultural 
uses. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

  

 
6 San Mateo County. Williamson Act Parcels (Interactive Map). Available at Williamson Act Parcels | 
Open San Mateo County (smcgov.org). Accessed April 2, 2024.  

https://data.smcgov.org/Housing-Development/Williamson-Act-Parcels/sq6e-7j5j
https://data.smcgov.org/Housing-Development/Williamson-Act-Parcels/sq6e-7j5j


https://www3.epa.gov/airquality/greenbook/anayo_ca.html
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/maps-state-and-federal-area-designations


https://shapessf.com/
https://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/plans/2017-clean-air-plan/attachment-a_-proposed-final-cap-vol-1-pdf.pdf?la=en
https://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/plans/2017-clean-air-plan/attachment-a_-proposed-final-cap-vol-1-pdf.pdf?la=en
https://www.baaqmd.gov/plans-and-climate/california-environmental-quality-act-ceqa/updated-ceqa-guidelines
https://www.baaqmd.gov/plans-and-climate/california-environmental-quality-act-ceqa/updated-ceqa-guidelines
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BAAQMD basic BMPs for construction-related fugitive dust emissions would be incorporated into 
the project. As a result, temporary construction air quality impacts would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

Table 2: Temporary Construction Emissions 

 

Average Daily Emissions (lbs/day) 

ROG NOX 
PM10 

(exhaust) 
PM2.5 

(exhaust) 

Proposed 
Project 

0.87 4.02 0.15 0.13 

BAAQMD 
Thresholds 

54 54 82 54 

Threshold 
Exceeded? 

No No No No 

 

Long-Term Operation Impact 

The new Building 200 would be approximately 19,450 sf, which is less than the screening 
thresholds outlined in Table 4-1 in the BAAQMD 2022 CEQA Guidelines.12 Therefore, there the 
impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.  

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Temporary Construction Impact 

From North Base, the nearest residential receptors are located at Safe Harbor Shelter, at 295 N. 
Access Road, approximately 230 feet from the nearest construction activity. There are no other 
sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project. The proposed project would incorporate 
construction air quality BMPs such that substantial concentrations of pollutants would not occur 
near these receptors. Sensitive receptors would not be exposed to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are required. 

Long-Term Operation Impact 

The new Building 200 would be approximately 19,450 sf, which is less than the screening 
thresholds outlined in Table 4-1 in the BAAQMD 2022 CEQA Guidelines.13 Therefore, the 
impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.  

 
12 BAAQD. 2022. 2022 CEQA Guidelines: Chapter 4, Screening for Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors. 
https://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa-guidelines-2022/ceqa-
guidelines-chapter-4-screening_final-pdf.pdf?rev=ac551d35a52d479dad475e7d4c57afa6&sc_lang=en.  
13 BAAQD. 2022. Screening for Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors. Available online: 
https://baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa-guidelines -2022/ceqa-guidelines-
chapter-4-screening_final-pdf.pdf?la=en. Accessed April 3, 2024.  

https://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa-guidelines-2022/ceqa-guidelines-chapter-4-screening_final-pdf.pdf?rev=ac551d35a52d479dad475e7d4c57afa6&sc_lang=en
https://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa-guidelines-2022/ceqa-guidelines-chapter-4-screening_final-pdf.pdf?rev=ac551d35a52d479dad475e7d4c57afa6&sc_lang=en
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Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a 
substantial number of people?  

Temporary Construction Impact 

During construction, operation of heavy equipment would generate diesel odors on-site and in 
adjacent areas. Diesel odors would be limited in both temporal and geographic extent by the 
number of pieces of construction equipment operating at any one time and dispersed by 
prevailing meteorological conditions. Construction air quality commitments incorporated in the 
project would also minimize diesel exhaust emissions. The impact would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

Long-Term Operation Impact 

The proposed project is an approximately 19,450 sf two-story building including space for 
management offices, operator amenities, bus operations, meeting space, and support spaces. 
Therefore, after construction, operation of the new Building 200 would not result in emissions or 
fumes that would adversely affect a substantial number of people. The impact would be less 
than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 
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controls necessary to address potential pollutant sources. These measures would protect water 
quality in the sensitive habitats adjacent to Belle Aire Island. The impact would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

Have a 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? 

There are no California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)-classified sensitive natural 
communities within North Base. The northern coastal salt marsh (tidal marsh) surrounding Belle 
Aire Island is classified as a sensitive natural community. Northern coastal salt marsh is a 
wetland plant community found in tidal areas and is dominated by salt-tolerant hydrophytic 
vegetation that typically forms a dense mat of vegetation. 

