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FILE NO. 140699 RES.OLUTION NO.

[Adopting California Environmental Quality Act Findings - San Francisco International Airport -
Terminal 1 Program] :
Resolution adopting California Environmental Quality Act Findings related to the

Terminal 1 Program at San Francisco International Airport.

' WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors (“Board”) has reviewed the 1992 San Francisco
International Airport Master Plan Final Program Environmental fmpact Report (“Master Plyan |
EIR") prepared by the City and County of San Francisco Planning Department, Office of
Environmental Review (“OER"), and certified by the San Francisco Planning Commission on
May 28, 1992 by Motion No. 13356, in accordance with the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Acf (“CEQA”), California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et
seq., Title 14; Section 15000 et seq. of the California Code of Regulations (‘CEQA
Guidelines”) and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code; and

WHEREAS, By Resolution No. 1006-92 dated December 7, 1992, the Board adopted
relevant CEQA findings, which findings are incorporéted herein by reference as though fully
set forth; and |

WHEREAS, The Master Plan EIR evaluated redevelopment of Terminal 1 as a
component of the Master Plan. Since certification of the Master Plan EIR, the Airport now
refers to the rédevelopment of Terminal 1 as the Terminal 1/Boarding Area B Redevelopment
Program (“T1 PrOgram”) for convenience and to administratively organize the project into a
program to accommodate grouping separate activitieé into sméller components for
impl'ementatiqn; and

WHEREAS, The T1 Program is a project included in the Master Plan and is described

generally in the Master Plan and analyzed in the Master Plan EIR; and
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1. WHEREAS, Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines requires subsequent activities in a
2 program that are covered by a program EIR be examined in light of the program EIR to
3 determine whether additional environmental documentation must be prepared; and
4 WHEREAS, After reviewing the information regarding the T1 Program, the San
5 Francisco Depariment of City Planning, Office of Major Environmental Analysis (‘“MEA”),
6 - || prepared an addelndum to the Master Plan EI}R, dated October 24, 2007, on file with the Clerk
7 of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 140699, and hereby incorporated by reference herein
8 as though fully' set forth; and |
9 WHEREAS, MEA evaluated the impacts of the modifications to the T1 Pfogram and
10 concluded that, as modified from its description in the Master Plan EIR, the T1 Program was
11 within the scope of the project described in the Master Plan EIR, that the modiﬁcatiohs to the
12 T1 Program would not cause new significant impacts not -identiﬁed in the Master Plan EIR nof
a3 require new mitigation measures; and that no supplementa'l environmental review was |
14 required; now, therefore, be it |
15 RESOLVED_, That this Board ‘of Supervisors certifies that it has reviewed and
16 considered the information in the Master Plan EIR and the Master Plan EIR Addendum for the
17 Terminal 1 Program, dated October 24, 2007, concluding that no further enVironmental’ review
18 is necessary; and, be it -
19 FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Board of Supervisors hereby adopts as its own the
20 findings contained in the Master Plan EIR Addendum relating to the Terminal 1 Program.
21 |
22
23
24
25
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June 5, 2014

Ms. Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board |
Board of Supervisors !
City Hall : :

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, California 94102-4689

Subject: Uncodified ordinance to vary from the selection process prescribed in
Administration Code Section 6.61 (Design-Build) of the San Francisco
Administrative Code

Dear Ms. Calvillo:

Pursuant to Charter Section 2.105, I am forwarding for the Board of Supervisors’ approval a
proposed uncodified ordinance to allow the Airport Commission to vary from the selection
process prescribed in Administrative Code 6.61 (Design-Build) for two Airport Terminal 1
projects. Also enclosed is a proposed resolution containing the environmental review findings for
the Terminal 1 Program at the San Francisco Intérnational Airport. These environmental review
findings are to be adopted by the Board of Supervisors prior to its approval of the proposed -
ordinance.

The proposed ordinance authorizes the Airport to reorder evaluation criteria between the
qualification and final selection processes; to allow the design-builders to select certain
subcontractors by qualifications only; and to increase the limit from 7.5% to 15% for the trade
subcontracts that the design-builders may directly negotiate rather than competitively bid.

The attached resolution is intended to be a companion measure to approval of the ordinance and
should be calendared together. The City Planning Department, Environmental Review division,
reviewed the Terminal 1 Program and determined that this project is covered within the scope of
the San Francisco International Airport Master Plan Program Environmental Impact Report
(EIR), which was approved by the Airport Commission on November 3, 1992. The Planning
Department prepared an Addendum to the Airport’s Master Plan EIR, dated October 24, 2007, to
address the changes to the project and documented that the Program EIR prepared for the Master
Plan adequately described the project and its potential environmental effects for purposes of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and that no supplemental EIR was required.

Action on the environmental resolution should be calendared immediately before the Board’s
‘action on the first reading of the Ordinance. In addition, the agenda title for the Ordinance should
contain the following information at the end of the item:

This activity is within the scope of the San Francisco International Airport Master Plan Program,
which was approved by the Airport Commission on November 3, 1992. The Master Plan EIR
prepared for the Master Plan Program, including addenda thereto, adequately describes this
activity and its potential environmental effects for the purposes of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). :

AIRPORT COMMISSION CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

EDWIN M. LEE LARRY MAZZOLA LINDA S. CRAYTON ELEANOR JOHNS RICHARD J. GUGGENHIME PETER A. STERN JOHN L. MARTIN
MAYOR ’ PRESIDENT VICE PRESIDENT ' AIRPORT DIRECTOR
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The Original and two sets of the following documents are enclosed for review:

e Proposed Resolution containing environmental review findings;
e Proposed Ordinance
¢ City Attorney’s Office Legislative Digest;

Further, three copies of the following supporting documents are enclosed for reference:

o Ai_rpoft Commission Resolution No14-0112 and Memoranduim;
e Airport Commission Off-Calendar Memorandum regarding CEQA findings which mcludes
the following;

— EIR Summary/Addendum Summary Report
— San Francisco International Airport Master Plan Terminals 1 & 2 Addendum

One copy of the San Francisco International Airport Master Plan EIR is enclosed. The Master
Plan EIR can also be found in Board File No. 170-92-13.

Please contact Cathy Widener, Airport Governmental Affairs Manager at (650) 821-5023 if you
have questions or concerns regarding this matter.

/V ery truly yo
gl
\—}KL/Q(/{LL/(L {2 te JU |
Jean Caramatti

<Co ission Secretary
Enclosures
Cc:  Cathy Widener

Reuben Halili
Geri Rayca
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AIRPORT COMMISSION

CCITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

RESOLUTION NO. 14.0112

AUTHORIZATION TO ISSUE A REQUEST FOR QUALIFICATIONS/PROPOSAL

(RFQ/RFP) FOR TWO CONTRACTS: CONTRACT NO. 10010.66, DESIGN-BUILD SERVICES FOR
THE NEW BOARDING AREA B RECONSTRUCTION AND CONTRACT NO. 10011.66 DESIGN-
BUILD SER VICES FOR TERMINAL 1 CENTER RENOVATION

WHEREAS, by Resolution 14-0026 dated February 18, 2014, this Commission authorized the
implementation of the Terminal 1/Boarding Area B Redevelopment Program (T1 Programy;
and

WHEREAS,  two of the major projects of T1 Program are the New Boarding Area B (BAB) Reconstruction
and the Terminal 1 Center Renovation (T1 Center) with a combined rough order of magnitude
of $1 billion; and

WHEREAS,  the Airport seeks to hire two different design-build contractors — one for the BAB and one for
' the T1 Center — both with proven ability and expertise to work well ina highiy collaborative
environment and with key personnel experienced in the design-build of major terminal
renovation/reconstruction programs; and :

WHEREAS,  Staff proposes to select the design-build teams through a three step RFQ/RFP procurement
process utilizing two selection paneis and

WHEREAS,  Staff’s proposed selection process rcqmres approval of the Board of Supervisors as it varies
from the design-builder selection process permitted under Administrative Code Section 6.61;
now, therefore be it

RESOLVED, that the Commission authorizes the Director to issue a Request for Qualifications/Proposal for
two contracts: Contract No. 10010.66, Design-Build Services for New Boarding Area B
Reconstruction and Contract No. 10011.66, Design-Build Services for Terminal 1 Center
Renovation; and be it further :

RESOLVED, that the Commission authorizes the Director to negotiate with the highest ranked
proposers in successive order until negotiations are successfui with two of the
qualified proposers, and be it further

RESOLVED, that the Commission directs the Commission Secretary to submit a proposed ordinance to the
Board of Supervisors modifying certain design-build selection and contracting requirements
for the Terminal 1 Center Renovation and New Boarding Area B Reconstruction Projects.

I hereby certify ghat the faregoing resolution was adopted by the Sivport Commission

JNO3gp

/&LJL(M ZLHM’LE“{"
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San Francisco tnternational Afrport
MEMOQORANDUM

June 3, 2014

TO: ATRPORT COMMISSION  aiae
Hon. Larry Mazzola, President i4 -31 1 2
Hon. Linda S. Crayton, Vice President
Hon, Eleanor Johns . I8
Hon. Richard J. Guggenhime JUk G 3 2014
Hon. Peter A. Stern

FROM: Atrport Director

SUBJECT: Authorization to Issue Request for Qualifications/Proposal (RFQ/RFP) for Contract No.
10010.66, Design-Build Services for New Boarding Area B Reconstruction and for
Contract No. 10011.66 Design-Build Services for Terminal 1 Center Renovation with a
Meodified Prime and Subcontractor Selection Process.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION: AUTHORIZE THE DIRECTOR TO ISSUE A RFQ/RFP FOR
TWO CONTRACTS: CONTRACT NO. 10010.66, DESIGN-BUILD SERVICES FOR NEW
BOARDING AREA B RECONSTRUCTION AND CONTRACT NO. 10011.66 DESIGN-BUILD
SERVICES FOR TERMINAL 1 CENTER RENOVATION WITH A MODIFIED PRIME AND
SUBCONTRACTOR SELECTION PROCESS

Executive Summary

The Terminal 1/Boarding Area B Redevelopment Program (T1 Program) consists of various projects for
the demolition and reconstruction of the aging Terminal 1 infrastructure and realignment of aircraft taxi
lanes. The main projects in the Program are the new Boarding Area B (BAB) Reconstruction Project and
the Terminal 1 Center Renovation Project (collectively “Projects™).

Transmitted herewith for your approval is a proposed resolution authorizing the Director to issue a single
RFQ/RFP for the award of two design-build services contracts in support of the Projects.

In support of the Projects, the proposed resolution also authorizes the Commission Secretary to submit to
the Board of Supervisors a proposed Ordinance modifying certain requirements of the San Francisco
Administrative Code (Administrative Code) for a modified selection process and contract terms for these
two contracts.

By Resolution No. 14-0026 dated February 18, 2014, this Commission authorized the implementation of
the T1 Program. The two main projects of the Terminal 1 Program are the BAB Reconstruction
{“Boarding Area™) Project and the Terminal 1 Center Renovation (“T1 Center”) Project. It is anticipated
that the T1 Center project will be followed in the future by the T1 North and T1 South projects.

The BAB Project includes construction of an approximately 500,000 square foot new boarding area to
accommodate up to 24 gates to help the Airport serve the increasing passenger forecasts. Several of the
new gates along the Boarding Area A (BAA) side of BAB will be configured to accommodate
international arrivals. New BAB will have passenger amenitiés consistent with Terminal 2 and Terminal -
3 Boarding Area E (BAE), new Passenger Boarding Bridges, Pre-Conditioned Air and 400 Hz power
systems, and a new aircraft apron and jet fuel hydrant system.

THIS PRINT COVERS CAILENDAR ITEM NO. _f:} }

AIRPORT COMMISSIGN CITY AND COUNTY OF SAK FRANCISCO
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Airport Comxmission ; -2~ Jupe 3, 2014

The T1 Center Project includes: a new arch%tectural building envelope for the Terminal; complete
electrical, HVAC, and special systems replacement; renovations and upgrades to the check-in facilities
and passenger screening checkpoint; a meet and greet area; and passenger amenities consistent with the
Terminal 2 and Terminal 3 BAE. The T1 Center Project will also include a new consolidated common use
bagpage handling system (BHS) and checked baggage screening system.

While the Terminal and Boarding Area will ultimately be one contiguous building (the T1 Center flows
into the Boarding Area), Staff has split the design and construction into separate projects to provide more
contracting, job and local business opportunities. Further, due to the size of the construction, two smaller
projects will be more fiscally manageable for the contractors and reduce the required bonding capacity
required for an individual Design-Builder. Both projects will be designed and constructed concurrently.
Both projects will be managed by a fully integrated team of Airport staff and consultant personnel. The
design-build teams must have a proven ability and expertise to work well in a highly collaborative
environment with qualified key personnel experienced in the design-build of major terminal
renovation/reconstruction programs.

A separate design-build team will be selected to construct the new BHS and checked baggage screening
system for the Projects. Airport Staff anticipates recommending that the Commission assign the BHS
contract to the selected T1 Center Design-Builder after award of this contract. Staff will seck
authorization to issue a RFP for the BHS Design-Builder through a separate resolution.

The proposed duration of each design—buiidi contract is 72 months. The rough order of magnitude (ROM)
design-build cost is $570 million for the BAB and $260 million for the T1 Center. The ROM for the BHS
contract is $ 182 million.

The Airport is working with the Small Business Affairs Office and the City’s Contfracts Monitoring
Division (CMD) to develop 2 highly progrd.sive Local Business Enterprise (LBE) program that will
strongly encourage and incentivize prime-level joint ventures, or joint associations w1th small, local firms
and LBE firzns. :

Design-Build Selection Process

Due to the size, complexity, and schedule constraints, Staff proposes a design-build approach in order to

achieve a more informed collaborative design process and schedule efficiencies. Design-build provides a

means for the earliest practical engagement of qualified and experienced design professionals, contractors

and subcontractors who share the Airport’s goal to achieve exceptional well-designed and constructed

projects, with reduced or eliminated field and/or implementation errors and conflicts. Based on the above,

the Director has determined that it is in the public's best interest that qualifications be considered in the
_procurement process and that the contracts not be awarded solely on a low bid basis.

Staff plans to proceed with a single RFQ/RFP for both of these Projects, in part to ensure the selection of
two different teams, and in part to streamline the process as the work for both projects is similar and the
selection process will be identical. Staff proposes a three-step procurement process utilizing two selection
panels to best evaluate different selection criteria of the design-build teams. '

"Step Cne — Qualifications and Technical/Management Approach:

Staff will issue a single RFQ for both design-build services contracts. Interested design-build teams will
respond to the requirements stated in the Minimum Qualifications and provide their written
Technical/Management Approach to execute the work in a Statement of Qualifications (SOQ). A
selection panel with the necessary experience regarding technical qualifications will score each team’s
S0OQ. Up to six teams will be shortlisted and advance in the procurement process.
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Step Two — Design Concepts:

The shortlisted design-build teams will be invited to submit Design Concept docaments for the entire -
Terminal 1 and BAB facility. The Design Concepts will reflect the team’s understanding of the Airport’s
culture and aspirations, the team’s interpretation of project-refated known attributes, and the team’s-
creativity through visual expression of the Airport’s goals, vision, and Revenue Enhancement And
Customer Hospitality (REACH) objectives to achieve an exceptional passenger experience. A second
selection panel with the necessary design experience will score each team’s Design Concepts. Based on
the cumnulative score of Step One and Step Two, up to four teams will be shortlisted for Step 3. The
Adirport will provide a $50,000 stipend to all of the shortlisted design-build teams submitting Design
Concepts that are not selected for award of either contract.

Step Three — Oral Interviews and Cost Proposals:

Staff will issue to the shortlisted pre-qualified teams from Step 2 a single RFP for both contracts. The _
teams will submit separate cost proposals for each contract and partzc1pate in a “scenario based” oral
mtervxew

The first selection panel will score the oral interviews. Staff will analyze the cost proposals and develop
the scoring for the cost component. The cost criterion will constitute not less than 65 percent of the final
evaluation in conformance with the Administrative Code. Based on the results of the oral interviews and
cost evaluation, Staff will rank the firms. The teams ranking highest based on the sum of the oral
interview score and the cost component score for each contract will be selected for negotiations. If

| negotiations fail with either selected team, Staff will negotiate with the next highest ranked teams for the

respective contract in order, until negotiations are successful with a qualified team. In the event a single

team scores-highest- on-both contracts; the team will get to choose which contract they prefer being

awarded. The second highest team will be eligible for award of the other contract.

Upon successfully negetiating each coutract, Staff will return to the Commission with a recommendation
to award the contracts to the two teams.

Progosed Ordinance

The selection process outlined above varies slightly from the selection process set forth in Administrative
Code Section 6.61 {Design-Build) as explained below and will require approval from the Board of
Supervisors in the form of an uncedified ordinance.

Madifications to Selection of Prime Contractor:

Administrative Code Section 6.61 (“Section 6.61”") requires Pre-Qualification and a Final Selection
Process by low bid or an Alternative Final Selection Process through a combination of qualifications and
price, with price constituting at least 65% of the evaluation. The non-cost qualifications include some
required qualification criteria and some optional criteria, including design and interviews. The proposed
ordinance moves required and optional non-cost evaluation from the final selection process into the pre-
qualification, allowing more weight to be assigned to the oral interviews in the final selection scoring.

More specifically, the proposed ordinance allows the Airport to consider the prospective proposer’s (1)
plan for expediency in completing the proposed project; (2) compliance with the goals set by the Contract
Monitoring Division and requirements of the Administrative Code Chapters 12 and 14; (3) commitment’
to meét the City’s hiring goals; and (4) design in the prevquailﬁcatmn process instead of the final
selection process.

Modification to Selection of Subcontractors:

Under Section 6.61, the design-builder selects trade subcontractors during the project through a
competitive bid process. Section 6.61 does aliow for pre-qualification of bidders for each irade bid
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package prior to competitively bidding the individual trade packages. Section 6.61 also allows for up to
7.5 percent of the totaE estimated trade subcontracts to be directly negotiated instead of competitively bid.

The proposed ordinance will allow the following subcontractors {“Core Subcentractors”} to be selected
by qualificatfons only rather than by compehuve bid:
¢ Mec hanical,
Electrical,
Plumbing,
Technology and Special System, and
Building Envelope/Curtain Wall,

Typically, trade subcontractors are retained after the design is complete for their respective trade work.
However, for the above trades, it is becoming industry standard for the same subcontractor to design and
build the trade work. The proposed ordinance will allow Core Subcontractors to be retained for design
services. The Core Subcontractor may also provide value engineering proposals and constructability
assessments, and review of other designs for completeness and accuracy to eliminate errors and
omissions. Further, in line with industry standards, the Core Subcontractors may be permitted to submit
price proposals for trade work related to their designs. If a Core Subcontractor’s cost proposal for the
work does not exceed the Airport’s independent-cost estimate by more than 5%, the proposed ordinance
will allow the trade subcontract to be awarded to the Core Subcontractors without a competitive bid of the
trade work.

The proposed ordinance also increases the limit from 7.5% to 15% for the trade subcontracts that the
design-builder may directly negotiate rather than competively bid. The Airport has a number of critical
components and complex systems which are provided by vendors presently under contract with the
Airport, including passenger boarding bridges, PC Air/400 Hertz, passenger processing check-in systems,
security systems, etc. It is critical that these systems in the new Terminal 1 integrate with the Airport’s
existing systems as well as the systems to be constructed under both Projects. Competitively bidding each
system on each project might result in the selection of two different systems rather than allow for an
integrated Terminal 1 system.

Recommenclation

.Based on the above, I recommend that the Commission authorize the Director to issue a Request for
Qualifications/Proposal for two contracts: 1) Contract No. 10010.66, Design-Build Services for New
Boarding Area B Reconstruction and 2) Contract No. 10011.66 Design-Build Services for Terminal 1
Center Renovation. [ further recommend that the Commission authorize the Director to negotiate with the
highest ranked proposers in successive order until negotiations are successful with two of the qualified

Proposers.

Joha L. Martin
Airport Director

~ Prepared by: Geoffrey W. Neumayr
Deputy Airport Director
Design & Construction

Attachment
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_San Francisco International ;f\irport

February 12,2014

TO: AIRPORT COMMISSION
Hon. Larry Mazzola, President
Hon. Linda S. Crayton, Vice President
Hon. Eleanor Johns
Hon. Richard J. Guggenhime
Hon. Peter A, Stern

FROM: Airport Director

SUBJECT:  Authorization to Implement the Redevelopment of Terminal 1/Boarding Area B;
Authorization to Issue a Request for Qualifications/Proposals for Contract No.
10010.41, Boarding Area B Reconstruction Project Management Support
Services, and for Contract No. 10011.41, Terminal 1 Center Renovation Project
Management Support Services

At its next meeting on February 18, 2014, the Commission will consider authorization to
implement Redevelopment of Terminal 1/Boarding Area B and authorization to issue a Request
for Qualifications/Proposals for two Project Management Support Services contracts for the
Terminal 1 Redevelopment Project. The environmental impacts of the Terminal 1/Boarding
Area B Redevelopment Project were analyzed under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) in the final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Airport’s Master Plan,

. approved by the Commission in 1992, and on October 24, 2007, the San Francisco Planning
Department issued a Master Plan EIR Addendum (Addendum). The Addendum concludes that
the analyses conducted and conclusions reached in the FEIR remain valid and that the
Redevelopment of Terminal 1/Boarding Area B project, as described in the Addendum, would
not cause any new significant impacts on the environment that were not identified in the FEIR.
The City’s Environmental Review Officer determined that no additional environmental review is
required for the Terminal 1/Boarding Area B project.

In order to facilitate your review, we are transmitting in advance the Addendum. In addition,
staff has prepared an Environmental Summary that describes the CEQA environmental review
process that has taken place for the Master Plan and Redevelopment of Terminal 1/Boarding
Area B. The FEIR has been and remains on file with the Commission’s secretary and available
for review.

John L. Martin T

Airport Director
Attachment
AIRPORT COMMISSION CJTY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
EDWIN M. LEE LARRY MAZZOLA LINDA S. CRAYTON ELEANOR JOHNS RICHARD J. GUGGENHIME PETER A, STERN JOHN L. MARTIN
MAYOR _ PRESIDENT VICE PRESIDENT AIRPORT DIRECTOR
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SUMMARY SHEET

San Francisco International Airport Master Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report
and the
Addendum for the Terminal 1/Boarding Area B Redevelopment Pro;ect

Introduction: A Program Environmental Impact Report (#86.638E) was prepared for the San
Francisco International Airport Master Plan in 1991-1992, encompassing landside modifications -
and Airport expansion projects through 2006. The San Francisco International Airport Master
Plan Final EIR was certified by the San Francisco Planning Commission on May 28, 1992. The
San Francisco Airport Commission approved the Master Plan, Master Plan Final EIR and
accompanying Final Mitigation Program and conditions of approval on November 3, 1992. In
addition, the Board of Supervisors reviewed the 1992 San Francisco International Airport Final
EIR and by Resolution No. 1006-92 adopted relevant findings under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Master Plan: The Master Plan focused on the accommodation of facilities through the
development of improved land use and circulation patterns for all Airport-owned lands excluding
the undeveloped area referred to as the West-of-Bayshore Parcel. The major master plan

improvements included in the FEIR analyses were: 1) the new International Terminal; 2)
consolidation of cargo facilities in the North and West Field Areas; 3) an Airport People Mover
System (AirTrain); 4) roadway/circulation improvements to the International Terminal Building;
5) on-Airport hotel development; 6) Renovation of the former International Terminal (T2) for
domestic operations; and (7) Replacement of the South Termiinal (T1), Boarding Area B.

Master Plan FEIR: The FEIR analyzed the transportation, noise, air quality, energy, cultural
resources, geology and seismicity, hazardous materials, employment and housing, utilities, .
public services, aviation safety, and growth inducement impacts resulting from the
implementation of the Master Plan. The FEIR found that the Master Plan would cause the
following project specific significant impacts:

1. Increase levels of service to degrade to “E” or below at certain street intersections;
freeway ramps, and freeway sections in the vicinity of the Airport;

2. Increase air pollutant emissions that exceed Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) thresholds;

3. Expose construction workers, other Airport workers or the public to hazardous wastes if
hazards are found in soils in and around construction areas;

4. Contribute to cumulative traffic increases on U.S. 101 that would further reduce levels of
service on some segments of the freeway; and

5. Contribute to cumulative air quality impacts on San Mateo County and the Bay Area
region.
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To address these significant environmental impacts, the Airport Commission approved a Final
Mitigation Plan to mitigate or partially mitigate the potentially significant environmental effects
of the Master Plan projects. The Final Mitigation Plan included the following major mitigation
measures which have been subsequently implemented by the Airport Commission: ‘

1. To address Transportation Impacts: widen two airport roads to four lanes in the
immediate vicinity of the airport; establish a Transportation System Management (TSM)
Program for SFIA, focused on reducing trips made by single-occupant vehicles; modify
freeway ramps;

. 2. To address Noise Impacts: select the earliest practlcable date to achieve 100 percent
Stage 3 operations; work with the FAA to revise the Quiet Bridge Approach to Runway
28L and 28R, expand the use of the “quiet departure” on Runways 1L and 1R, conduct a

. regional study to identify flight patterns and routes that would be envnronmentally
desirable and maintain aircraft safety;

3. To address temporary noise impacts from construction: require contractors to muffle and
shield construction equipment and tools, where feasible, construct noise barriers around
stationary equipment to reduce construction noise by as much as five dBA; and

4. To address Air Quality Impacts: for temporary construction impacts, require contractors

' to water demolition sites and unpaved construction areas, cover stockplles of soil and
sand, cover trucks hauling debris, soils and sand, so as to minimize emissions of
particulates and other pollutants. For operation impacts on air quality, for aircraft to
reduce the time each aircraft spends in the taxi/idle phase. Airport would require each
airline that aircraft engines not be started until the aircraft is ready to pull away from the
gate. Long queues of idling planes on the taxiways would not be permitted. Whenno
gate is immediately available to unload newly arrived aircraft, aircraft engines would be
turned off and aircraft would be towed when a gate becomes available.

In conjunction with the approval of the Master Plan, the Airport Commission adopted CEQA
findings regarding the potentially significant impacts of the Master Plan, the feasibility of
alternatives to the Master Plan and mitigation measures to be included as part of the Master Plan
approval, and a Mitigation Plan pursuant to Resolution No. 92-0284, dated November 3, 1992.
The Commission also adopted a Mitigation Monitoring Program. The Findings recognized that
implementation of the Master Plan without mitigation would have the potential for significant
environmental effects as identified in the FEIR. Where adoption of the Final Mitigation Plan
would still result in significant unavoidable impacts, the Airport Commission adopted a
Statement of Overriding Considerations and found that the following social, economic and other
considerations warranted the approval of the Master Plan project notwithstanding any
unavoidable or unmitigated impacts of the project:

1. The Master Plan is necessary to respond to project demand on Airport facilities to
accommodate forecast passenger growth. As a result, new terminal infrastructure and
facilities are necessary to maintain acceptable service levels, reduce delays and
congestion and associated environmental impacts, and maintain the Airport’s market
share of the Pacific Rim business;
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2. Increase job opportunities for 31,000 airport employees who are residents of San
Francisco and San Mateo Counties. Over 43,000 jobs in San Francisco and 30,000 jobs
in San Mateo County depend on visitors who arrive and depart from the Airport.

3. The Light Rail System (AirTrain) and ramps connections and interchange improvements
to U.S. Highway 101 will improve the transportation system on and around the Airport;
and '

4. Improvements to the Airport will enhance the Bay Area as a destination business and
recreation area. ' :

By Resolution No. 1006-92, the Board of Supervisors adopted relevant CEQA Findings by
incorporating by reference the Findings adopted by the Airport Commission with respect to
findings of significance, adoption and rejection of mitigation measures and project alternatives
identified in the FEIR, and Statement of Overriding Considerations.

EIR Addendum for the Terminal 1/Boarding Area B Redevelopment Project: Since
certification of the FEIR in 1992, the Airport completed most of the projects under the Master
Plan Program. However, a number of projects were delayed because of economic conditions and
events of September 11, 2001, causing a drop in passenger levels and aircraft operations at SFO.
The Airport is now moving forward with the redevelopment of Terminal 1/Boarding B.

The City Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division (EP), prepared an Addendum
to the Airport Master Plan FEIR, dated October 24, 2007, to address the changes to the Terminal
1/Boarding Area B Renovation Project and documented that the proposed revisions to the project

would not cause new significant impacts not identified in the FEIR, and no new mitigation
measures would be necessary to reduce significant impacts. No changes have occurred with
respect to circumstances surrounding the project that would cause significant environmental
impacts to which the project would contribute considerably, and no new information has become
available that shows that the project would cause significant environmental impacts. Based on
the environmental analysis contained in the EIR Addendum, EP concluded that the analyses
conducted and the conclusions reached in the FEIR remain valid. Therefore, no supplemental
EIR is required beyond this addendum. '
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L INTRODUCTION

A Program EIR (#86.638E) was prepared for the San Francisco International Airport Master Plan in
1991-1992, encompassing landside modifications and Airport expansion projects through 2006.
The San Francisco International Airport Master Plan Final EIR was certified on May 28, 1992. The
San Francisco Airport Commission approved the Master Plan and accompanying Final Mitigation
Program and conditions of approval on November 3, 1992.

The Master Plan focused on the accommodation of facilities through the development of improved
land use and circulation patterns for all Airport-owned lands excluding the undeveloped area
referred to as the West-of-Bayshore Parcel. The major master plan improvements included in the
FEIR analyses were: 1) the new International Terminal; 2) consolidation of cargo facilities in the
North and West Field Areas; 3) an Airport People Mover System (AirTrain); 4) roadway/circulation
improvements to the International Terminal Building; 5) on-Airport hotel development; 6)
Renovation of the former International Terminal (T2) for domestic operatlons and (7) Replacement
of the South Terminal (T1), Boarding Area B.

Since certification of the FEIR, the Airport has completed many of the projects under the Master
Plan Program. However, a number of projects were delayed because of economic conditions and
events of September 11, 2001, causing a drop in passenger levels and aircraft operations at SFO.
Passenger levels have begun to approach pre-2001 levels, and the Airport is now ready to move
forward with two of the remaining Master Plan projects relating to domestic terminal improvement:
(1) renovation of Boarding D in the old International or Central Terminal (now called Terminal 2
or T2) to convert the boarding area from its former use as an international terminal to a domestic
terminal; and (2) redevelopment of Boarding Area B and the old South Terminal (now referred to
as Terminal 1 or T1).

As described in the FEIR (p.50) and presented in Table 1, the T2 Renovation involves the

conversion of the former international terminal facilities in T2 into a domestic terminal.

- Approximately 490,000 s.f. of interior space in Boarding Area D would be renovated for this
purpose. In T1, the existing Boarding Area A (185,600 s.f.) and 60,000 s.f. of Boarding Area B
would be demolished. In the near-term phase, 400,000 s.f. of new boarding area space would be

-constructed at T1, Boarding Area B. In the long-term phase, the remaining 32,000 s.f. of existing
space at T'1, Boarding Area B would be demolished and replaced with 104, 000 s.f. of new boarding
area space.

As analyzed in the FEIR, the change in domestic terminal space when comparing the T2 and T1
master plan projects with existing space (1990) is summarized in Table 1. In sum, the T2 and T
master plan projects would have resulted in a 15 percent space increase over the existing T2 and T1
facilities in 1990. -

- As described in State CEQA Guidelines §15168, a Program EIR evaluates a group or series of
activities that can be characterized as one large project and that, in the case of the SFIA Master
Plan, are related both geographically and as logical parts in a chain of actions to expand, improve
and reorganize landside functions and facilities at the San Francisco [nternational Airport. Among
other things, a program EIR permits the Lead Agency to efficiently consider both individual and
overall cumulative effects of a large group of contemplated activities and to avoid duplication and
repetition in subsequent environmental review of individual projects included in the overall
program.
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Table 1: Comparison of Master Plan T2 and T1 Projects

Existing ' Master Plan Master Plan Long-
T2 & T1 Facilities Near-Term Projects Term Project
(1990) (1996) (2006)
Terminal 2 610,000 s.f. 610,000 s.£. ' ' 610,000 s.£.
Terminal 1 . 849,00 s.f. 1,003,400 s.f.2 1,075,900 s.f.
Total Space 1,459,000 s.f. 1,613,400 s.f. 1,685,000

Source: SFIA Master Plan FEIR (1992, p.50)
Note: 1. T2 Renovation— Boarding Area D (490,000 s.f) within the 610 000 s.f. Terminal 2 Fac111ty
) 2. Tl Redevelopment, Phase 1 — Demolish Boarding Area A (185,000 s.f.) and a part of Boarding Area B
(60,000 s.f.); construct new Boarding Area B space (400,000 s.f)) .
3. T1 Redevelopment, Phase 2 — Demolish a part of Boarding Area B (32,000 s.f.); construct new Boarding
Area B space (104,000 s.f)
4, 1,685,000 s.f.‘+ 1,459,000 =115.5%

CEQA requires that individual projects previously evaluated as part of a program EIR be reviewed
in light of the information in the program EIR to ensure that the individual project was analyzed in
that EIR and no new environmental analysis is required. The evaluation of the two domestic
terminal improvement projects is presented in this Addendum to the FEIR, pursuant to State CEQA

Guidelines §15164. Section 15164 calls for preparation of an addendum to an EIR when (1) fione
of the conditions described in §15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred,
(2) only minor technical changes or additions are necessary to make an FEIR adequate under
CEQA, and (3) the changes do not raise important new issues about significant environmental
effects not already discussed in the FEIR. An addendum must be considered by the Airport
Commission, or other decision-making body, prior to acting on the proposed projects.

The State CEQA Guidelines §15168 suggests that a written checklist or similar method be used in
the determination that the effects of a specific project included in a program have been analyzed in
the Program EIR. An environmental issues checklist has been prepared for the proposed Terminal 2
Renovation and Terminal 1 Redevelopment Projects, and is included in this Addendum.. The
checklist notes the potential environmental impacts of the proposed Terminal projects and indicates
whether the potential impacts have been discussed in the SFIA Master Plan Final EIR. Topics from
the checklist found to warrant a more thorough assessment are evaluated in more detail in th1s
Addendum.

II. AIR TRAFFIC TRENDS

Figures 1 and 2 present historical and forecast passenger enplanement and passenger airline aircraft
departure operations volumes at SFO for the historical period 1990-2007 and the forecast period
2008-2026. The Airport is the principal commercial service airport for the San Francisco Bay Area
and is the 14™ busiest airport in the U.S. in terms of passengers.