The new Building 200 would be entirely built within the boundaries of the North Base, which is 
already paved and almost completely devoid of landscape vegetation. In accordance with 
NPDES General Permit requirements, and as part of the project, a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be prepared and implemented. The SWPPP would identify 
BMPs to address pollutant source reduction and provide measures and controls necessary to 
address potential pollutant sources. These measures would protect water quality in the northern 
coast salt marsh adjacent to Belle Aire Island. The project would not impact sensitive natural 
communities. The impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are 
required.  

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, 
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

North Base is on a peninsula surrounded by the San Francisco Bay and is approximately 40 
feet from San Francisco Bay at its closest point. Wetlands in the USFWS National Wetlands 
Inventory (NWI) are shown in Figure 5. The peninsula is surrounded by Estuarine and Marine 
Wetland. 

The proposed Building 200 would be entirely built within the boundaries of North Base. As 
explained in Section X, Hydrology and Water Quality, and as part of the project, construction 
would comply with the National Pollutant Discharge and Elimination System 
(NPDES)/Construction General Permit, which would ensure that there is no siltation or other 
degradation of off-site wetlands during construction or operation. 

The impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

Interfere substantially with the movement of any 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? 

North Base does not serve as a wildlife corridor or wildlife nursery. Due to habitat fragmentation 
in the project region, vegetation communities along streams, sloughs, and other aquatic 
features often function as environmental corridors that allow animals to move among habitat 
patches. The upland area surrounding the San Francisco Bay Trail near North Base likely  
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Figure 5: Wetlands in the Vicinity of North Base 

 





https://ecos.fws.gov/docs/plan_documents/thcp/thcp_2897.pdf
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES:  
Would the project:  

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§15064.5?  

    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
§15064.5?  

    

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of dedicated cemeteries?  

    

 

The California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) Northwest Information Center 
(NWIC) was contacted to identify previous surveys in the project vicinity and previously 
recorded sites and structures within a 1.6-kilometer (1.0-mile) radius of North Base. The NWIC 
request included archaeological and non-archaeological resource records, previous reports, 
shapefiles of surveys and sites, California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) historic property 
directory listings, OHP archaeological determinations of eligibility, California Inventory of 
Historical Resources (1976), Caltrans Bridge Survey, and ethnographic and historical literature. 

Archaeological Resources 

The records search identified no archaeological sites at North Base. The nearest previously 
identified archaeological site, the North Colma Creek Site (P-41-002164; CA-SMA-000380), 
which contains pre-historic shell midden, is more than 1,000 feet away.  

Architectural Resources 

Records search results show a single architectural resource previously recorded in the area: the 
North Base facility itself was recorded in 1998. This resource was recommended as not eligible 
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). An additional 27 architectural 
resources were previously recorded within a 1-mile radius, of which three buildings composing 
the Coast Guard Air Station San Francisco Historic District were recommended as eligible for 
the NRHP. 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as 
defined in §15064.5? 

As described above, no historic resources meet the criteria of §15064.5 in North Base. 
Therefore, there would be no impact. 

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? 

As discussed above, there are no known historic or prehistoric buried archaeological resources 
in North Base.  

The North Base parking lot comprises six to seven inches of concrete pavement on the surface. 
Beneath the concrete is approximately 8 to 9 feet of artificial fill.15 The project would involve 

 
15 ENGEO. SamTrans Preliminary Design of Electrical Infrastructure Upgrades for Two Bus Maintenance 
Facilities: South San Francisco, California; San Carlos, California - Geotechnical Exploration. January 11, 
2022. 
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limited ground disturbance for the foundation, including new piles and soil improvements to 
support the new Building 200. The area of the new Building 200 would be excavated between 3 
and 5 feet (approximately 2,111 cubic yards). Cement-soil mixing would occur to a maximum 
depth of 35 feet below the original grade.  

As indicated in the Project Description, if an unanticipated archaeological resource is discovered 
during construction, construction would be halted in the area of the find until an archaeologist 
assesses the resource. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are required. 

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries? 

No known human burials or remains are within North Base, and no evidence suggesting human 
remains may be present was identified in the geoarchaeological corings. In the unlikely event 
that human remains are uncovered, the District would stop work in the area where burial finds 
are discovered and conduct the notifications and coordination required by law with the County 
Coroner and California Native American Heritage Commission. Therefore, the impact would be 
less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.  



https://www.smcgov.org/media/73456/download?inline
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plan includes strategies to meet these GHG reduction goals. For example, as of 2020, the 
County effectively banned the use of natural gas in all new construction.  

The City of South San Francisco released its Climate Action Plan in October 2022.17 In the plan, 
the City seeks to achieve carbon neutrality by 2045, reducing GHG emissions by 40 percent by 
2030 and 80 percent by 2040. The plan includes a primary goal to reduce community-wide 
vehicle use, with supporting goals to create more livable and connected communities and to 
provide reliable public transit. The proposed project would contribute to these goals by 
accommodating projected increased transit operations at SamTrans North Base.  

The proposed project entails the construction and operation of a new two-story 19,450 sf 
building that replaces an existing building. The proposed project does not conflict with any state 
or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. Therefore, the impact would be less 
than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

  

 
17 City of South San Francisco. Climate Action Plan 2022. Available online at 
SSFCAP_PublicDraft2022_02_Small.pdf (shapessf.com). Accessed April 2, 2024.  

https://shapessf.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/SSFCAP_PublicDraft2022_02_Small.pdf
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by artificial fill over tidal flat. This material is described as clay, silt, sand, rock fragments, 
organic matter, and human-made debris placed over tidal flats. 

The subsurface conditions at the project site are consistent with expected regional geology and 
are described as silty sand fill, underlain by a layer of organic fat clay (Young Bay Mud), over 
silty sand. The silty sand portion includes clay interbeds that range in abundance from scattered 
near the northern site to abundant at the southern site. Groundwater levels at the site are 
controlled by fluctuations in tide and seasonal rainfall events. Groundwater was encountered at 
an approximate elevation of 9 feet at the time of geotechnical exploration for the Building 200 
project. 

Consolidation testing was performed on samples from borings, and a preliminary settlement 
analysis was conducted, assuming a mat foundation with the same dimensions as the existing 
Building 200 with an average load of 200 pounds per square foot over the building footprint. 
Detailed settlement analysis would be required for final design. 

The geotechnical studies indicate that replacement of Building 200 would require a foundation 
design that is founded in soils below the weak clay layer to avoid large settlements. Three main 
classes of foundations appear suitable: (a) a pile foundation, or (b) ground improvement with 
shallow foundation in the form of a structural mat slab, or (c) ground improvement supporting 
isolated footings or grade beams. Ground improvement should extend to a depth of at least -25 
feet. 

As indicated in the Project Description, the project would include ground improvement, which 
would comprise cement-soil mixing to a maximum depth of 35 feet below original grade. Mixing 
the soil with cement would create subsurface columns that strengthen the ground. The resulting 
columns would have improved strength and reduce settlement potential. After completion of 
ground improvement, the mat slab foundation would be installed, and 567 cubic yards of 
imported fill would be placed and compacted in the 10-foot perimeter around the foundation, 
bringing the site back up to original grade. 

a. Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving: 

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area 
or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of 
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

The nearest earthquake fault, the San Andreas Fault, is located 3.1 miles southwest of North 
Base.21 Therefore, North Base would not be directly affected by fault rupture. The impact would 
be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? 

An earthquake of moderate to high magnitude generated within the San Francisco Bay region 
could cause considerable ground shaking at North Base. The new Building 200 would be built 
upon improved ground and designed in compliance with the 2022 California Building Code 

 
21 USGS. The San Andreas Fault and Other Bay Area Faults. Available at 
https://earthquake.usgs.gov/earthquakes/events/1906calif/virtualtour/bayarea.php, accessed April 3, 2024 

https://earthquake.usgs.gov/earthquakes/events/1906calif/virtualtour/bayarea.php
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requirements and in conformance with final geotechnical recommendations. Conformance to the 
current building code recommendations and geotechnical recommendations does not constitute 
a guarantee that significant structural damage would not occur in the event of a maximum 
magnitude earthquake; however, it is reasonable to expect that a well-designed and well-
constructed structure would not collapse or cause loss of life in a major earthquake. The impact 
would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

According to the San Mateo County Planning and Building Department, North Base is located in 
an area with high potential for liquefaction.22 It is also mapped in a liquefaction zone according 
to the California Geologic Survey. The risk for liquefaction to occur at the Project site during a 
seismic event is considered high. Liquefaction settlement was calculated to be on the order of 1 
to 3 feet for the Project site. 

The building would be built in accordance with geotechnical recommendations and include 
installation of ground improvement by cement-soil mixing to a maximum depth of 35 feet below 
original grade over the area equal to the new Building 200 footprint plus an additional 10-foot 
perimeter around the building footprint. These measures would reduce risk of liquefaction 
beneath the new building. The impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are required. 

iv. Landslides? 

According to the San Mateo County Planning and Building Department, North Base is not 
located in an area susceptible to landslide.23 Therefore, there would be no impact. 