In early 2001, shortly following the opening of the new International Terminal Building, the

Airport was faced with a local economic downturn associated with the dot.com implosion which
coincided with the national economic recession, which began in March 2001. Following an initial
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downturn in traffic volumes and passenger levels at SFO, the Airport experienced the cumulative
effects of the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks, the [raq War and the Asian SARS epidemic in
the spring of 2003, and several airline bankruptcies (including United Airlines, the Airport’s hub

carrier) between 2003 and the present.

Air passenger volume at the Airport declined 28 percent between FY 2000 and FY 2003 from 40.2
- million annual passengers to 29.2 million annual passengers. The Airport’s domestic traffic
decreased 31 percent over this period and international traffic decreased 11 percent. Passenger
aitcraft operations decreased by approximately 24 percent over this period. At the same time, the
Alirport’s airline cost per enplaned passenger (CPE), an airline industry metric used to compare the
cost of operating at one airport to another, rose to among; the highest levels-in the nation.

As a result of significant traffic declines and increasing airline costs, several Master Plan projects
were deferred, including the two terminal redevelopment projects at Terminal 1 and Terminal 2, the
hotel development, and the West Field Cargo Redevelopment.

Figure 1
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Fligure 2
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Although still approximately 16 percent below peak FY 2000 passenger levels (as of fiscal year end
2007), the Airport has experienced year-over-year growth in passenger activity since 2003 and is
forecast to recover to pre-2001 traffic levels by 2011. By deferring capital expenditures, increasing
non-airline revenues, and refinancing the Airport’s outstanding revenue bond debt, the Airport’s
CPE has decreased from approximately $20 in 2003 to less than $14 in 2007.

In 2007, three new low-cost carriers have begun service to SFO: JetBlue Airways in May 2007 and
Southwest Airlines and Virgin America in August 2007. Until new domestic terminal capacity is
available at Terminal 2, these three airlines will be accommodated within the International
Terminal and at Terminal 1. However, after deferring the renovation of Terminal 2 for almost

- seven years and the redevelopment of Terminal 1, Boarding Area B, the Airport needs to redevelop
gates to accommodate growth by new entrants as well as other incumbent carriers.

Recent air traffic forecasts for SFO indicate that new aircraft gate capacity will be required by 2011
or earlier. The 14-gate Terminal 2 renovation would provide new gate capacity for new entrant
carriers and also serve as replacement gates for Terminal 1 gates that are expected to be
redeveloped following the re-opening of Terminal 2. When Terminal 1 and Terminal 2 are
redeveloped, the Airport will have a total of 103 aircraft gates — the same number of gates evaluated
in the FEIR for the SFO Master Plan (Table 2.12, Summary of Near-Term and Long-Term
Requirements, SFO Master Plan, p.2.9, November 1989).

1IL PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A. Terminal 2 Renovation (Boarding Area D)
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As shown in Figure 3, Boarding Area D, located in the old Central Terminal, was formerly used
and configured as an international terminal. The terminal closed in December 2000 when the new
International Terminal Building was opened. Under the Master Plan, this terminal is to be
renovated for a domestic terminal. : . '

The renovation of Boarding Area D into a domestic terminal is described in the Master Plan ,

(Master Plan, p.10.4; Figure 10.1), and the Master Plan EIR Project Description in Figure 4 (Final
EIR, p.42), and FEIR Appendix B, Table B-1 (vol. IIL, p.A.18). As described in these documents,
the square footage for the existing Boarding Area D is 490,000 square feet (Master Plan, p. 10.2).

The proposed T2 renovation would convert the facility from a 10-gate international wide body
aircraft terminal to a 14-gate domestic narrow body aircraft terminal. The renovation project
includes the terminal building's interior space, including holdrooms, concession spaces, baggage
claim areas, and building systems. It would include renovation of the departures and arrivals levels
of the building. As currently planned, the T2 renovation project would include filling in atrium
spaces in the connector building and boarding area to provide additional circulation and concession
spaces and provide greater structural support and seismic reinforcement for the building. These
changes would increase the Boarding Area D square footage from 490,000 square feet as referenced
in the FEIR, to approximately 525,000 square feet — an increase of 35,000 square feet or 7%.

Figure 3: Terminal 2 Renovation

Source: SFO Bureau of Planning and Environmental Affairs, September 2007
The Terminal 2 renovation prbject, shown in Figure 3, is consistent with the project described and

analyzed in the Master Plan FEIR, and would not increase the total number of aircraft gates beyond
that analyzed in the FEIR.
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The Airport anticipates a 24-36 month schedule for the completion of design and construction
associated with the Terminal 2 renovation project.

B. Terminal 1 Redevelopmeht

Terminal 1, shown in Figure 4, is a 28-gate domestic terminal that accommodates Delta Air Lines,
Northwest Airlines, Hawaiian Airlines and Frontier Airlines at Boarding Area C and Alaska, US
Airways, Continental, and Southwest Airlines at Boarding Area B. The terminal building and

Boarding Area B were built in the 1960s. Boarding Area C was built in the 1980s.

Figufe 4: Terminal 1 — Existing Conditions

R

Source: SFO Bureau of Planning and Environmental Affairs, September 2007

The SFO Master Plan proposed the redevelopment of Terminal 1, Boarding Area B due to the age
and condition of the facility, which is not pile-supported and has significant structural, seismic and
building code deficiencies. While the Airport has maintained the boarding area and made capital
investments to keep the facility operational over the last ten years, Terminal 1 and Boarding Area B
are accommodating many more passengers than they were designed to accommodate and passenger
level of service is expected to deteriorate as domestic traffic levels increase. The ongoing
maintenance requirements of the building and associated building systems are significant due to the
continued settlement of the 1960’s-era boarding area. Since its opening, the first two sections of
the boarding area have settled approximately 40 inches. '
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The demo lition and reconstruction of existing Boarding Area B was to occur in two phases and is
described in the Master Plan and in the Master Plan EIR (Master Plan, pp. 10.1, 10.2 (Figure 10.1),
10.5 (Figure 10.3), 10.10, 10.14 (Figure 10.10), 10.33 (Figure 10.22; Master Plan EIR, pp. 42
(Figure 4), 44 (Figure 6), 46 (Table 4), 43 (Figure 5), 45 (Figure 7), 47 (Table 5); Master Plan EIR
vol. I, Appendix B pp.A.18 (Table B-1), A.19 (Table B-1).

In the Phase ! near-term, 60,000 square feet of the total 92,000 square feet Boarding Area B was to
be demolished and a 400,000 square feet Boarding Area B would be constructed, resulting in a total
of 432,000 square feet for Boarding Area B at the completion of Phase I of the project (FEIR, vol.
111, Appendix B p. A.18). In the Phase II long-term, the remaining original 32,000 square feet of
the old "satellite” configuration of the Boarding Area B would be demolished and replaced with a
104,000 square feet facility. At the completion of Phases I and II, Boarding Area B would total
504,000 square feet. (FEIR, Volume II, Appendices, Appendix B p. A.19). The Phase I and II
configuration of the Boarding Area B would have been similar to that of Boarding Area F in
Terminal 3 (formerly the North Terminal), with two piers extending from a central hub (Master
Plan, pp.10.10, 10.14 (Figure 10.10).

The Airport proposes to move forward with the Terminal 1 redevelopment project when the
renovation of Boarding Area D is completed. At this time, the Airport is evaluating two alternative
designs for Terminal 1 redevelopment.

In 2006, the Airport initiated a planning study for the redevelopment of Terminal 1 and has
identified two alternative redevelopment plans for the terminal building and boarding areas. Both
alternatives provide for approximately the same number of aircraft gates — 18 at Boarding Area B
and 10 at Boarding Area C — that exist today at Terminal 1, but provide for reconfiguration of the
terminal layout to provide improved passenger processing facilities (e.g., ticketing, security
screening, holdrooms, and baggage claim areas), airline support facilities, and aircraft operating
environment (including improvements to taxilane layouts in the vicinity of the terminal boarding
areas to improve the operational capability of the Airport and reduce aircraft delays).

Alternative 1 —the Finger Pier Alternative (as shown in Figure 5) — would retain Boarding Area C
in its current configuration and redevelop Boarding Area B with two finger piers. The second
alternative — the Modified Linear Alternative (as shown in Figure 6) — would reconfigure both
boarding areas into a single linear concourse consolidating the various passenger processing
facilities within Terminal 1 and integrating the terminal building with Terminal 2. Over the next
several months, the Airport will identify a preferred Terminal 1 redevelopment alternative.

It is anticipated that the redevelopment of Terminal 1 (under either alternative) would be initiated

following the completion of the Terminal 2 renovation project. The first phase of construction is
anticipated to begin in 2011 and the final phase of construction would conclude in 2018.
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Figure 5: Terminal 1 Redevelopment - Finger Pier Alternative

Source: SFO Burean of Planning and Environmental Affairs, September 2007

Figure 6: Terminal 1 Redevelopment — Modified Linear Alternative .

Source: SFO Bureau of Planning and Environmental Affairs, September 2007
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The anticipated number of aircraft gates at Terminal 1-is the same as the number proposed to be
constructed at the completion of the Master Plan. Although the terminal square footage is expected
to increase to account for changes in passenger processing since 2001 (to accommodate new
security screening requirements for passengers and baggage), the forecast passenger and aircraft
operations levels are consistent with the levels analyzed in the Master Plan FEIR.

Iv. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECTS
A. Comparison of Proposed Terminal Projects with Projects Analyzed in the FEIR

For the T2 renovation project, there would be no substantial change to the overall footprint of the
building or the number of total aircraft gates from what was described in the FEIR, and is
essentially the same as the project proposed in the Master Plan and analyzed in the FEIR... All
environmental impacts identified in the FEIR would remain essentially as described, and as
explained in further detail below.

For the T1 redevelopment project, the physical layout of the two proposed T1 design alternatives
(the Finger Pier and the Modified Linear schemes) differ from the configuration of the T1 project
described in the FEIR. However, the design change does not materially affect the total building
square footage and number of aircraft gates for the South Terminal from that proposed in the SFIA
Master Plan and analyzed in the FEIR. :

The specific environmental impacts as discussed in the FEIR when compared to the current
Terminal 2 renovation and Terminal 1 redevelopment projects are described below. As shown in
Table 2, there are no substantial changes in the activity levels or aircraft gates at the Airport
between the projects as analyzed in the Master Plan compared with the proposed projects.

At the completion of the Terminal 2 renovation and Terminal 1 redevelopment projects, it is -
expected that there would be no change in the total number of aircraft gates at the Airport compared
with the number of aircraft gates anticipated in the Master Plan. Forecast passengers
accommodated by the Airport over the planning horizon generaily remain the same, but due to
economic conditions since 2000 and for other reasons described previously, the design forecast year
has shifted from the 2006 Plan Year shown in the Master Plan (51.3 million annual passengers;
Master Plan, p.2.9) to 2026 under the Airport’s low forecast scenario (50.6 million annual
passengers by 2026) and 2016 under the Airport’s high forecast scenario (53.6 million annual
passengers by 2016).

Aircraft operations are now forecast to reach between 448,000 and 479,000 between 2016 and
2026, compared with 537,600 aircraft operations forecast in the Master Plan for 2006. The Airport
recently completed an airfield capacity study that determined that the Airport’s runway capacity is
constrained, so it is unlikely that the Alrport could achieve the aircraft operations levels previously
forecast in the Master Plan. -
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Table 2: Comparison of Master Plan FEIR and
Proposed 2007 Terminal Redevelopment Projects

Master Plan FEIR 2007 Proposed Terminal Redevelopment %

(2006) (2016-2026) Difference
Passenger Forecast 51.3 million 50.6-53.6 million -1 to +4%
Aircraft Gates 103 101 -103 -2 to 0%
Aircraft Operations 537,600 : 448,000-479,000 -12t0 -18%
Terminal 2 490,000 s.f. (BAAD) | - 525,000 s.f. (B\A D) +7%
Renovation .
Terminal 1 Finger Pier * Alternative - 1,183,500 s.f. +10%
Redevelopment 1,075,900 s.£ (B\A B) Modified Linear’ Alternative - 962,000 s.f. -11%

Sources: (1) 1989 SFIA Master Plan, (2) 1992 SFIA Master Plan FEIR, (3) SFO Bureau of De51gn and
Construction, (4) SFO Bureau of Planning and Environmental Affairs
Notes: 1, The current T2 project includes filling 9,000 s.£. of interior space in the atrium, and 10,000 s.f. at
the narrow concourse area referred to as the “throat. A bump out at the end of the B\A D would
add an additional 16,000 s.f. of holdroom — concession space. These improvements were not
anticipated in the FEIR’s programmatic level of detail.
2. The Finger Pier Alt. includes a refurbished B\A C not contemplated in the FEIR and separates
" B\A B into two concourses. .
3. The Modified Linear Alt. would replace B\A C w1th frontal gates, and a replace B\A B with a
linear concourse.

The followmg isa summary of the env1ronmental 1mpacts descrlbed in the FEIR for the Master

1nformat10n from the FEIR is compared with actual mformatlon for those years. These
comparisons indicate that for the topical environmental impact area, and for the reasons described
in the project description of this addendum, the levels of forecast environmental impact, such as
Highway 101 traffic volume, have not occurred because of economic conditions that have affected
air passenger levels and aircraft operations at the Airport, which have had a similar effect on the
traffic volumes and other activities in the region as a whole.

B. Traffic and Circulation

The transportation impacté of the Master Plan'projects were analyzed on pages 265-330 of the
FEIR. Updated passenger forecasts prepared in 2007 show 2016 (high forecast) and 2026 (low
forecast) passenger levels are comparable to what the FEIR forecast for 2006.

Although the T2 and T1 projects are not expected to be completed until 2011 and 2018,
respectively, the transportation impacts anticipated from these project has been added to year 2006
data for purposes of comparing impacts to those stated in the Master Plan FEIR.

The potential traffic and circulation impacts of the proposed T2 and T1 projects are not expected to
deviate from what was analyzed in the FEIR. As shown in Table 3, a comparison of peak hour
traffic on one Highway 101 mainline segment, between Millbrae Avenue and the SFO, indicate that
the FEIR analysis presented higher traffic volume, and therefore, the traffic impacts of the proposed
T2 and T1 projects are within the envelope of FEIR traffic analysis. For this mainline segment, the
actual Caltrans traffic count for 1996 is 16 percent higher than the 1996 forecast in the FEIR, but by
2006, the actual Caltrans traffic count is 21 percent less than the 2006 forecast in the FEIR. Unlike
the straight line forecast used in the FEIR, the actual Caltrans traffic numbers rose higher than
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forecast in 1996, but decreased significantly by 2006. However, there is no difference when the

MP FEIR forecast for 2006 is compared to the actual 2006 Caltrans traffic volume when you
include the estimated net traffic trips for the passengers (i.e., enplanements and deplanements) that
are now expected in 2016.

Table 3: A Comparison of Highway 101 Peak Hour Traffic Volume '

October 24,2007

1996 2006
Caltrans
Hwy 101 1990 1992 Actual +
Mainline MP FEIR | Caltrans MP FEIR Caltrans MP FEIR Caltrans 2016
Segment Existing' | Actual® Forecast' Actual® | Forecast' | Actual | Terminal
’ ‘ Area
Trips®
Millbrae
?(V)e““e 16,617 16,500 18,430 21,300 20,494 16200 | 20,489
SFIA®
% T ) -21¢°
Difference 1% *+16% 21, %

Sources: (1) 1992 Master Plan FEIR, (2) Caltrans Traffic Operations web page (2006), (3) Comparative

Traffic Reports — August and December 2006, SFO Financial Planning & Analysis Unit, (4) DTRP —

Terminal Program Analysis (2016), SFO Planning & Env. Affairs

Notes: 1. The Master Plan FEIR figures are the sum of the weekday peak hour volumes for the northbound
direction in the morning, and for the southbound direction in the afternoon.

2. The Caltrans data is reported as a composite annual peak hour volume.

3. Volume is total of all main lines in both the north- and south- bound directions between the
Millbrae Avenue interchange and the SFIA ramps. This segment was chosen for consistency in
analysis since Caltrans records for the segment between the SFIA ramps and the San Bruno
interchange were not recorded in 2006.

4. Comparison of actual 2006 Caltrans trips and 2016 Terminal Area traffic to the FEIR 2006
forecast used the following assumptions — 2016 Peak Hr Passengers (T2 = 2,525. T1 = 3,958 —

'3,796 (2007); 1.98 trips per passenger; terminal employees trips are 25% of passenger trips; 64.5%
of terminal trips are southbound on Hwy 101. The 2006 FEIR forecast and the 2016 Terminal

~Area Trips overstates the number of trip because only 75% of total number of passengers are local
(origination & destination) and would generate traffic trips. The remaining 25% are transferring
passengers who never enter the area vehicular roadway system.

5. The percentage difference is given for the existing 1990 peak hour volume in the FEIR and the
closest year found in the Caltrans Traffic Operations Website. For 1996 and 2006, the FEIR
forecast numbers are compared to Caltrans actual numbers.

The Master Plan project impacts on 1996 and 2006 Forecast AM and Peak Hour traffic volumes for
the 31 Highway 101 and I-380 ramps in the vicinity of the Airport were presented on pp. 315 to 316
of the FEIR. As shown in Table 4, the estimated volume of traffic in 1996 attributed to Master
Plan projects would account for approximately 13 percent and 17 percent of AM and PM Peak
Hour traffic, respectively. By 2006, the FEIR forecast that the Master Plan projects share of AM
and PM Peak Hour traffic would inctease to 23 percent and 28 percent, respectively.
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Table 4: 1996 and 2006 Master Plan Project Impacts on Freeway Ramps

Mp AMPEAK | AMPEAK % PM Peak PM Peak %
Forecast Forecast +MP o Forecast + MP N
. MP Share | . - MP Share
Years Increase Projects Increase Projects .
1996 ! 30,482 34,565 13% 30,080 35,097 17%
2006 32,005 39,421 23% - 31,289 40,091 28%

Source (1) SFIA Master Plan FEIR, Table 43, pp. 315 to 316, (2) Traffic Engineering, SFO Bureau of
Design and Construction, September 2007.

Notes: 1.

The peak hour traffic volume presented for each forecast year is the sum of 31 ramps in the

vicinity of the Airport as 1dent1ﬁed in Table 42 of the FEIR, pp.315 to 316.

Whereas Table 4 presents the Airport’s estimated project traffic impacts or contribution to Highway
101 peak: traffic volumes, Table 5 presents the actual results of a 2005 Airport Ramps Traffic
Count Survey conducted by the Airport’s Traffic Engineering Section. As shown in Table 5, the
Airport’s share of the average daily traffic on Highway 101 between Millbrae Avenue and I-380 is
approximately 24 percent. As a percentage share of Highway 101 traffic, the 24 percent is similar

to the 2006 forecast of 28 percent shown in Table 4.

~ Table 5: Airport Share of Highway 101 Traffic

Highway 101 101 : Airport Airport
Mainline Segment Average Daily Average Daily Share of Highway
‘ Traffic Traffic 101
Millbrae Avenue 0
to SFIA 235,000 49,263 21%
SFIA to I-380 240,000 | 65,904 27%
Total 475,000 115,167 24%

Source: (1) Caltrans Traffic Operations web page (2006), (2) 2005 Airport Ramp Traffic Count Survey —
Traffic Engineering, SFO Bureau of Design and Construction, September 2007.

As Table 3, 4 and 5 indicate, the Airport’s Master Plan projects, including the T2 and T1 projects
are within the FEIR’s envelope of analysis. The actual 2006 Highway 101 mainline traffic volumes
are 21 percent less than the FEIR forecast for 2006. The Airport’s percentage share of Highway
101 traffic volume in the Airport vicinity is within the range presented in the FEIR traffic analysis.
In addition, the following transportation projects and programs that were implemented after the

- completion of the FEIR have served to encourage the use of alternative transportation options for
Airport passengers and employees and resulted in an overall reduction in traffic and circulation
impacts:

- » The on-Airport AirTrain System, a master ‘plan project referred to in the FEIR as the
people-mover system, began operations in 2003. AirTrain has eliminated 200,000 annual
shuttle bus trips from the terminal roadways;

o The SFO BART Extension that began operation in 2003 had a ridership of 215,000
passengers per month in 2005. In 2007 (year to date), average monthly BART ridership to
SFO has increased to 241,322 (SFO Landside Operations, September 2007);

e The Airport’s Transit-First Program promotes the use of public and private High -
Occupancy Vehicles (HOV) to and from the Airport. The 2006 Air Passenger Survey
indicated that 46 percent of air passengers used public transportation in the form of BART,
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CalTrain, SamTrans, door-to-door vans, taxis, limousines, charters, or Airporter bus service
to access the Airport; and :

¢ Adopted in 1993, the Airport’s Employee Trip Reduction Program encourages the more
than 18,000 airport tenant and airport employees to take advantage of HOV ground access
alternatives to their on-airport job sites. Approximately 53 percent of airport employees
surveyed in 2005 did not drive alone and used an alternative form of transportation to reach
their place of employmentl‘ (SFO Landside Operations, September 2007).

C. . Air Quality

Air quality impacts of the SFIA Master Plan were analyzed on pp. 171 to 177 and pp. 353 to 365, in
the FEIR. The FEIR found that project-related surface traffic would contribute to existing
exceedances of roadside CO concentrations and would likely lead to an increase in the frequency of
standards violations in the project area. The FEIR also found that the project would contribute
more than one percent of transportation-related emissions resulting from development in the San
Mateo County, and would create emissions that would exceed BAAQMD thresholds. The range of
construction-related impacts was analyzed in the FEIR on p. 353. The construction-related
emissions for the proposed T2 and T1 Master Plan projects are expected to remain within the
envelope of impacts discussed in the FEIR, because the scale of construction of the currently
proposed projects are similar in size and scope as the two projects described and analyzed in the
FEIR.

The overall vehicular activity under the current T2 and T1 master plan projects would remain
within the general envelope of vehicular trips and associated increases in a1r pollution as discussed
in the FEIR.

The FEIR found air quality impacts were potentially significant impacts. However, the project
impacts relating to air quality have been avoided or substantially lessened, to the maximum extent

- possible, by the implementation of mitigation measures as adopted by the Airport Commission in
the SFIA Final Mitigation Monitoring Program. These mitigation measures would be incorporated
into the construction specifications for the T2 and T1 projects. To the extent that these mltlgatlon
measures do not avoid or substantially lessen the impacts of the master plan construction projects,
the Airport Commission made the finding that the environmental, economic, social benefits of the
Master Plan project would override the remaining impacts related to air quality, as stated fully in
the Airport Commissions adoption of the Statement of Overriding Considerations. (SFI4 Master
Plan — Findings Related to the Approval of the SFIA Master Plan, November 3, 1992, pp. 57 to 58).

Since the certification of the FEIR, the Airport has implemented a number of measures that have
served to reduce air emission levels at the Airport. These comprehensive air quality enhancements
have been organized under the Airport’s Environmental Sustainability Programz, and include the
following measures:

! 2005 SFO Employee Commute Survey, Monday through Sunday work week (including days off )
2 (Source: San Francisco International Airport — 2007 Environmental Sustainability
Report, June 2007, pp.29 to 36; TSM Program, SFO Landside Operations,
September 2007)
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The on-airport AirTrain System, a master plan project referred to in the FEIR as the
people-mover system, began operations in 2003. AirTrain has eliminated 200,000 annual
shuttle bus trips from the terminal roadways, reducing both traffic congestion and the
associated emissions created by the predominantly diesel shuttle bus fleet.

The SFO BART Extension that began operation in 2003 had a ridership of 215,000
passengers per month in 2005. Assuming an average automobile road trip of 25 miles per
passenger to SFIA, the BART Extension to SFO has reduced an estimated 64.5 million
miles of vehicle travel in the Bay Area in 2005. The annual gross reductions in air
emissions are estimated to be 3,300 tons of carbon monoxide (CO), 250 tons of Nitrogen
Oxides (NOx), as well as reductions in Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) and Particulate
Matter less than 10 microns (PMyg). In 2007 (year to date), monthly BART ridershipto =
SFO has been 241,322 (SFO Landside Operations, September 2007). With this 12 percent
increase in ridership between 2007 and 2003, further reductions in estimated annual gross
air emissions would be expected.

Under the Airport’s Transit-First Program, SFO is a leader among U.S. airports in the use
of shared ground transportation for Airport access. The Transit-First Program promotes the
use of public and private High Occupancy Vehicles (HOV) to and from the Airport. The
2006 Air Passenger Survey indicated that 46 percent of air passengers used public
transportation in the form of BART, CalTrain, SamTrans, door-to-door vans, taxis,
limousines, charters, or Airporter bus service to access the Airport.

Adopted in 1993, the Airport’s Employee Trip Reduction Program encourages the more

than 18,000 airport tenant and airport employees to take advantage of HOV ground access
alternatives to their on-airport job sites. All employers with 100 or more employees are
required to appoint an employee transportation coordinator (ETC) to prepare and
implement a Trip Reduction Program for their employees. Ground transportation
information and financial incentive programs (i.e., Commuter Checks) are disseminated to
tenant and airport employees. Approximately 53 percent of airport employees surveyed in
2005 did not drive alone and used an alternative form of transportation to reach their place
of employment (SFO Landside Operations, September 2007).

SFO adopted the Clean Air Vehicle Policy in 2000. The policy mandated that 50 percent
of vehicles in applicable fleets at SFO use clean fuels by 2005 and 100% by 2012. SFO
met the 2005 goal for hotel and parking courtesy shuttle vehicles and public transit, and
expects to meet the 2012 goal for all categories of regulated vehicles. In 2003, the rental
car shuttles were virtually eliminated and replaced by the zero emission AirTrain system.
By the end of 2007, there will be 1,237 CNG, propane, electric and other alternative fuel
vehicles in use at the Airport.

SFO has implemented a number of airside operations procedures to reduce fuel _
consumption and emissions associated with aircraft ground operations such the installation
of 400 Hz ground power and pre-conditioned air at the International Gates and in Boarding
Areas B, E, and F to reduce the use of aircraft auxiliary power units. SFO also encourages
airlines and ground service operators to convert to clean fuel service equipment, single-
engine taxiing of aircraft, and towing aircraft between terminals and runways.

These improvements have resulted in an overall reduction in the level of criteria emissions.
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Moreover, there has been a reduction in aircraft emissions resulting from the phase out of older,
noisier and more polluting Stage 2 aircraft from the commercial aviation fleet that became effective
January 1, 2000. This phase out was not anticipated at the time the FEIR was prepared. In fact, the
FEIR noise analysis indicated that 299 of 833 average daily aircraft operations at SFO in 1990 were
Stage 2 aircraft (FEIR, Table 17, p. 156). The majority of the new generation Stage 3 aircraft are
considerably “cleaner” than the older aircraft included in the FEIR analyses. As older aircraft are
phased out of the commercial airlines fleet, aircraft emissions will be further reduced. Therefore,
the air quality impacts of the proposed T2 renovation and T1 redevelopment projects would remain
within the envelope of analysis in the FEIR.

D. Noise

Noise impacts (surface traffic and aircraft related) of the Master Plan projects were analyzed on
pages 153-170 and 331-352 of the FEIR. As shown in Figures 7a — 7¢, the noise impacts of the
proposed terminal projects would not change substantially from the original projects analyzed in the
FEIR. Although the 2007 65 CNEL contour extends further to the northwest than the 1996 and
2006 forecast noise contours from the FEIR, the discrepancy can be attributed to differences in the
distribution of aircraft operations between Runways 1 L/R (over the water) and Runways 28 L/R
(through the San Bruno Gap). However, the T2 and T1 projects would have no effect on this
discrepancy in aircraft distribution between runways. In the FEIR, the Integrated Noise Model
assigned more air operations to Runways 1 L/R than the current noise model used by the SFO
Aircraft Noise Abatement Office for their quarterly noise reports.

Figure 7a: Aircraft Noise Contours- 65+ CNEL (1996 — FEIR Forecast)
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Source: (1) SFIA Master Plan FEIR, Figure 32, p. 340
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Figure 7b: Aircraft Noise Contours- 65+ CNEL (2006 — FEIR Forecast)

by Cine

Source: (1) SFIA Master Plan FEIR, Figure 33, p. 345

Figure 7c: Aircraft Noise Contours- 65+ CNEL (2007- Actual)
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Source: (1) SFO Aircraft Noise Abatement Office, September 2007

The forecast éircraft operations are expected to be similar to or lower than the activity levels
analyzed in the FEIR. As shown in Table 6, the actual population (2007) exposed to aircraft noise
levels of 65 CNEL? or higher is lower than the 2006 forecast population in the FEIR. In addition,

3 CNEL has been adopted by the California Department of Transportation, Div. of Aeronautics, for the purposes of the
State Noise Standards governing aircraft operations at California Airports. The Noise Standards state, “the standard for
the acceptable level of aircraft noise for persons living in the vicinity of airports is hereby established to be a community
hoise equivalent level of 65 decibels.” (FEIR, p. 153) :
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the proposed improvements-to the apron area and taxilanes in the vicinity of T1 under either the
Finger Pier or the Modified Linear alternatives will improve aircraft circulation on the airfield.

- These improvements would reduce aircraft queuing times and reduce aircraft noise and air emission
impacts on the airfield and surrounding community. The actual population in the 2007 65+ CNEL
noise contour, approximately 4,534 people, is 69 percent less than the 2006 Forecast population of
6,600 shown in the FEIR. In terms of households, the 1,945 households in 2007 are 76 percent
lower than the 2,563 households forecast in the FEIR for 2006.

. Table 6: Resident Population/Households
Exposed to Aircraft Noise 65 CNEL and Above (1990, 1996, 2006)
FEIR Forecast vs. 2007 Actual

_FEIR . . FEIR | Y
Noise  Existing Setting FEIR Forecasts . % Forecast Di %
E 2007 Difference 2007 ifference
xposure Betu. Betw.
Range Pop. 2007 & H’hld 2007 &
(CNEL) 1990 1990 1996 | 1996 | 2006 | (Actual) | Ho0c'n" 2006 | (Actual) 2006
Population | Household | Pop. H’hid Pop. P H’hid H’hlds
75+ 340 133 0 0 0 0 0% 0 0 0%
70 - 75 1,980 777 | 1,500 618 760 344 45% 321 145 45%
65 - 70 12,660 4,939 | 5,500 | 2,129 | 5,840 4,190 72% 2,242 1,800 80%
Tg’st:' 14, 980 5849 | 7,000 | 2,747 | 6,600 | 4,534 69% | 2,563 | 1,945 76%
Source: (1) SFIA Master Plan FEIR, Table 52, p. 341, (2) Aircraft Noise Abatement Office, September
. 2007

The noise impacts from aircraft operations at SFO have decreased significantly over the years, due
primarily to the implementation of the Airport’s Noise Abatement Program and the process of
phasing out Stage 2 aircraft in the late 1990s. Historically, the number of people who reside in the
65+ CNEL noise contour has decreased 91 percent from 31,500 in 1976 to 3,298 in 2000. In terms
of total area, the 65 CNEL noise contour has been significantly reduced from 2.2 square miles in
1986 to 0.41 square mile in 2007 (SFO Aircraft Noise Abatement Office, September 2007). SFO
was the first major airport in California to eliminate all incompatible land uses within the 65 CNEL
noise contour, primarily through its noise insulation program, and to operate without a variance as
defined by California Code of Regulatlons Title 21 (2007 Environmental Sustainability Report,
June 2007, p. 40).

Additional initiatives and programs implemented as part of the Airport"s Noise Abatement Program
have also contributed to a reduction in airport related noise below the levels predicted in the FEIR
Those measures include:

o The Fly Quiet Program - The program encourages individual airlines to operate as quietly
as possible at SFO. The program promotes a participatory approach to compliance with
noise abatement procedures. A Fly Quiet Report provides airline scores on such noise
indicators as noise exceedances, nighttime preferential runway use, shoreline and gap
departure frequency, and Foster City arrival ratings;

o Noise Complaint Program - A database of all noise complaints is maintained. This
information is used to develop operational changes that could reduce or eliminate the
nuisance conditions;
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e Aircraft Noise Monitoring - The Monitoring System keeps track of noise levels in the
surrounding communities through the deployment of 29 monitoring stations located around
_the Bay Area. The information gathered allows Noise Abatement staff to correlate noise
- events and complaints to individual flight operations and aircraft types;
e Noise Reduction of Nighttime Operations - SFO has worked with participating airlines to
. voluntarily reduce aircraft noise during nighttime hours;.

e Coordination with FAA Air Traffic Control - The Aircraft Noise Abatement Office
works collaboratively with FAA Air Traffic Control to suggest changes to approach and
departure procedures such as increasing altitudes for arriving Transpacific aircraft, which
reduced noise impacts for southern San Mateo County residents; and

* Noise Reduction Feasibility Study - The Noise Abatement Office worked with Boeing
Company, the FAA, and United Airlines on “Oceanic Tailored Arrivals” (OTA) to reduce -
noise from arriving flights from the Pacific Rim. Trials of the proposed procedure were
conducted in August/September 2006 and December 2006/January 2007. The procedure
could potentially increase glide time upon arrival approach to the Airport. The reduction in
altitude changes and engine thrust would simplify the final approach for pilots, save fuel,
and result in quieter operations because of reduced power settings and noise associated with
drag-inducing settings for flaps, speed brakes, and landing gear.

(Source: SFO 2007 Environmental Sustainability Report, June 2007, p. 41 to 43)

E.  Hazardous Materials

Hazardous materials impacts of the Master Plan projects were analyzed on pages 201-227, and 381-
393 of the FEIR. The FEIR indicated that excavation work could expose workers and the public to
soils, gases or groundwater contaminated with hazardous materials. This exposure relates to the
various construction activities including building demolition or renovation, excavation and
dewatering. Although chemical compounds could vary, petroleum fuels are the primary soil and
groundwater contaminant at the Airport (FEIR, p.381).

As stated in the FEIR and adopted in the SFIA Master Plan Final Mitigation Program (November 3,
1992), SFO will conduct Phase I and II environmental assessments of the project sites. If site
remediation is necessary, the work would be performed by the responsible party, in accordance
with all applicable law and the Hazardous Materials Mitigation Measures identified in the SFIA
.Master Plan Mitigation Monitoring Program (Airport Commission, November 3, 1992).