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

The proposed project would be constructed on an existing paved parking lot. Although 
trenching, milling, and paving would be required, as further described in Section X, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, construction would comply with all applicable stormwater pollution 
prevention requirements. The project would not result in soil erosion or loss of topsoil. The 
impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

The proposed project is located on artificial fill overlaying a layer of organic fat clay (including 
Bay Mud), over silty sand. Below-grade conditions are susceptible to subsidence, liquefaction, 
and lateral spreading. As described above, the building would be built in accordance with 
geotechnical recommendations and include installation of ground improvement by cement-soil 
mixing to a maximum depth of 35 feet below original grade over the area equal to the new 
Building 200 footprint plus an additional 10-foot perimeter around the building footprint. These 

 
22 San Mateo County Planning and Building. Earthquake Liquefaction (Map). Available at 
https://www.smcgov.org/media/73081/download?inline=, accessed April 3, 2024. 
23 San Mateo County Planning and Building. Existing Landslides (Map). Available at 
https://www.smcgov.org/media/73076/download?inline=, accessed June 10, 2022. 

https://www.smcgov.org/media/73081/download?inline=
https://www.smcgov.org/media/73076/download?inline=
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improvements would reduce risk of liquefaction, subsidence, and lateral spreading. Therefore, 
the impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or property? 

A geotechnical investigation encountered moderate to highly expansive fat clay near the surface 
at North Base. 

Expansive soil changes in volume with changes in moisture. It can shrink or swell and cause 
heaving and cracking of slabs-on-grade, pavements, and structures founded on shallow 
foundations. Building damage due to volume changes associated with expansive soil can be 
reduced by: (1) using a rigid mat foundation that is designed to resist the settlement and heave 
of expansive soil; (2) deepening the foundations to below the zone of moisture fluctuation (i.e. 
by using deep footings or drilled piers); and/or (3) using footings at normal shallow depths but 
bottomed on a layer of select fill with low expansion potential. 

As described above, the building would be built in accordance with geotechnical 
recommendations and include installation of ground improvement by cement-soil mixing to a 
maximum depth of 35 feet below original grade over the area equal to the new Building 200 
footprint plus an additional 10-foot perimeter around the building footprint. These improvements 
would reduce risks from expansive soils. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant, 
and no mitigation measures are required.  

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater? 

North Base is served by municipal sewers. Septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems are not used. There would be no impact. 

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

Paleontological sensitivity is defined as the potential for a geologic unit to produce scientifically 
significant fossils. This is determined by rock type, past history of the geologic unit in producing 
significant fossils, and fossil localities recorded from that unit. Paleontological sensitivity is 
derived from the known fossil data collected from the entire geologic unit, not just from a specific 
survey. In its Standard Guidelines for the Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to 
Non-renewable Paleontological Resources, the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology defines four 
categories of paleontological sensitivity (potential) for rock units: high, low, undetermined, and 
no potential.24  
 
North Base is covered with 7 to 18 inches of imported fill that would not contain fossils because, 
while such materials may have been originally derived from rocks, they have been fractured, 
weathered, and/or reworked such that fossils would not be preserved. The Young Bay Mud that 

 
24 SVP. Standard Procedures for the Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to  

Paleontological Resources. 2010. 



https://ucmpdb.berkeley.edu/loc.html
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Therefore, the impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

 

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan?  

The proposed project would be built entirely within the existing boundaries of North Base and 
existing emergency access within North Base would be maintained. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not result in any activity that would impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan during construction or 
operation. The impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are 
required.  

Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires? 

According to data provided on the Fire Hazard Severity Zones Maps developed by the California 
Department of Forestry, North Base is not located in or near fire hazard severity zones.36 The 
proposed project would not result in the development or construction of any habitable structures 
in wildfire hazard areas. Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people or structures 
to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. There would be no impact.

 
36 California Department of Forestry & Fire Protection. Fire Hazard Severity Zones in SRA. June 15, 2023 
Available at Fire Hazard Severity Zones Maps | OSFM (ca.gov), accessed April 3, 2024. 
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Figure 6: North Base: San Francisco International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
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X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY:  
Would the project:  

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface 
or ground water quality? 

    

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such 
that the project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin? 

    

c) Substantially 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 which would in a manner which 
would: 

    

i) result in a substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site;  

    

ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- 
or off-site; 

    

iii) create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff; or 

    

iv) impede or redirect flood flows?     

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release 
of pollutants due to project inundation? 

    

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water 
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater 
management plan? 

    

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? 