Between 1992 and 2006, coinciding with the implementation of the SFIA Master Plan program,
SFO and its tenants carried out an extensive program of site investigation, characterization, and
remediation of contaminated soil and groundwater to protect human health and safety and to
prevent the degradation of environmental resources at the Airport. The $55 million environmental
clean up program resulted in the removal and treatment or disposal of approximately 500,000 tons
of contaminated soil and more than 20 million gallons of contaminated groundwater. The Airport
manages on-going activities such as Hazardous Material Management, Hazardous Waste Materials
Disposal, Soil and Groundwater Remediation, and a Materials Substitution Program (2007
Environmental Sustainability Report, June 2007, p. 61 to 65). -

Through the environmental clean up program, the Airport conducted asbestos and soil surveys of

both T2 and T1. These surveys found that both T2 and T1 will require clean up activities for
asbestos and petroleum hydrocarbons (SFO Bureau of Design and Construction, Environmental
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Remediation Section, September 2007). These adverse environmental impacts would be addressed
though the implementation of mitigation measures as adopted by the Airport Commission in the
SFIA Final Mitigation Monitoring Program. These mitigation measures would be incorporated into
the construction specifications for the T2 and T1 projects. This would be consistent with the
information presented in the FEIR regarding potential impacts from the T2 and T1 projects.

As shown in Table 7, the Airport disposes or recycles a significant amount of hazardous waste
material. The Airport closely monitors the release of any fuels and other contaminants, treats
contaminated groundwater prior to disposal, and disposes of these contaminated soils in permitted
landfills or, if appropriate, collect materials for recycling.

Table 7: Hazardous Waste Materials Disposed or Recycled in 2005

Material Type ' Quantity
Solid Hazardous Waste (Recycled) 31,279 pounds
Liquid Hazardous Waste (Recycled) ) 4,217 pounds
Anti-Freeze (Recycled) 175 gallons
Vehicle Batteries (Recycled) 150 pieces
Contaminated Soil 4,955 tons

Source: 2007 SFO Environmen;al Sustainability Report, June 2007, p. 63
V. ADMINISTRATIVE FINDINGS AND ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
A. Findings

The SFO Master Plan FEIR analyzed the potential impacts of the Master Plan. The T2 renovation
and T1 redevelopment projects were identified as individual projects in the Master Plan. This EIR
Addendum was prepared to ensure that the subsequent changes to individual projects were
compared to the Master Plan Program FEIR, and it was found that no new additional substantlal
environmental ana1y51s is required. :

Based on the analysis in this Addendum, the proposed activities of the T2 and T1 Master Plan
projects that are described and included in the SFO Master Plan program would not require
additional environmental analysis.

The proposed T2 renovation project would differ from the T2, Boarding Area D project described
in the Master Plan FEIR in terms of the overall square footage of interior space improvement. The
FEIR analyzed approximately 490,000 square feet of renovation at Boarding Area D. The current
T2 renovation project proposes approximately 35,000 square feet of additional interior
improvements. With exception of a 16,000 square foot bump out on the upper level of Boardmg
Area D, the proposed increase in square footage would be improvements to interior space within
the overall 610,000 square foot terminal space identified in the FEIR. The additional 35,000 square
feet of interior improvements will be used for concession space to serve the air passengers. Since
SFO concessions do not have a separate draw for consumers and are patronized by those already at
the Airport for travel purposes, there will be no additional environmental impacts resulting from the
additional interior improvements. Therefore, the potential environmental impacts associated with
the proposed T2 renovation are comparable to the T2 project analyzed in the FEIR.
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The two proposed Terminal 1 redevelopment alternatives differ from the Terminal 1, Boarding
Area B project described in the Master Plan FEIR in terms of the overall configuration of the
facility and terminal square footage required to accommodate changes in passenger processing
facility requirements (e.g., passenger security screening and queuing areas and in-line baggage
screening systems) in the post-September 11 airport operating environment. Despite the proposed
increase in terminal square footage in the most recent plans compared to the Terminal 1, Boarding
Area B replacement project considered in the Master Plan, the number of aircraft gates within the
Terminal 1 complex would remain the same. Based on the revised forecast level of aircraft
operations that would be accommodated at Terminal 1, the potential environmental impacts
associated with the two alternative redevelopment schemes are comparable to the pro;ect analyzed
in the FEIR.

This Addendum analyzed potential environmental impacts for the T2 and T1 projects and
determined findings with respect to the following potential impact categories:

e Transportation

e Air Quality

¢ Noise

* Hazardous Materials

With respect to State CEQA Guidelines §15162, the effects of the proposed T2 and T1 Master Plan
projects were fully analyzed in the Program FEIR. It is also determined that a subsequent EIR
would not be required for the T2 and T1 Master Plan projects for the following reasons:

1. The current T2 and T1 projects propose no substantial changes to the Master Plan that
would require major revisions to the SFIA Master Plan because of new significant
environmental impacts or increases in the severity of previously identified s1gmﬁcant
effects not reviewed and discussed in the SFIA Master Plan FEIR;

2. There have been no substantial changes in circumstance under which the T2 and T1
projects are to be undertaken that would require major revisions in the Master Plan FEIR
due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or increase in severity of
identified significant effects; and

3. There is no new information of substantial importance to the Master Plan that would
suggest there are new significant environmental impacts not fully analyzed in the SFIA
Master Plan Program FEIR.

As explained in the analysis of this Addendum, none of the mitigation measures rejected by the
Airport Commission have become feasible, and there are no new mitigation measures related to the
T2 and T1 projects that have become available for consideration since certification of the SFO
Master Plan Program FEIR that would reduce otherwise significant env1ronmenta1 impacts
disclosed in the FEIR.

On the basis of the analysis and discussion contained herein, the environmental ifnpacts of the
proposed T2 and T1 projects are within the scope of impacts covered in the Program FEIR for the
overall SFIA Master Plan. Therefore, no new substantial environmental analysis is required.
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B. Environmental Checklist

This environmental checklist was used to evaluate the potential changes in the proposed T2 and T1
projects (from what was analyzed in the FEIR) to result in impacts not already identified in the
FEIR. When an item in the checklist is marked “No”, it reflects the conclusion that the proposed
projects would result in no additional adverse impacts. The conclusion is based on a review of the
impact analysis in the FEIR and a consideration of the 1mpacts of changes in the proposed projects
relative to what was analyzed in the FEIR, as summarized in the discussion beneath each top1c
heading. Further discussion or ana1y51s of 1tems contained elsewhere. in the Addendum is
referenced, as applicable.

i. Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans
. . Not
Applicable 'Applicable
Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changeé proposed
to the Planning Code or Zoning Map, if applicable. . ) X
Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City or X

Region, if applicable.

Discuss any approvals and/or permits from City departments other .
“than-the Planning Department or the Department of Building X
Inspection, or from Regional, State, or Federal Agencies.

Compatibility of the SFIA Master Plan with existing zoning and general plans was analyzed in the
FEIR, on pp. 78 to 93a and pp. 250 to 264. In evaluating the environmental impacts of the master
‘plan projects on Land Use and Plans (Page 250 of the FEIR), notes that: .

“The SFIA Master Plan would not alter land use types at the Airport, but would intensify,
reconfigure and/or consolidate existing uses.” (FEIR, p.250)

SFO is located in unincorporated San Mateo County, so changes to the San Francisco County
Planning Code and Zoning Map are not applicable. Similarly, the analysis of potential conflicts
focused on the plans and policies of the surrounding _]UI'ISdlCthI’lS The T2 and T1 projects were
contemplated in thé SFIA Master Plan, therefore no new zoning and/or general plan policy issues
would be raised by the proposed T2 and T1 Master Plan projects.-

ii. Summary of Environmental Effects

The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental -factor(s) checked below. The
following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor.

e Transportation
"o Air Quality
e Noise
e Hazardous Materials
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Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

Not
Applicable

1. LAND USE AND LAND
USE PLANNING— Would
the project:

a) Physically divide an
established community?

b) Conflict with any applicable
land use ptan, policy, or
regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not
limited to the general plian,
specific plan, local coastal
program, or.zoning
ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental
effect?

¢} Have a substantial impact
upon the existing character
_ of the vicinity?

Land use impacts of the SFIA Master Plan were analyzed on pp. 78 to 93a and pp. 250 to 264, of
the FEIR. The currently proposed T2 and T1 projects have been redesigned from that shown in.the
SFIA Master Plan but would be constructed within the same general areas of the Terminal facilities,
and have no substantial land use impacts beyond those identified in the FEIR. The T2 renovation
now includes additional infill construction of the interior space but would occupy the same
footprint of the existing facility as analyzed in the FEIR. The T1 project now considers
redevelopment of both Boarding Areas B and C. The layout of Boarding Areas B and C would
differ from the schematic layout presented in the FEIR. These changes reflect the need for
additional concourse and ticketing lobby space for new safety and security, baggage system and
queuing needs. However, there would be no change to the overall number of gates identified in the
Master Plan (Master Plan, p.2.9) and analyzed in the FEIR. ‘

Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not -
Applicable

2. AESTHETICS—Would
the project:

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

b) Substantially damage
scenic resources,
including, but not limited
to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and other
features of the built or
natural environment which
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Topics: . Less Than
‘S’ft;;;;’cfll’; Significant with éessf!‘:aa’; No Not
g Mitigation ignitt Impact | Applicable

Impact Impact

Incorporated

contribute to a scenic
public setting?

c) Substantially degrade the
existing visual character or X
quality of the site and its
surroundings?

d) Create a new source of
substantial fight or glare
which would adversely
affect day or nighttime X
views in the area or which
would substantially impact
other people or
properties?

Visual quality impacts of the SFIA Master Plan were not analyzed in the FEIR because the Master
Projects were determined not to have any significant visual quality impacts (as discussed in the
FEIR, Volume III, Appendices, Appendix A, Initial Study). Most of the revisions to the T2 project
involve reallocation and design of interior terminal space to maximize the existing of floor plans to
convert of the former international terminal to domestic use. The redevelopment of T1 would
maximize the interface of the terminal complex and the immediate gate apron areas and adjacent
aircraft taxilanes. Changes to the height and bulk of terminal structures would not result in
substantial changes to the exterior design and/or architectural fascia of the terminal facility.

The potential for light and glare from the T2 and T1 Master Plan projects would be minimal
because of their location situated away form residences and other sensitive receptors. Therefore, no
substantial adverse visual, light and glare, or aesthetic effects would expected from the T2 and T'1
Master Plan projects. :

Scenic views or vistas of the Bay would not be degraded or obstructed, because Highway 101 and
the elevated circulation roadway, a Master Plan project already considered in the FEIR, is located
approximately 60 feet above the ground. The presence of the constructed elevated ramps and
roadway, the intensive lighting already associated with the operation of the Airport, and the
potential impacts associated with the proposed T1 redevelopment project would not constitute a
substantial change from the T1 — Boarding Area B project analyzed in the FEIR, and therefore, the
visual quality impacts would remain minimal.

Night time construction activities would occur on a temporary, intermittent basis, and these
activities would require floodlighting. Existing residential uses are located west of Highway 101,
away from the project site locations. Therefore, similar to the T1 — Boarding Area B project
analyzed in the FEIR, the additional temporary night time light and glare impacts would be
negligible.
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Topics: . Less Than
SP?;:;;":Q; Significant with Is.’esns’f';': ::t No Not
Impact Mitigation gn pact Impact | Applicable

Incorporated

3. POPULATION AND
HOUSING— Would the
project:

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

b) Displace substantial-
numbers of existing
housing units or create :
demand for additional X
housing, necessitating the )
construction of
replacement housing?

c) Displace substantial
numbers of people,
necessitating the
construction of
replacement housing
elsewhere?

Population related effects of the SFIA Master Plan were analyzed on pp. 228 to 231 and pp. 394 to.
399 of the FEIR. Changes to the T2 and T1 projects from what was analyzed in the FEIR would
not result in the need for substantial additional construction employment; the number of employees
would likely be within the estimates analyzed in the FEIR (with the modification that the impacts
analyzed in the FEIR would apply to the 2007-2018 construction timeframe). The changesto the
phasing of the T2 and T1 construction would not otherwise have any additional long-term effects
on population, employment, or the demand for housing.

Topics: .
P - Potentially Si Lnei?if:arrl:taxi th Less Than No Not
Significant gMitigaﬂ‘on Significant Impact | Applicable
Impact Incorporated Impact ’
4. CULTURAL
RESOURCES— Would
the project:

a) Cause a substantial
adverse change in the
significance of a historical
resource as defined in
§15064.5, including those
resources listed in Article
10 or Article 11 of the San
Francisco Planning Code?

b) Cause a substantial
adverse change in the
significance of an ' . X
archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5?
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Topics: ,
Potentially s,'g'-:;iiaT:T;ith Less Than |\, Not
Significant Mitigation Significant Impact | Applicable
Impact Incorporated Impact
c) Directly or indirectly
destroy a unique
paleontological resource or X
site or unique geologic
feature?
d) Disturb any human
remains, including those X
interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

Cultural resource impacts of the SFIA Master Plan were analyzed on pp. 183 to 191, and pp. 371 to
373, of the FEIR. The FEIR found that although impacts to prehistoric and historic resources
would be unlikely, the SFIA Master Plan would have the potential to affect unknown
archaeological deposits. The mitigation measures identified in the FEIR (p. 428) and adopted by
the Airport Commission would apply to the proposed T2 and T1 projects. Therefore, there would

" be no new impacts to cultural resources not otherwise identified in the FEIR. No significant
architectural or historic building or feature would be affected by the proposed T2 and T1 Master
Plan projects. '

The FEIR found cultural resources impacts were potentially significant impacts. However, the
project impacts relating to cultural resources have been avoided or substantially lessened by the
implementation of mitigation measures as adopted by the Airport Commission in the SFI4 Final
Mitigatiors Monitoring Program that ensure that an archaeologist would, if necessary, implement
measures to limit the project’s impacts on cultural resources to the maximum extent possible. To
the extent that these mitigation measures do not avoid or substantially lessen the impacts of the
master plan construction projects on cultural resources, the Airport Commission made the finding
that the environmental, economic, and social benefits of the Master Plan project would override the
. remaining impacts related to cultural resources, as stated fully in the Airport Commission’s
adoption of the Statement of Overriding Considerations. (SFI4 Master Plan — Findings Related to
the Approval of the SFIA Master Plan, November 3, 1992, p. 49 to 51).

Topics: Less Than

Potentially
Significant
. Impact

Significant
with
Mijtigation
Incorporated

Less Than -
Significant
Impact

Impact

Not

Applicable

5. TRANSPORTATION AND
CIRCULATION— Would the
project:

a) Cause an increase in traffic
which is substantial in
relation to the existing traffic
load and capacity of the
street system (i.e., resultin a
substantial increase in either
the number of vehicle trips,
the volume-to-capacity ratio
on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?
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Topics: ' Less Than
: SP?te{;fiall): Signi;i;ant ls.'.ess”z'hant No Not
igniican © Wi rgnmican -
znpact Mitigation ’ inpact Impact |. Applicable
Incorporated
b) Exceed, either individually or
cumulatively, a level of
service standard established
by the county congestion
management agency for !
designated roads or ) X

highways (unless it is
practical to achieve the
standard through increased
use of alternative

' transportation modes)?

c) Result in a change in air
. traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic
levels, obstructions to fiight, . X
or a change in location, that
results in substantial safety
risks?

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

e) Result in inadequate
emergency access?

f) Result-in inadequate parking
capacity that could not be
accommodated by altemative
solutions?

g) Conflict with adopted
policies, plans, or programs
supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., conflict
with policies promoting bus
turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.),
or cause a substantial
increase in transit demand
which cannot be
accommodated by existing or
proposed transit capacity or
alternative travel modes?

Transportation impacts of the SFIA Master Plan were analyzed on pp. 125 to 152 and pp.265 to 330
of the FEIR. Increases in traffic, changes in circulation patterns, demand on transit, and parking
demand were analyzed. The delay in implementing the T2 and T1 projects presents changes to
Highway 101 traffic volumes from those forecasts in the FEIR. In addition, mitigation measures
such as that for Transportation System Management (TSM) to encourage vehicular trip reductions
to the Alirport and the construction of the Airport BART station have substantially increased
alternative transportation usage at the Airport. The Master Plan traffic improvements that have
been implemented by the Airport are discussed further in the Project Analysis section of this
Addendum (see pp. 10 to 13). As a result of successful TSM measures, ne substantial new traffic,
circulation or parking impacts would result from the T2 and T1 projects, beyond those identified in
the FEIR.
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The FEIR “found that the transportation impacts of the Master Plan projects would contribute to
cumulative traffic increases on US Highway 101 in the vicinity of the Airport. However, the
project’s transportation impacts-have been avoided or substantially lessened to the maximum extent
possible by the implementation of mitigation measures as adopted by the Airport Commission in
the SFILA Final Mitigation Monitoring Program. To the extent that these mitigation measures do not
avoid or substantially lessen the transportation impacts of the master plan construction projects, the
Airport Commission made the finding that the environmental, economic, social benefits of the
Master Plan project would override the remaining impacts related to transportation and circulation,
as stated.fully in the Airport Commissions adoption of the Statement of Overriding Considerations.
(SFIA Master Plan — Findings Related to the Approval of the SFIA Master Plan, November 3,
1992, p. 28 to 34). o

Topics:
P Potentially L?ss' Than Less Than
s, Significant PR No Not
Significant . e o Significant icab
Impact with Mitigation Impact Impact | Applicable
Incorporated o

6. NOISE—Wouid the
project:

a) Result in exposure of
persons to or generation of
noise levels in excess of
standards established in X
the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of
other agencies?

b) Result in exposure of
persons to or generation of
excessive groundbome X
vibration or groundborne
noise levels?