Temporary Construction Impact 

In accordance with NPDES General Permit requirements, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP) would be prepared and implemented as part of the proposed project. The 
SWPPP would identify BMPs to address pollutant source reduction and provide measures and 
controls necessary to address potential pollutant sources. Implementation of the SWPPP during 
construction would reduce temporary potential water quality impacts to a less than significant 
level, and no mitigation measures are required.  

Long-Term Operation Impact 

With implementation of the SWPPP, the proposed project would not violate any water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or 
ground water quality. The impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures 
are required. 
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b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin? 

Groundwater is not used as water source in South San Francisco. In addition, North Base 
comprises a surface parking lot and maintenance buildings, and it would remain a surface 
parking lot and maintenance buildings with implementation of the proposed project. Therefore, 
groundwater recharge would not be affected. There would be no impact.  

Substantially 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 which would in a manner which will: 

i) result in a substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site;  

During construction, implementation of the SWPPP would reduce the potential for the 
project to result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site. The impact would be 
less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site; 

The proposed project would not increase impervious surfaces and would not increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff. There would be no impact. 

iii) create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing 
or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff; or 

As discussed above, because the proposed project would not increase runoff or provide 
substantial sources of polluted runoff. The impact would be less than significant, and 
no mitigation measures are required. 

iv) impede or redirect flood flows? 

The proposed project would not alter the existing drainage patterns or otherwise redirect 
stormwater flows. Stormwater would continue to be directed to existing catch basins and 
stormwater pipes. There would be no impact. 

In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundation?  

North Base is not located in the 100-year floodplain. According to Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs), North Base is located in a 
shaded Zone X, which is an area between the limits of the base flood and the 0.2-percent-
annual-chance flood, areas of 1 percent annual chance of flooding with depths of less than 1 
foot, or areas with drainage areas less than 1 square mile. No base flood elevations are 
designated for Zone X, and the National Flood Insurance Program does not have a program 
regulating activities in Zone X. See Figure 7. 



 

57 
 

According to the California Geologic Survey, North Base is located in a tsunami hazard zone.37 
There are no published maps or hazard information on seiche hazards in the Bay Area. 

The proposed project entails demolition of the existing building and construction of a two-story 
19,450 sf building for office space, storage area, locker rooms, and training space for 
management, dispatchers, and operators. The new Building 200 would not introduce new 
pollutants that could be released due to inundation. The impact would be less than significant, 
and no mitigation measures are required. 

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan?  

The proposed project would not conflict with, nor would it hinder implementation of, a 
sustainable groundwater management plan or water quality control plan. Groundwater is not 
used as a water source in South San Francisco, and the project would not increase impervious 
surfaces. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

 
37 California Department of Conservation. 2024. California Geologic Survey: California Tsunami Maps and 
Data. Website: https://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/tsunami/maps. Accessed April 3, 2024. 
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Figure 7: FEMA Flood Hazard Zones 
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Figure 8: Zoning 

 



 

61 

XII. MINERAL RESOURCES:  
 Would the project:  

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) 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?  

    

b) 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?  

    

 

a. 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? 

and 

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? 

The San Mateo County General Plan identifies areas of significant mineral resources in the 
County.38 North Base is not identified as a mineral site or locally important mineral resource 
recovery site. The proposed project would have no effect on the resources or access to the 
resources. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

  

 
38 San Mateo County General Plan. November 1986. Available at 
https://planning.smcgov.org/sites/planning.smcgov.org/files/SMC-GP%201986.pdf, accessed April 2, 
2024. 
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XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING: 
Would the project:  

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?  

    

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people 
or housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere?  

    

 
a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by 

proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension 
of roads or other infrastructure)? 

Construction of the new Building 200 would not result in development of any new housing or the 
extension of new physical infrastructure (roads, sewers, electric lines) that would induce 
development. Therefore, there would be no impact.  

Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

The new Building 200 would be located within North Base and would not displace any existing 
people or housing. Therefore, there would be no impact.
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XV. PUBLIC SERVICES: 
Would the project:  

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for 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:  

    

Fire protection?     

Police protection?     

Schools?     

Parks?     

Other public facilities?     

 
a. Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new 

or physically altered governmental facilities, need for 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: fire protection, police 
protection, schools, parks, other public facilities?  

The proposed project would not directly or indirectly induce population growth in the area or 
displace any housing or people. The increased operator load at North Base would occur 
regardless of the proposed project. Therefore, the project would not increase demand for fire 
protection, police protection, schools, parks, or other public facilities or affect levels of those 
public services. There would be a less than significant impact on public services, and no 
mitigation measures are required.  
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XVI. RECREATION: Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of 
the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

    

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on 
the environment? 