¢) Result in a substantial
permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the X
project vicinity above
levels existing without the
project?

d) Result in a substantial
temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise : X
levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing
without the project?

e) For a project located within
an airport land use plan
area, or, where such a
plan has not been
adopted, in an area within
two miles of a public X
airport or public use
airport, would the project
expose people residing or
working in the area to
excessive noise levels?

f) For a project located in the
vicinity of a private airstrip, X
would the project expose
people residing or working
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Topics: N .
pIes Potentially éf;,,s,-fz’: nnt Less Than No Not
Significant ; I Significant L
with Mitigation . | Impact | Applicable
Impact Incorporated Impact .
in the project area to
excessive noise levels?
g) Be substantially affected X
by existing noise levels?

Noise impacts resulting from the SFIA Master Plan were analyzed on pp. 153 to 170 and pp. 331 to
352 of the FEIR. The potential construction or long-term traffic noise impacts of the proposed T2
and T1 Master Plan projects would not change substantially from the T2 and T1 Master Plan
pI'O_]eC'[S as described and analyzed in the FEIR. Specific noise mitigation measures were adopted
in the Final Mitigation Program for the FEIR. Those mitigation measures would be implemented
for the proposed T2 and T1 projects.

Construction noise impacts are described in the FEIR beginning on p. 331. Typical noise levels for
construction activities and the distances of various noise contours from the construction site were
presented on p. 332. The FEIR identified the Airport Hilton (since demolished in 1998), the Lomita
Park Elementary School, the Lomita Park residential neighborhood, and other Millbrae
neighborhoods as sensitive noise receptors. The FEIR concluded that “the [Master Plan expansion]
project would have a temporary, although significant effect on sensitive receptors during
construction” and that this would be a significant unavoidable impact. Noise impacts on Millbrae

neighborhoods that could be affected were analyzed in the FEIR, and the proposed T2 and T1
construction activities would be within the same general scope of activities previously considered
and analyzed. .

As part of the approval of the SFIA Master Plan, the Alrport adopted several mltlgatlon measures
related to construction noise impacts, including:

* Implementing noise reduction measures for construction equipment (e.g., muffle and
shield intake and shrouds);

e  Predrillling holes for piles to maximum feasible debth to minimize noise and vibration
from pile driving; and

* Require the general contractor to consider construction of barriers around the site (if such
barriers would reduce noise level by 5 dBA or more) and to locate stationary equipment in
pit areas or excavated areas to serve as noise barriers.

These measures would be implemented, as applicable, for the T2 and T1 Master Plan projects.

The FEIR analyzed potential long-term impacts related to surface traffic and construction-related

noise. The changes to the proposed T2 and T1 projects from that analyzed in the FEIR would not

result in substantial changes to the noise impact analysis in the FEIR. However, there have been

substantial improvements to the Airport’s noise exposure when comparing the 1990 and 1996

aircraft noise contours with the current noise contours (2007). In cooperation with the FAA,

airlines, and local communities, the Airport’s Aircraft Noise Abatement Office has implemented a
. number of successful programs that have resulted in a significant reduction in aircraft overflight
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noise on neighboring communities, as well reduced the population and households within the 65+
CNEL noise contour. These noise improvements are discussed on pp. 17 to 18 of this EIR
Addendum. :

The Airport Commission, when approving the Master Plan Program and certifying the FEIR in
November 3, 1992, made the CEQA finding that the project impacts related to construction would

-be avoided or substantially lessened by the implementation of the adopted Final Mitigation Plan.
The mitigation measures specifically for noise impacts would reduce the impact of the master plan
projects-because the measures would employ a wide array of equipment specifications, physical
barriers, construction methods and scheduling programs that are designed to limit noise impacts on
potentially sensitive areas to the maximum extent feasible. To the extent that these mitigation
measures do not avoid or substantially lessen the impacts of master plan construction noise, the
Airport Commission made the finding that the environmental, economic, and social benefits of the
Master Plan project would override the remaining impacts related to construction noise, as stated
fully in the Airport Commissions adoption of the Statement of Overriding Considerations. (SFI4
Master Plan — Findings Related to the Approval of the SFIA Master Plan, November 3, 1992, p. 48
to 49):

Topics: .
P Potentially Less Than Less Than
Significant | Slonificant | oo gcanm | NO Not
with Mitigation Impact | Applicable
Impact Impact i
Incorporated

7. AIR QUALITY Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:

a) Confiict with or obstruct
implementation of the ) . X
applicable air quality plan?

b} Violate any air quality
standard or contribute .
substantially to an existing X
or projected air quality
violation?

| ©) Resultin a cumulatively
considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for i
which the project region is
non-attainment under an )
applicable federal, state, or i X
regional ambient air quality
standard (including
releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors ) ‘
to substantial pollutant X
concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors
affecting a substantial . X
number of people? ’

Air quality impacts of the SFIA Master Plan were analyzed on pp. 171 to 177 and pp. 353 to 365, in
the FEIR. The FEIR found that project-related surface traffic would contribute to existing
exceedances of roadside CO concentrations and would likely lead to an increase in the frequency of
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standards violations in the project area. The FEIR also found that the project would contribute
more than one percent of transportation-related emissions resulting from development in San Mateo
County, and would create emissions that would exceed BAAQMD thresholds. The range of
construction-related impacts was analyzed in the FEIR on p. 353. The construction-related
emissions for the-proposed T2 and T1 projects are expected to remain within the envelope of
impacts discussed in the FEIR, because the scale of construction of the currently proposed projects
are similar in size and scope as the two projects described and analyzed in the FEIR.

The overall vehicular activity under the current T2 and T1 master plan projects would remain
within the general envelope of vehicular trips and associated increases in air pollution as discussed
in the FEIR. However, as discussed on p. 14 of this Addendum, the Airport has administered an
expansive TSM program to reduce employee and passenger traffic trips to the Airport.
Approximately 40% of employee trips to the Airport are on high occupancy modes of

* transportation. In addition, AirTrain, the Master Plan people-mover project, has significantly
reduced terminal roadway congestion by replacing approximately 200,000 annual vehicle trips (i.e.,
employee shuttle buses, parking shuttles, etc). In addition, the SFO-BART extension has a monthly
ridership of approximately 240,000 passengers and employees at the Airport in 2007. These
improvements have resulted in-an overall reduction in the level of criteria emissions such that the
Master Plan Environmental Assessment prepared for the FAA’s NEPA purposes, resulted in a de
minimus general conformity determination accepted by the BAAQMD (SFO Master Plan
EA/FONSI, October 1998).

The FEIR found air quality impacts were potentially significant impacts. However, the project
impacts relating to air quality have been avoided or substantially lessened to the maximum extent
possible, by the implementation of mitigation measures as adopted by the Airport Commission in

the SFIA Final Mitigation Monitoring Program. To the extent that these mitigation measures do not
avoid or substantially lessen the impacts of the master plan construction projects on‘cultural
resources, the Airport Commission made the finding that the environmental, economic, social
benefits of the Master Plan project would override the remaining impacts related to air quality, as
stated fully in the Airport Commissions adoption of the Statement of Overriding Considerations.
(SFI4 Master Plan — Findings Related to the Approval of the SFIA Master Plan, November 3,
1992, p. 57 to 58).

Topics: Less Than

Potentiall, S " Less Than
Signiﬁcar::L Slgn:;:.ﬂ:car{t with Significant No N.Ot
Impact litigation Impact Impact | Applicable
Incorporated
8. WIND AND .
SHADOW—Would
the project:

a) Alter wind in a manner .
that substantially : X
affects public areas?

b) Create new shadow in
a manner that
substantially affects
outdoor recreation
facilities or other
public areas?

Wind and shadow impacts were not analyzed in the FEIR because it was determined that the Master
" Plan would not have any significant wind or shadow impacts on public areas (see FEIR Volume III,
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Appendices, Appendix A, Initial Study, p. A.9). - The proposed T2 and T1 Master Plan projects
would not result in any new impacts with respect to wind or shadow effects that would requlre

consideration in this EIR Addendum

Topics:

Potentially

Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

Not
Applicable

9. RECREATION—Would
the project:

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

b) Include recreational
facilities or require the
construction or expansion
of recreational facilities
that might have an’
adverse physical effect on
the environment?

¢) Physically degrade
existing recreaticnal
resources?

The initial study for the FEIR indicated that there would be not be any substantial increase in
demand on schools, recreation or other public facilities resulting from the Master Plan projects
(Initial Study, FEIR Vol III., p.A.9). No further environmental analyses for recreational impacts

were conducted in the FEIR.

Topics: :

Potentially

Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

Not
Applicable

10. UTILITIES AND
SERVICE SYSTEMS—
Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater
treatment requirements of
the applicable Regional
Water Quality Control
Board?

b) Require or result in the
construction of new water
or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the
construction of which
could cause significant
environmental effects?
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Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

Not
Applicable

¢) Require or result in the
construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing
facilities, the construction
of which could cause
significant environmental
effects?

d) Have sufficient water
supply available to serve
the project from existing
entitlements and
resources, or require new
or expanded water supply
resources or entitiements?

€) Result in a determination
by the wastewater
treatment provider that
would servé the project
that it has inadequate
capacity to serve the
project’s projected
demand in addition to the
provider's existing
commitments?

il

WILLT
sufficient permitted -
capacity to accommodate
the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state,
and local statutes and
regulations related to
solid waste?

Utilities and services setting and impacts of the SFIA Master Plan were analyzed on pp. 232 to 236
and pp. 400 to 404, of the FEIR. The current T2 and T1 projects as described in this EIR
Addendum, are similar in size and scope to the projects analyzed in the FEIR, and would serve a
similar number of annual forecast passengers and aircraft operations. Therefore, no increase in
demand for water, sewer service or solid waste disposal beyond that evaluated in the FEIR would

be required.
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Topics:
opies Potentially ls'f;ns’.g:’:'t Less Than No Not
Significant with Mitigation Significant Impact | Applicable

Impact Impact

Incorporation

11. PUBLIC SERVICES—
Would the project:

a) Result in substantial
adverse physical impacts
associated with the
provision of, or the need for,
new or physically-altered
governmental facilities, the
construction of which could
cause significant
environmental impacts, in X
order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response
times, or other performance
objectives for any public
services such as fire
protection, police protection,
schools, parks, or other
services?

Public services setting and impacts of the SFIA Master Plan were analyzed on pp. 237 to 241 and
pp- 405 to 406, of the FEIR. The current T2 and T1 projects, as described in this FEIR Addendum,
are similar in size and scope to the projects analyzed in the FEIR, and would serve the similar a
number of annual forecast passengers and aircraft operations. Therefore, no increase in‘demand for
public safety and fire protection beyond that evaluated in the FEIR would be required. For the
same reasons, the currently proposed T2 and T1 projects would not increase demand for schools,
recreation, or other public facilities beyond what was previously analyzed in the FEIR.

Topics: . Less Than
Impact with Mitigation Impact Impact | Applicable
P Incorporation P

12. BIOLOGICAL
RESOURCES— Would
the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse
effect, either directly or
through habitat
modifications, on any
species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or :
special-status species in i X
local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or
by the California
Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse
effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive .

“natural community X
identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations
or by the California
Depariment of Fish and
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Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not

. Applicable

Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

o

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?

d)

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?

e)

=7

policies or ordinances
protecting biological
resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or
ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions

of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved
local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan?

Biological impacts of the SFIA Master Plan were not analyzed in the FEIR because it was

determined that the Master Plan would not have any significant impacts on plants and wildlife or

their habitat (see FEIR Volume III, Appendices, Appendix A, Initial Study, pp. A.9 to A.10). The
_proposed T2 and T1 projects are located on paved areas of the terminal area complex and would not

pose new impacts on plants and wildlife or their habitat.
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Topics:
Slg: 'f;‘::at"t with Mitigafion s’ﬂ;"z‘:;"t Impact | Applicable
P Incorporated P
13. GEOLOGY AND
SOILS— Would the
project:
a) Expose people or structures
to potential substantial X
adverse effects, including
the risk of loss, injury, or
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Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Not
Impact | Applicable

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? (Referto .
Division of Mines and
Geology Special
Publication 42.)

i) Strong seismic ground
shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground
failure, including
liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil
erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

c) Be located on 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?

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

e) 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?

f) Change substantially the
topography or any unique
geologic or physical features
of the site?

Geological impacts of the SFIA Master Plan were analyzed on pp. 192 to 199 and pp. 374 to 379 of
the FEIR. The impact analysis explored issues related to geological and soil conditions and facility
design, excavation, construction-related erosion, and seismic hazards. The Final Mitigation
Program for the FEIR includes specific construction-related geotechnical measures that would be
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implemented for master plan projects such as the International Terminal Building and the T2 and -
T1 projects. These measures would also apply to the proposed T2 renovation and T1
redevelopment projects. '

The FEIR found impacts on geology were potentially significant impacts. However, the project
impacts relating to geology have been avoided or substantially lessened by the implementation of
mitigation measures as adopted by the Airport Commission in the SFI4 Final Mitigation
Monitoring Program, which reduce the risk of erosion of exposed soil during construction and
dewatering activities, to the maximum extent possible. To the extent that these mitigation measures
do not avoid or substantially lessen the impacts of geology on the master plan construction projects,
the Airport Commission made the finding that the environmental, economic, and social benefits of
the Master Plan project would override the remaining impacts related to geology, as stated fully in
the Airport Commissions adoption of the Statement of Overriding Considerations (SFI4 Master
Plan — Findings Related to the Approval of the SFIA Master Plan, November 3, 1992, p. 51 to 52).

Topics: :
P . Poftentially Less Than Less Than ;
P Significant P No Not
Significant with Mitigation Significant Impact | Applicable
Impact I y Impact
ncorporation

14. HYDROLOGY AND
WATER QUALITY—
Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality
standards or waste : X
discharge requirements?

b) Substantially deplete
groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such
that there would be a net
deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local
groundwater table level ' X
(e.g.. the production rate of
pre-existing nearby wells
would drop to a level which
would not support existing
land uses or planned uses
for which permits have been
granted)?

c) Substantially alter the
existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, inciuding
through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river,
in a manner that would
result in substantial erosion

- of siltation on- or off-site?

d) Substantially alter the
existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including
through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river,
or substantially increase the
rate or amount of surface -
runoff in a manner that
would result in flooding on-
or off-site? .
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Topics: ) .
opies Potentially ls-legs:if.lrgaarl:t Less Than No Not
Significant |\ . pitigation | Significant | L act | Applicable

Impact Impact

Incorporation

e) Create or contribute runoff
water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater : X
drainage systems or provide ‘
substantial additional
sources of poliuted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially X
degrade water quality?

g) Place housing within a 100-
year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood : X -
Insurance Rate Map or -
other authoritative flood
hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year
flood hazard area structures X
that would impede or
redirect fiood flows?

i) Expose people or structures
to a significant risk of loss, )
injury or death involving X
flooding, including flooding i
as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam?

) Expose people or structures
to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving ] X
inundation by seiche,
tsunami, or mudflow?

As stated in the initial study for the FEIR, “The water table in the airport area is approximately
five feet above sea level in winter months and drops several feet during the drier summer months.
The water table has posed a problem for previous construction activities at SFIA. However, proper
construction methods and dewatering of the construction site have permitted previous construction
activities to proceed without affecting surrounding structures. Therefore, issues related to SFIA
Master Plan Facility Construction will not be addressed in the EIR. Potential contamination and its
effect on water quality will be analyzed in the EIR.” (FEIR Volume III, Appendices, Appendix A,
Initial Study, pp. A.12).

Impacts on the SFIA Master Plan projects related to the high water table in the vicinity of the
Alirport were generally analyzed on pp. 374 to 376 of the FEIR. Potential for groundwater
contamination was analyzed as part of the Hazardous Materials section of the FEIR, on pp. 201 to
227 and pp. 381 to 393. The potential for erosion impacts was analyzed as part of the Geology and
Seismicity section of the FEIR, on pp. 192 to 199 and pp. 374 to 379. The proposed T2 and T1
projects would incorporate mitigation measures for dewatering, excavation depth limitations,
erosion control plans, and groundwater testing, as described in the Master Plan Final Mitigation
Program for the FEIR, as applicable.
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Topics: Less Than

Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Not
Impact | Applicable

15. HAZARDS AND
HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS Would the
project:

a) Create a significant hazard
to the public or the
environment through the
routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous
materiais?

b) Create a significant hazard .
to the public or the
environment through -
reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident X
conditions involving the
release of hazardous
materials into the
environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions
or handie hazardous or
acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or X
waste within one-quarter
mile of an existing or

proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which
is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to
Governmerit Code Section_ X
65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant
hazard to the public or the
environment?

e) For a project located within
an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not
been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would
the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing
or working in the project
area?

f) For a project within the
vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project result in a
safety hazard for peopie
residing or working in the
project area? :

g) lmpair implementation of or
physically interfere with an
adopted emergency - X
response plan or ) ‘
emergency evacuation
plan?
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Topics: : . p
opies Potentially ’S-?;ns:t;-::r‘; Less Than No Not
Significant with Mitigation Significant Impact | Applicable
Impact Incorporated Impact .
h) Expose people or
structures to a significant X
risk of loss, injury or death
involving fires?