    

  
a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or 

other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility 
would occur or be accelerated? 

Increased operator load is anticipated at North Base regardless of the project. Therefore, the 
new Building 200 would not include any residential or commercial development that would 
increase the demand for existing parks or recreational facilities. Therefore, the impact would be 
less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion 
of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

The proposed project would not construct any new recreational facilities or require expansion of 
any existing recreational facilities. Increased operator load is anticipated at North Base 
regardless of the project. It is possible that these employees may use the San Francisco Bay 
Trail for recreation during breaks or before or after working hours. This increased use would not 
require expansion of the trail. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are required. 
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XVII. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC:  
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? 

    

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines § 
15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

    

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

    

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

 

a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? 

The new Building 200 would not conflict with the Reimagine SamTrans plan; City of South San 
Francisco General Plan; or any other adopted policies, plans, and programs supporting active 
transportation. The proposed project would be constructed within North Base and the 
construction area would not interact with public roadways, bicyclists, or pedestrians. Project 
construction, including staging and laydown, would occur within North Base and would not affect 
the San Fransico Bay Trail along the perimeter of Belle Aire Island. Therefore, the impact would 
be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3, subdivision (b)?  

Temporary Construction Impacts 

There may be a negligible and temporary increase in vehicle miles travelled during construction 
of the project due to worker trips during phased construction. This potential short-term impact 
would be less than significant. 

Long-Term Operation Impacts 

Increased operator load at North Base, and associated increased vehicle miles traveled for 
personal vehicle trips and bus trips, would occur regardless of the project. Therefore, the impact 
would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

The proposed project would not introduce new design features on public roads. No new hazards 
would be introduced. Therefore, there would be no impact.  

Result in inadequate emergency access? 

The proposed project would have no effect on emergency access. The proposed project would 
not impede emergency response on existing roadways, and existing emergency access to North 
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Base would be maintained during construction and operation. Therefore, there would be no 
impact.  
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XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES: 

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in 
Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, 
feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically 
defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, 
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California 
Native American tribe, and that is: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of 
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical 
resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 
5020.1(k)? 

    

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be 
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) 
of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying 
the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource 
Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native 
American tribe? 

    

 

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, 
feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and 
scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe, and that is: 

a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a 
local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 
5020.1(k)? 

There are no known tribal cultural resources listed or eligible for listing in the California Register 
of Historical Resources or in a local register of historic resources in North Base. As indicated in 
the Project Description, if an unanticipated archaeological resource is discovered during 
construction, construction would be halted in the area of the find until an archaeologist assesses 
the resource. In the unlikely event that human remains are uncovered, the District would stop 
work in the area where burial finds are discovered and conduct the notifications and 
coordination required by law with the County Coroner and California Native American Heritage 
Commission. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are required. 

A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of 
Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance 
of the resource to a California Native American tribe? 

There are no known resources in North Base that are anticipated to be culturally significant to a 
California Native American tribe. As indicated in Section V, Cultural Resources, no cultural 
resources have been identified in North Base. As indicated above, in the case of accidental 
discovery of such resources, work in vicinity of the find would be halted and addressed through 
consultation with archaeologists, the County Coroner, Native American Heritage Commission, 
and other parties, as necessary. 
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Therefore, the impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.  
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XX. WILDFIRE: 
If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands 
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would 
the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

    

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

    

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency 
water sources, power lines, or other utilities) that may 
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment? 

    

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, 
including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, 
or drainage changes? 

    

 
a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 

plan? 

As indicated in Section IX, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the proposed project would not 
result in any activity or include or propose the development or construction of any additional 
physical features or structures that would impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Therefore, there would be 
no impact. 

 Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 
expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

As indicated in Section IX, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the proposed project would not 
result in the development or construction of any habitable structures in wildfire hazard areas. 
Therefore, there would be no impact.  

Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines, or other utilities) that may exacerbate 
fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

The new Building 200 would be located within the existing North Base. Connections to PG&E 
facilities would be installed within existing streets and on existing PG&E poles. 

The project does not require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such 
as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines, or other utilities) in wildfire hazard 
severity zones. Therefore, the project would not exacerbate fire risk or result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment. Therefore, there would be no impact. 
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Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream 
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes? 

The proposed project would not result in the development or construction of any habitable 
structures in wildfire hazard areas. Therefore, there would be no impact. 
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Data Field Value

Project Name SamTrans NB Building 200 Replacement

Construction Start Date 6/1/2025

Lead Agency —

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 4.60

Precipitation (days) 37.8

Location 301 N Access Rd, South San Francisco, CA 94080, USA

County San Mateo

City South San Francisco

Air District Bay Area AQMD

Air Basin San Francisco Bay Area

TAZ 1285

EDFZ 1

Electric Utility Pacific Gas & Electric Company

Gas Utility Pacific Gas & Electric

App Version 2022.1.1.28

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype Size Unit Lot Acreage Building Area (sq ft) Landscape Area (sq
ft)

Special Landscape
Area (sq ft)

Population Description

Government Office
Building

19.4 1000sqft 0.45 19,450 0.00 0.00 — —

Parking Lot 1.00 Acre 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — —
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1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Un/Mit. TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 21.7 21.6 25.0 22.2 0.10 0.72 8.79 9.51 0.67 2.88 3.55 — 9,622 9,622 1.17 1.16 14.3 10,010

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 1.31 1.08 9.08 10.3 0.02 0.33 0.30 0.63 0.30 0.08 0.38 — 1,934 1,934 0.08 0.03 0.01 1,945

Average
Daily
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.93 0.87 4.02 4.72 0.01 0.15 0.31 0.46 0.13 0.09 0.22 — 993 993 0.06 0.04 0.20 1,005

Annual
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.17 0.16 0.73 0.86 < 0.005 0.03 0.06 0.08 0.02 0.02 0.04 — 164 164 0.01 0.01 0.03 166

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Year TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily -
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2025 3.11 1.70 25.0 22.2 0.10 0.72 8.79 9.51 0.67 2.88 3.55 — 9,622 9,622 1.17 1.16 14.3 10,010
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2026 21.7 21.6 8.69 10.2 0.02 0.29 0.47 0.65 0.27 0.11 0.35 — 1,935 1,935 0.08 0.03 0.35 1,945

Daily -
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2025 1.31 1.08 9.08 10.3 0.02 0.33 0.30 0.63 0.30 0.08 0.38 — 1,934 1,934 0.08 0.03 0.01 1,945

2026 1.25 1.03 8.70 10.2 0.02 0.29 0.30 0.60 0.27 0.08 0.35 — 1,932 1,932 0.08 0.03 0.01 1,942

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2025 0.56 0.44 4.02 4.72 0.01 0.15 0.31 0.46 0.13 0.09 0.22 — 993 993 0.06 0.04 0.20 1,005

2026 0.93 0.87 2.39 2.85 0.01 0.08 0.09 0.17 0.08 0.02 0.10 — 533 533 0.02 0.01 0.04 536

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2025 0.10 0.08 0.73 0.86 < 0.005 0.03 0.06 0.08 0.02 0.02 0.04 — 164 164 0.01 0.01 0.03 166

2026 0.17 0.16 0.44 0.52 < 0.005 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.01 < 0.005 0.02 — 88.2 88.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 88.7

3. Construction Emissions Details

3.1. Demolition (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

1.75 1.47 13.9 15.1 0.02 0.57 — 0.57 0.52 — 0.52 — 2,494 2,494 0.10 0.02 — 2,502

Demoliti
on

— — — — — — 0.36 0.36 — 0.05 0.05 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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——————————————————Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.10 0.08 0.76 0.83 < 0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 137 137 0.01 < 0.005 — 137

Demoliti
on

— — — — — — 0.02 0.02 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.02 0.01 0.14 0.15 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 22.6 22.6 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 22.7

Demoliti
on

— — — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.42 0.00 0.00 0.47 0.47 0.00 0.11 0.11 — 113 113 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.37 113

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.09 0.01 0.74 0.50 0.01 0.01 0.39 0.39 0.01 0.10 0.10 — 484 484 0.07 0.08 0.96 510

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 — 5.85 5.85 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 5.93
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 26.5 26.5 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 27.9

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.97 0.97 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.98

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 4.39 4.39 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 4.62

3.3. Site Preparation (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

1.56 1.31 12.1 12.1 0.02 0.56 — 0.56 0.52 — 0.52 — 2,065 2,065 0.08 0.02 — 2,072

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 2.46 2.46 — 1.17 1.17 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.01 0.01 0.07 0.07 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 11.3 11.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 11.4
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———————0.010.01—0.010.01——————Dust
From
Material
Movement

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 1.87 1.87 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.88

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.28 0.28 0.00 0.07 0.07 — 67.6 67.6 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.22 68.0

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 1.28 0.17 10.9 7.39 0.08 0.08 5.63 5.71 0.08 1.45 1.53 — 7,077 7,077 1.07 1.14 14.0 7,456

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.35 0.35 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.36