‘Hazardous materials impacts of the SFIA Master Plan were analyzed on pp. 201 to 227 and pp. 381
to 393 of the FEIR. Impacts related to development of the proposed T2 and T1 projects would be

. within the envelope of impacts already discussed in the FEIR. Therefore, no additional analysis is
necessary. The proposed T2 and T1 projects would implement the site investigation and
remediation measures contained in the Final Mitigation Program for the FEIR. The proposed
project revisions would have no substantial effect on emergency response plans or result in
substantial new fire hazards.

Topics: . Less Than
g:”:l’;;fg% Significant with ‘s'fs:,ﬁr é’:’; No Not
g Mitigation g Impact | Applicable
Impact Impact
Incorporated

16. MINERAL AND
ENERGY
RESOURCES—Would
the project:

a) Resuit 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 iocally-
important mineral
resource recovery site
delineated on a local
general plan, specific
plan or other land use
plan? .

¢) Encourage activities
which result in the use of
large amounts of fuel,
water, or energy, or use .
these in a wasteful
manner?

Energy impacts of the SFIA Master Plan were analyzed on pp. 178 to 182 and pp. 366 to 370 of the
FEIR. Construction energy usage is discussed generally on p. 366. The energy impacts of the
proposed T2 and T1 projects are considered to be within the envelope of impacts evaluated in the
FEIR. The proposed T2 and T1 projects would not result in substantial increases in energy usage
beyond that analyzed in the FEIR. In fact, the Airport is implementing energy conservation
measures contained in the Final Mitigation Program and the Airport’s Sustainability Program.
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Topics: . Less Than
S”?’:’.’”_""'”’; Significant with 'gess;f:,:'t No Not
’zn ‘c;" Mitigation ";1: ! ,a ot Impact | Applicable
pa Incorporated P :

17. - AGRICULTURE RESOURGES In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmiand.

Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland,
Unigue Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide
Importance, as shown on
the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the Califomia

. Resources Agency, to .
non-agricultural use?

b) Conilict with existing
zoning for agriculiural use,
or a Williamson Act
contract?

c) involve other changes in
the existing environment
which, due to their location
or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmiand of
Statewide Importance, to

non-agricultural use?

There are no agricultural resources within the boundaries of the Airport. The FEIR did not address
agricultural resource impacts. The proposed T2 and T1 projects are located within the existing

environs of the Airport and would not pose any new substantial impacts for this topical
environmental impact area.

iv.

Mandatory Findings of Significance

Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Not |
Applicable

18. MANDATORY FINDINGS
OF SIGNIFICANCE—
Would the project: -

a) Have the potential to
degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially

reduce the habitat of a fish or

wildlife species, cause a fish
or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant
or animal community, reduce
the number or restrict the
range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal,
or eliminate important
examples of the major
periods of California history
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Topics:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than

Significant
Impact

Impact

Not
Applicable

or prehistory?

b) Have impacts that would be
 individually limited, but

cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental
effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of
past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and
the effects of probable future

. projects.)

¢) Have environmental effects
that would cause substantial
adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or
indirectly?

The mandatory findings of significance would relate to the decision to prepare an Environmental
Impact Report or a Negative Declaration. This environmental checklist has been prepared in
support of an EIR Addendum, which includes administrative findings regarding its adequacy and
the need to prepare additional environmental documentation. These administrative findings are

discussed on p. 19 of this EIR Addendum. Therefore, no further discussior of this topic is

necessary.
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VII. APPENDICES
A. 1996, 2006, 2007 Noise Contours

B. 1996 and 2006 Traffic Counts for Highway 101 — Millbrae Avenue to SFO
Ramps and SFO to I-380 Ramps

C. San Francisco International Airport - 2007 Environmental Sustainability
Report, SFO, June 2007 (Separate Document)
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Appendix A: 1996, 2006, 2007 Noise Contours

44
373



FEIR Addendum for.the
Terminal 2 Renovation and Terminal 1 Redevelopment Projects

1

)

October 24, 2007

A% N e B
PV A

e

e GECNELJ

Dale City

e — oL Comtour \»

e Aircraft Noise Contours — 65+ CNEL (2006 — FEIR Foreca
~ raft Noise Contours — 65+ CNEL (2006 - FEIR

st)

45

Sources: (1) SF iA Airport Master Plan FEIR, May 28, 1992, (2) SFO Aircraft Noise Abatement Office



MNYIE 1437 ATIVN

OILNIIN! 39Vd SIHL

375



FEIR Addendum for the _ v
Terminal 2 Renovation and Terminal 1 Redevelopment Projects October 24, 2007

Appendix B: 1996 and 2006 Traffic Counts for Highway 101 —
Millbrae Avenue to SFO Ramps and SFO to I-380
Ramps '
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Airport Share of US 101 ADT
US 101 ADT - 2006
-Millbrae Exit to SFIA Ramps 235,000
SFIA Ramps to |-380- 240,000
ADT, US 101 - South of SFO 235,000 ADT, US 101 - North of SFO 240,000
Terminal Area Terminal Area
SFO SB 101 On Ramp Dom. 8,714
SFO NB 101 Off Ramp Amr. Dom. 4,431 {| SFO NB 101 On Ramp Dom. 12,364
SFO NB Off Ramp Dep. Dom. 5,107 | SFO SB 101 Off Ramp Dom. 18,080
. - 18,252 30,444
SFO SB Outi.T. 3430 || SFONBOUtLT. 5,038
SFO SB Out North Link 2,846 [| SFO NB Out North Link 3,370
SFONBIn\.T. 3,585 || SFO SB in South Link 3,052
SFO NB'In South Link 2,750 | SFOSBInLT. 5,600
' , 12,611 17,060
Total - Two Way 30,863 Total - Two Way 47,504
North & West Field Area Both Dir. ADT - South of SFO (40%)
Long-Term Parking 7137 295
Rental Car Center . 5,538 2,215
North Access Rd. Cargo Area 4,379 1,752
SB McDonnell Rd. 6,181 2472
UAL Parking Lot 4,200 1,680
| OneWay = - 21,035 8414
Two Way 42,070 16,828
South Field Area Both Dir. ADT - South of SFO k
NB S. McDonnell Rd 2,000 800
One Way 2,000 800
Two Way 4,000 1,600
US 101 - South of SFO US 101 - North of SFO
SFO Ramps 49,263 || SFO Ramps 65,904
US 101 ADT 235,000 || NB US 101 ADT 240,000
SFO Share of SB US 101 21% {| SFO Share of NB US 101 21%

Source: 2005 Airport Ramp Traffic Count Survey

Edwin Leung, Manager - Traffic Engineering, BDC

US 101 - South + North of SFO

SFO Ramps 115,167

NB/SB US 101 ADT 475,000

SFO Share 24%
9/19/2007 -
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US Highway 101 - Traffic Volumes for 1992, 1996, and 2006 (Actual)
1992 Highway 101 - Traffic Volumes )
; Post Post BackLeg AheadlLeg
) : Peak
District | Route | County | Mile Prefix | Mile Description Peak Hr* | Peak Mo AADT Peak Hr Mo AADT
4 101 SM 17.95 MILLBRAE, MILLBRAE AVENUE.INTERCHANGE 17,700 216,000 | 205,000 17,200 | 217,000 | 207,000
101 - SM 19.12 SAN FRANCISCO AIRPORT INTERCHANGE 17,200 217,000 | 207,000 16,500 | 221,000 | 211,000
101 SM R 20.39 SAN BRUNO AVENUE INTERCHANGE :
1996 Highway 101 - Traffic Volumes
Post Post BackLég Aheadleg
Peak
District | Route | County | Mile Prefix | Mile Description Peak Hr | Peak Mo AADT | Peak Hr Mo - | AADT
4 101 SM 17.95 MILLBRAE, MILLBRAE AVENUE INTERCHANGE 16,400 237,000 | 232,000 21,300 | 270,000 | 257,000
101 SM 19.12 SAN FRANCISCO AIRPORT INTERCHANGE 21,300 270,000 | 257,000 20,100 | 269,000 | 257,000
101 SM R 20.39 SAN BRUNO AVENUE INTERCHANGE
2006 Highway 101 - Traffic Volumes .
Post Post BackLeg Aheadleg .
.Peak
District | Route | County | Mile Prefix | Mile Description Peak Hr | Peak Mo AADT Peak Hr Mo AADT .
4 101 M 17.95 MILLBRAE, MILLBRAE AVENUE 15,700 234,000 | 225,000 16,200 | 244,000 | 235,000
101 SM 19.12 SAN FRANCISCO AIRPORT INTERCHANGE 16,200 244,000 | 235,000 16,400 [ 250,000 | 240,000
101 SM R 20.39 SAN BRUNO AVENUE INTERCHANGE
Source: Caltrans, District 4, Traffic Operations Web Page,www.dot.ca.gov/hgtrafficops/saferest/trafdatal
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City Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

July 10, 2014

File No. 140699

John Rahaim

Director

Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, 4™ Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Director Rahaim:

On June 24, 2014, the Air Port Commission introduced the following proposed
legislation:

Resolution adopting California Environmental Quality Act Findings related
to the Terminal 1 Program at San Francisco International Airport.

If you have any additional comments o.r reports to be included with the file, please
forward them to me at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B.
Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102.

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

By: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk
Land Use & Economic Development Committee

_Attachment

c.  Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer
~ Aaron Starr, Legislative Affairs Manager
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning
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Clty and Cbunty of San Francisco
. Department of City Planning

" SAN FRANCISCO INTERNATIONAL
~ AIRPORT MASTER PLAN
-‘.';."Fmal

':_,.Enwronmental Impact Report

~.86.638F
SCH #90030535

" Volume I: Text

+= - Draft EIR Publication Date: July 11, 1991

-~ Draft EIR Public Hearing Dates:

* August 27, 1991, 7:30 p.m., Clarion Hotel, Mitibrae -

 August 29, 1991, 1:30 p.m. or later, City Hall, Rooin 2382, San Francisco

. October 17, 1991, 1:30 p.m. or later, City Hall, Room 282, S=n Francisco

' Draft EIR Public Comment Period: July 11, 1991 to October 21, 1991
Final EIR Certification Date: May 28, 1992 '
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@ CERTIFICATION MOTION

File No.: 86.638E
San Francisco Airport EIR

SAN FRANCISCO
CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MOTION NO. 13356
ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED SAN FRANCISCO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT MASTER PLAN.

MOVED, That the San Francisco City Planning Commission {hereinafter
wCommission®) hereby CERTIFIES the Final Environmental Impact Report.

identified as case file No. 86.638E, San Francisco International Airport
Master Plan (hereinafter “Project®) based upon the following findings:

1} The City and County of San Francisco, acting through the Department of
"City Planning (hereinafter "Department”} fulfilled all procedural requirements

of the California Environmental Quality Act {Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000
et seq., hereinafier °CEQA"), the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Admin. Code

Title 14, Section 15000 et. seqg., {hereinafter "CEQA Guidelines") and Chapter
31 of the San Francisco Kﬁm1n1strat1ve COde (hereinafter "Chapter 31").

a. The Department determined that an EIR was requ1red and provided
public notice of that determination by publication in newspapers of general
circulation on August 11, 1989,

b. On June 25, 1990, the Department issued a Notice of Preparataon
circulated to 1nterested 1nd1v1dua1s to comunities surrounding the San
Francisco International Airport (here1nafter “SFIA") and through the State
Clearinghouse.

~b. On July 11, 1991, the Department published the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (hereanafter "DEIR") and provided public notice in newspapers of
general circulation in San Francisco and San Mateo Counties of the
availability of the DEIR for public review and comment and of the date and
time of the City Planning Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this notice-
was mailed to the Department's 1ist of persons requesting such notice.

383



CEETIFICATION MOTION

File No. 86.638E
San Francisco Airport EIR
Page Two

© c. HNotices of availabiiity of the DEIR and of the date and time of the
public hearing were posted near the project site by S.F. Awrport staff on or
- about July 17, 1937,

d. On July 11-13, 1991 copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise
delivered to a list of persons reguesting it, to those noted on the
distribution 1ist in the DEIR, to adjacent property owners, and to goverament
agencies, the latter both d1rect]y and through the State Clearinghouse. In
addition, notices of availability of the DEIR were mailed to other persons and
organizat1ons noted on the distribution list in the DEIR. '

~e. Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources
via the State Clearinghouse on July 15, 1991. _

2) The Commission delegated to the Environmental Review Officer a noticed
public hearing held in Millbrae on August 27, 1991, and held a duly advertised
pubiic hearing on said Draft Environmental Impact Report on August 29, 1991,
continued to October 17, 1991, at which opportunity for public conment was
given, and public comment was “received on the DEIR. The period for acceptance
of written comments ended October 21, 1991. o

3) The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues
received at the public hearings and in writing during the 102-day public
review period for the DEIR, prepared revisions to the text of the DEIR in’
response to comments received or‘based on additional information that became
available during the public review period, and corrected errors in the DEIR.
This material was presented in a "Draft Summary of Comments and Responses,”
published on May 7, 1992, was distributed to the Commission and to all parties
who commented on the DEIR, and was available to others upon request at
Department offices. .

4} A Final Environmental Impact Report has been prepared by the Department,
consisting of the Draft Environmental Impact Report, any consultations and
comments received during the review process, any additional information that
?ecame available, and the Summary of Comments and Responses all as regquired by
aw. -
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5) Project Environmental Impact Report files have been made available for
review by the Commission and the public, and these files are part of the
record before the Commission. °

6} On May 28, 1992, the Commission reviewed and considered the Final
Environmental Impact Report and found that the contents of said report and the
procedures through which the Final Environmenta] Impact Report was prepared,
publicized and reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA
Guidelines and Chapter 31. '

7)  The City Planning Commission hereby does find that the Final Environmental
Impact Report concerning File No. 86.638E: San Francisco International Airport
Master Plan is adeguate, accurate and cbjective, and that the Summary of
Comments and Responses contains no significant revisions to the Draft :
Environmental Impact Report, and hereby dogs CERTIFY THE COMPLETION of said

Falmu¥ ]

Final Environmental Impact Report im comptiance with CEQA and the CEQA
Guidelines. : '

8) The Commission, in certifying the completion of said Final Environmental
Impact Report, hereby does find that the project described in the ,
Environmental Impact Report, without consideration or inclusion of mitigation
measures described in the Final Environmental Impact Report as "Identified In
this Report," will have the following significant environmental impacts:

a. Will have a project-specific significant effect on the environment by
(1) causing levels of service to degrade to “E" or below at the following
intersections: California Drive at Millbrae Avenue (a.m. and p.m. peak
hours), Rollins Road at Millbrae Ave. (p.m. peak hour}, Long-Term Parking Road
ang Road R-3 on SFIA property and at Holly Street at Ralston Ave {a.m. and
p.m. peak hours); (2) causing levels of service to degrade to "£" or below on
certain freeway ramps in the vicinity of SFIA; (3} causing levels of service
to degrade to "E" or below on various sections of the freeways in the vicinity
of SFIA; (4) causing increased noise levels at sensitive receptors such as
schools during construction activities; (5) causing violations of particulate
air. quality standards due to dust production during construction; {6)
contributing to increased frequency of violation of CD standards at certain
nearby intersections (violations would occur at these locations without the
project but would occur more frequently with the project and without extensive
transportation mitigation); {7) causing air pollutant emissfons that exceed
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BAAQMD thresholds; {8) possibly causing impacts on subsurface cultural
resources during construction; {9} causing sediment from dewatering (if any)

and from other construction activities to enter storm drains and/or the Bay;
and (10} causing soil to be temporarily exposed to erosion during

construction; and (11) exposing construction workers, other Airport workers or
the public toc hazardous wastes if hazards are found in soils or groundwater in

~and around construction areas.
. ;b. Will contribute to cumulative traffic increases on US 101 in the
vicinity that would further reduce levels of service on some segments of the

freeway, and will contribute to cumulative air quality impacts in San Mateo
County and the Bay Area region.

Nete that many of these environmental impacts could be m1t1gated to levels
of insignificance by measures described in the Final EIR. The San Francisce
Airports Commission; the decision maker for the Project, will consider whether
or not to include these measures in ifs deliberations on the proposed project.

1 hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the City
‘P1anning {ommission at its regular meeting of May 28, 1992.

Linda Avery
Commission Secretary

AYES: Comnissioners, Unobskey, Fung, Karasick, Levine, Lowenberg, and Smith .
NOES: ~  None | | |
ABSENT:  Commissioner Boldridge

ADOPTED: May 28, 1992

BWS:557/r1j
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I. SUMMARY

'A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project evaluated in this Environmental Impact Report (EIR)} is the proposéd

San Francisco International Airport (SFLA) Final Draft Master Plan (hereinafter
referred to as the SFIA Master Plan), published in November, 1989. T he proposed
SFIA Master Plan is a two-phase physical/management design plan for airport landside
facilities and circulation systems. Near-term SFIA Master Plan projects would be -
implemented from start-up throngh 1996, Long-term SFIA Master Plan projects
would be implemented from 1997 throngh 2006.

SFIA is on the west shore of San Francisco Bay, about 13 miles south of San Francisco
in unincorporated San Mateo County. SFIA is an agency of the City and County of
San Francisco, and the Airport property is part of San Francisco's jurisdiction. The
SFIA Master Plan Area (Project Area) comprises the 2,500-acre Airport complex,

freight facilities and over 550 acres of undeveloped land. Freeway access to SFIA is
available via U.S. Highway 101 (US 101}, U.S. Intcrstate Ihghway 1-280 (1-280) and
U.S. Interstatc I-I1ghway I- 380 (I-380).