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.01 < 0.005 0.06 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.03 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 38.8 38.8 0.01 0.01 0.03 40.8

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.06 0.06 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.06
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 6.42 6.42 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 6.76

3.5. Grading (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

1.80 1.51 14.1 14.5 0.02 0.64 — 0.64 0.59 — 0.59 — 2,455 2,455 0.10 0.02 — 2,463

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 2.78 2.78 — 1.34 1.34 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.02 0.02 0.15 0.16 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 26.9 26.9 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 27.0

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.03 0.03 — 0.01 0.01 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 4.45 4.45 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 4.47

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.01 0.01 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.34 0.00 0.00 0.37 0.37 0.00 0.09 0.09 — 90.1 90.1 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.30 90.6

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 1.28 0.17 10.9 7.39 0.08 0.08 5.63 5.71 0.08 1.45 1.53 — 7,077 7,077 1.07 1.14 14.0 7,456

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.94 0.94 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.95

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.01 < 0.005 0.12 0.08 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.06 0.06 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 77.6 77.6 0.01 0.01 0.07 81.6

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.15 0.15 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.16

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 12.8 12.8 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 13.5

3.7. Building Construction (2025) - Unmitigated
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Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

1.28 1.07 8.95 10.0 0.02 0.33 — 0.33 0.30 — 0.30 — 1,801 1,801 0.07 0.01 — 1,807

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

1.28 1.07 8.95 10.0 0.02 0.33 — 0.33 0.30 — 0.30 — 1,801 1,801 0.07 0.01 — 1,807

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.37 0.31 2.59 2.91 0.01 0.10 — 0.10 0.09 — 0.09 — 522 522 0.02 < 0.005 — 523

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.07 0.06 0.47 0.53 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 86.4 86.4 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 86.7

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.23 0.00 0.06 0.06 — 56.1 56.1 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.19 56.4

Vendor 0.01 < 0.005 0.12 0.07 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.07 0.07 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 80.2 80.2 0.01 0.01 0.20 84.0

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.23 0.00 0.06 0.06 — 53.0 53.0 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 53.6

Vendor 0.01 < 0.005 0.12 0.07 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.07 0.07 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 80.2 80.2 0.01 0.01 0.01 83.8

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 15.4 15.4 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 15.6

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 23.2 23.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 24.3

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.55 2.55 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 2.58

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.84 3.84 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 4.02

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.9. Building Construction (2026) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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1,807—0.010.071,8011,801—0.27—0.270.29—0.290.029.968.571.011.22Off-Roa
d

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

1.22 1.01 8.57 9.96 0.02 0.29 — 0.29 0.27 — 0.27 — 1,801 1,801 0.07 0.01 — 1,807

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.32 0.26 2.21 2.57 0.01 0.08 — 0.08 0.07 — 0.07 — 465 465 0.02 < 0.005 — 467

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.06 0.05 0.40 0.47 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 77.0 77.0 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 77.3

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.23 0.00 0.06 0.06 — 54.9 54.9 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.16 55.2

Vendor 0.01 < 0.005 0.11 0.07 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.07 0.07 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 78.7 78.7 0.01 0.01 0.18 82.4

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.23 0.00 0.06 0.06 — 51.9 51.9 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 52.6

Vendor 0.01 < 0.005 0.12 0.07 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.07 0.07 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 78.7 78.7 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 82.2

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.01 — 13.4 13.4 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 13.6

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 20.3 20.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 21.3

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.23 2.23 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 2.26

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.36 3.36 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 3.52

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.11. Paving (2026) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.56 0.47 4.41 6.48 0.01 0.18 — 0.18 0.17 — 0.17 — 991 991 0.04 0.01 — 995

Paving 0.00 0.00 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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——————————————————Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.02 0.01 0.12 0.18 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 27.2 27.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 27.3

Paving 0.00 0.00 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 4.50 4.50 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 4.51

Paving 0.00 0.00 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.39 0.00 0.00 0.47 0.47 0.00 0.11 0.11 — 110 110 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.33 111

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.86 2.86 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 2.91

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.47 0.47 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.48

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.13. Architectural Coating (2026) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.15 0.12 0.86 1.13 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 134 134 0.01 < 0.005 — 134

Architect
ural
Coating
s

21.5 21.5 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 3.66 3.66 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.67
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————————————————0.590.59Architect
ural
Coating

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

< 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 0.61 0.61 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.61

Architect
ural
Coating
s

0.11 0.11 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.01 — 11.0 11.0 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 11.0

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.29 0.29 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.29

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.05 0.05 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.05

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.15. Soil Stabilization (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite
