Existing and proposed SFIA facilities, as categorized in the SFIA Master Plan, include
‘terminals, airline support, airline maintenance, General Aviation, air freight, airport
support, commercial, administration/office, transportation, miscellaneous, parkmg,
roads, and alrsu:le (runways and taxiways).

Existing SFIA building space, excluding parking garages and utilities in buildings,

- totals about 8.2 million square feet. The 2.6-million-square-foot terminal complex
includes six boarding piers and B0 jet aircraft gates, 48 of which can accommodate
widc-body jets. Airline support functions (primarily catering, storage and
warehousing) occupy about 81,800 square feet of building space; airline-maintenance
facilities total approximately 3.9 million square feet; and air-freight functions occupy
about 867,700 square feet of building space. General aviation functions total about
88,100 square feet; airport support functions, about 172,800 square feet; commerciat
facilities, about 234,000 square feet; and administration/office functions, about:

1
397



I. Summary

126,100 Square feet. The U.S. Coast Guard Air Station occupieq approxunately
88,400 square feet of building space.

Airport utility systems include aircraft fueling; airfield lighting; power distribution;
‘natural gas and water supply; industrial waste collection and disposal; and storm
drainage. Existing auto parking facilities at SFIA, including cmployee' rental car and
short- and Iong—tenn public parking, total about 30,050 stalls Roadways on SFIA
property total about 18 miles.

According to SFIA Master Plan forecast and facility reqoirements analyses, demand
for SFIA services (passenger, cargo and aircraft operations) would be constrained by
inadequate landside facilities if SFIA Master Plan projects were not implernentcd. If
not constrained, the number of annual passengers would, according to SFIA Master
Plan forecasts, grow about 41 percent by 1996 and about 71 percent by 2006.
International passenger traffic would grow more rapidly than domestic traffic, nearly

- doubling between 1990 and 2006. The SFIA Master Plan forecasts that, if not
constrained, total cargo and mail tonnage would increase about 32 percent by 1996 and
about 55 percent by 2006. To accommodate passengef and cargo demand, air carrier
operations would also be expected to increase, by 24 percent under the near-term SFIA
Master Plan and 36 percent under the total SFIA Master Plan. Latger capacity aircraft
and higher load factors (proportion of available seats occupied) are among the factors

- expected to produce higher rates of growth in passenger counts than aircraft

operations.

Proposed SFIA Master Plan projects were developed by the consulting firm of Daniel,
Mann, Johnson, & Mendenhall (DMJM), using the forecast and requirements analyses
prepared by Thompson Consultants International (TCT), under contract to the Airports
Commission. Principal projects include: construction of a new international terminal
and additional boarding areas and aircraft gates; construction of a Rental Car Garage /
Ground Transportation Center and Automated People Mover (APM); consolidation
and expansion of air cargo facilities; consolidation of airport administrative facilities;
~ consolidation and expansion of airline support, maintenance and administrative

facilities; modification and expansion of ground-vehicle parking and circulation
systems; and development of additional hotel, commercial and airport support
facilities. Airside facility (runway) changes are not included in the SFLA Master Plan.
except where necessary to accommodate other SFIA Master Plan projects. No runway
extensions, relocations or additions are proposed as part of this project.

2
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Total SFIA building area, excluding parking garages and utility structures, would
increase by 31 percent under the near-term SFIA Master Plan (1990-1996) and by |

35 percent under the total SFIA Master Plan (1990-2006). Approximately 1.4 million
square feet of building space would be demolished and about 4.2 million square feet
would be constructed by 2006, bringing total SFIA building area to approximately

11.1 million square feet. The greatest net growth would occur in the terminal complex
{about 1.5 mi]]_ion net new square feet) and air freight facilities (about

785,000 ntet new square feet). Between 22 and 26 aircraft gates would be added to the
terminal complex (Boarding Areas A and G) by 1996, and several more gates would be
added to the reconfigured Boarding Area B between 1997 and 2006. Over

780,000 square feet of existing SFIA facility area would be remodeled by 2006. About
3.6 million square feet of parking garages and transportation facilities would be
constructed and about 7,340 net niew parking stalls would be added by 2006 under the
SFIA Master Plan. '

B. MAIN ENVIR TAL T.

LAND USE AND PLANS

The SFIA Master Plan would not alter land use types at the airport, but would
intensify, reéonfigure and/or consolidate existing uses. Runway expansions and
reconfigurations are not included in the SFIA Master Plan; therefore, no runway land
use impacts would result directly from near-term or long-term SFIA Master Plan
projects.- Several vacant parcels would be developed in airport uses, but the 180-acre
West-of-Bayshore site, an identified habitat of the San Francisco garter snake, an
endangered species, and the red-legged frog, a candidate for the endangered species
list, would not be affected by the SFIA Master Plan. Total land area under the airport's
jurisdiction would not increase, nor would additional land area be created by filling of
tidelands owned by SFIA. " '

The cities closest to the airport and partially within the 65 dBA, CNEL contour (see
definition in Section IIL.B, Noise) (i.e., Brisbane, South San Francisco, San Bruno,
Millbrae and Burlingame) are affected by airport-related safety and noise regulations.
However, since aircraft approach zones and flight paths would not be altered by the
SFIA Master Plan, Airport Land Use Commission and Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) building-height and clear-zone regulations currently affecting
parts of these cities would not change as a result of SFIA Master Plan implementation.
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The SFLA Master Plan calls for the extension of North Access Road and alteration or
@ construction of a multinse dock facility. Both projects would require San Francisco
Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) approval. '

There are a number of plans by various local, regional, and state agencies that address
the provision of facilities to accommodate regional air transportation demand. Most of
those plans were developed on the basis of forecasts of regional transportation demand,
assessments of the capabilities of facilities in the Bay Area (airports and the facilities
for other modes of transportation) to accommodate the forecast demand, and various

@ recommended means of meeting demand (such as facility expansion). Those plans do

~not include the same recommended means for meeting forecast demand. The

California Aviation System Plan (CASP), forecasts expansion at SFIA to about
52,770,000 passengers in 2006 (three percent over the SFIA Master Plan). The
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) forecasts indicate that SFIA expansion would
be less than predicted in the SFIA Master Plan. | '

TRANSPORTATION

- This section takes into consideration all future ground travel related to the projected
airside and landside operations at SFIA, with special emphasis on the off-site '
transportation impacts of those operations. The EIR analysis, which makes use of
surveyed traffic, pedestrian, parking and transit data collected in the SFIA vicinity,

~ considers the projected increases in air passengers, freight tonnage and SFIA
- . employment, ‘ '

- The EIR analysis indicates the following impacts of the proposed SFIA expansion:

Vehicular traffic would increase from approximately 110,700 daily, 5,100 a.m. peak
hour and 5,530 p.m.-peak-hour trips in 1990 to 151,000 daily, 6,950 a.m.-peak-hour
and 7,550 p.m.-peak-hour trips in 1996; and 179,700 daily, 8,270 a.m.-peak-hour and
8,990 p.m.-peak-hour trips in 2006. If the Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) system (or
-other transit service) is extended to SFIA by 2006, future vehicular traffic would not
increase as much. With a mass transit extension to-SFILA, it is projected that SFIA
would generate 168,500 daily, 7,750 a.m.-peak-hour and 8,430 p.m.-peak-hour vehicle

" trips in 2006,
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Peak-day parkiﬁg demand would increase from about 23,800 spaces in 1990 to about
35,200 spaces in 1996 and about 42,200 spaces in 2006. There would be a surplus of
spaces in 1996. A peak-day deficit of about 4,400 spaces would exist in 2006.

Given the improvements programmed by Caltrans, area local governments and the
Aitrports Commission, the project proposed for 1996 would cause El Camino Real

(SR 82) at Millbrae Avenue and Rollins Road at Millbrae Avenue to worsen below
level of service (LOS) E during the a.m. peak hour. The project alone would not cause
p.m.-peak-hour conditions to worsen below LOS D. Four intersections {either in the
a.m. or p.m.) would operate below LOS D in 1996 even without the project. LOS at
these intersections would not worsen as a result of the project.

The project proposed for 2006 would cause no study intersections to worsen further
during the a.m. peak hour, except f@)r South Airport Boulevard at North Access Road
South, which would degrade from LOS A to LOS B; and California Drive at Millbrae
Avenue, for which minor street turns into the major street would degrade from LOS D
to LOS E. In the p.m. peak hour, the Rollins Road at Millbrae Avenue intersection
would worsen below LOS D; the intersections of South Airport Boulevard with North
Access Road South and North would degrade from LOS A to LOS C'and B,

respectively, San Mateo Avenue at San Bruno Avenue would degrade from LOS B to-
C; at California Drive and Millbrac Avenue, minor street turns into the major street
would degrade from LOS D to LOS E; and at Long-Term Parking and Road R-3,
minor street turns into the major street wounld degrade from LOS C to LOS E.  Three
~ intersections (either in the a.m. or p.m.) will operate below LOS D in 2006 even
without the project. LOS at these intersections would not worsen as a result of the
project.

. The proposed project would cause further deterioration of levels of service on the
surrounding freeway network, and decreases in levels of service on the arterial street
network in surrounding comrunities. ) -

'The proposed project would affect existing transit and shuttle services to SFIA such
that both systems would require expansion to serve the increased demand.
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NOISE

Construction activities would temporarily increase noise levels in the vicinity of
construction sites. Nearby noise-sensitive areas include residential land uses, schools
and hospitals. During project construction, exterior noise levels at all these noise
sensitive areas would exceed San Francisco Noise Ordinance standards. '

In 1996, surface traffic due to the project would increase noise levels on local roads by
a maximum of one decibel over 1996 baseline conditions. In 2006, surface traffic
would increase noise levels by a maximum of one decibel over 2006 baseline

conditions.

Noise levels from aircraft operations at SFIA are forecast to decrease from 1990
through 2006. Noise levels and single-event noise at almost ail remote monitoring
sites and stady locations are forecast to decrease. These improvements in the future
noise environment would occur despite increases in aircraft activity at SFIA forecast
for the project, becanse of the increased use of newer, guieter aircraft.

Noise levels would aiso decrease in the future without the proposed project. The
increase in aviation activity allowed by the project would have virtually no effect on
overall noise levels because the additional flights would be performed by the quieter
aircraft. The increase would contribute to single-event noise in a noticeable way
although each noise event would be somewhat quieter than at present.

. Even with the forecast decreases in aircraft noise levels, there would still be people
within the 65dBA, CNEL contour in 1996 and 2006, who would continue to be
adversely affected by the operation of the Airport. The number of people exposed to
aircraft noise of 65 dBA, CNEL and above is forecast to decrease from 14,980 in 1990

to 6,600 in 2006.

AIR QUALITY
Project construction would temporarily affect local air quality in the project area
through dust emissions generated by vehicle movement, building demolition, and other

construction-related activities. Land clearing, excavation, and grading activities would
generate particulate matter in the form of fugitive dust during the construction period.

6
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Project—relatéd surface traffic would add to cumulative regional pollutant emissions.
Existing roadside CO concentrations at many intersections examined already violate
State CO standards. Project-related surface traffic would further contribute to these
violations, but would not cause any new violations at intersections examined.
However, projeCt—gcnerated vehicular traffic would probably lead to an increase in the
frequency of standards violations in the project area over future CO levels without the
project. Project-related traffic would contribute more than one percent of
transportation-related emissions resulting from development in the Coﬁnty, based on
the BAAQMD Emissions Summary Report.

Emissions.from aircraft and total Airport operations would increase in the future, In
1996, total SFIA emissions of CO, nitrogen oxides, hydrocarbons and fine particulate
matter would make up 3.8, 4.7, 3.8 and 1.2 percent, respectively, of the countywide
emissions. In 2006, these total SFIA emissions of CO, nitrogen oxides, hydrocarbons
and fine particulate matter would increase to 11.7, 9 8, 11.6 and 44 percent
respectively, of the countywide emissions.

ENERGY

Electricity

SHEIA has recently requested an additional 15 MW in peak power capacity by 1994 and
another additional 10 MW by 2006. This increased demand would necessitate
. expansion of an exmung PG&E substation.

Gas

The existing natural gas distribution system was found to be adequate. Consumption
of natural gas at SFIA is not expected to increase, so additional enlargement of the -
natural gas distribution system would not be required and was not included as part of
the SFIA Master Plan.

Aviation Fuel Suppl

Ona proportional basis, aviation fuel consumption at SFIA would increase from
50,000 to about 66,000 barrels a day in the near-term and to about 71,000 barrels a day
in the long-term. SFIA's existing fuel distribution system would be capable of
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handling the increase in demand, though modifications and improvements could be
necessary to enhance system efficiency.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

SFIA Ma ster Plan construction and demolition projects would have no discernible
effect on known prehistoric resources and would have little potential to affect historic
resources. Itis possible, but unlikely, that unsuspected archacological deposits could
be discovered by excavations associated with SFLA Master Plan projects that would
extend beneath the artificial fill that covers the site. The thickness of the artificial fill
at SFIA varies widely across the site, and on average ranges from about 8 to 16 feet. -
No roadwrays, mission outposts or adobe structures from the Spanish or Mexican
periods are known to have existed on, or immediatély adjacent to, the project area.
However, the Jose Sanchez family did construct a levee and wharf southeast of present
day Millbrae Avenue, just outside the southern land boundary of Airport property.
During the early American period, shrimp and oyster industry activities and cement
factory operations took place in the vicinity of the project site. At present, evidence
exists of shrimp camp sites, oyster industry structures or cement company dredging
equipment near or within the project area. These cultural resources would not be
impacted by project implementation.

Pre-1946 dirport structures that would be affected ?jy SFIA Master Plan projects are
~ representative of common building types found throughout the state and County.

* 'These buildings lack architectural distinction, are not the work of a master architect
and are not associated with important people or signiﬁcant historical events. The
remaining SFIA buildings are post-1946 structures, most of which were constructed
over the past three decades and appear to have no historical importance.

GEOLOGY AND SEISMICITY |

Development at SFIA would be subject to ground settlement that could affect the
structural integrity of buildings and utility lines. Constmctlon activities would present
hazards from potential underground pipe ruptures.

Development at SFIA would be subject to strong ground shaking during future
moderate to large earthguakes in the San Francisco Bay Area. Portions of the site may

be subject'to ground failure during strong ground shaking, Development at SFIA ~
would generally replace older structures that are in poor condition with modern, more
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seismically resistant structures. This should reduce the likelihood of structural damage
due to strong ground shaking in future earthquakes. However, SFIA Master Plan
projects would increase the number of employees, passengers and visitors at the airport
who could be at risk of injury due t0 non-structural hazards in future earthguakes.

The proposed use of deep pile foundations would reduce or eliminate the impacts of
settlement and seismically induced ground failure on buildings.

BAZARDS

Implementation of the SFIA Master Plan would affect hazardous-material handling
during construction of new facilities and overall airport operations. The SFIA Master
Plan proposes construction of new facilities and demolition of existing facilities in
areas of known contamination. Construction activities could uncover hazardous
materials in the soil.or groundwater. Most of the known contamination at SFIA is the
result of past petroleum fuel leaks. Some buildings planned for demolition are known
to contain asbestos and may have PCB-containing equipment. Potential impacts
pertaining to the health and safety of workers and the public that may result could be
mitigated by site investigation and remediation of contaminated areas prior to

excavation, dewatering or construction activities. In addition, buildings would be
inspected for hazardous materials before demolition or renovation begins. PCBs,
asbestos of other hazardous materials must be removed prior to demolition in
accordance with applicable regulations. ' '

Expansion of the Airport to accommodate increased Airport activity may result in an-
increase in hazardous material use and hazardous waste production. Hazardous-
material use at line-maintenance and Airport-owned facilities is limited and any
increase would have minimat effect if safe handling practices are continued. As-no
expansion is planned for the only "major" maintenance facility at SFIA, the United
Airlines Maintenance Center, increases in hazardous-material use at this facility
would not be expected. The industriat waste treatment facility at SFIA has the
capacity to treat increased wastewater flow and higher contaminant concentrations
than would result from SFIA Master Plan implementation. Increases in hazardous
wastes produced may be lessened by recycling and treatment efforts, but may
inevitably contribute to the shortage of landfill space for these wastes.

9
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EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING

Employmnyent at SFIA under the proposed master plan is expected to increase from
about 33,400 employees in 1990 to about 38,000 in 1996 and to about '
42,300 erployees in 2006. The majomty of the new employees would be ﬂloht—crew
and passenger-service personnel employed by the airlines. -

Construction-related employment is expected to average 1,400 jobs between 1990 and
1996, peaking at about 2,400 jobs in 1993, Between 1997 and 2006, annual .
construction-related employment would fall to an average of about 200 jobs.

Employment growth associated with the near-term SFLA Master Plan (1990-1996)
would generate demand for approximately 3,460 dwelling units. About 1,220 of these
units would be needed in San Matec Cournity, about 960 in San Francisco and about
420 in Alameda County. Total SFIA Master Plan employment growth would generate
demand for approximately 6,850 dwelling units by 2006. ' About 2,450 of these units
- would be needed in San Mateo County. About 1,940 units in San Francisco and about
810 in Alameda County would be needed. '

UTILITIES

Water

The SFIA Master Plan would generate an additional near-term demand of about
0.42 million gallons per day {mgd) of water and an additional long-term demand of
about 0.27 mgd over the near-term increases. The San Fraﬁciscp Water Department
projects a long-term demand of about 0.2 mgd less than the SFIA Master Plan and
suggests that water conservation methods be adopted. Additional water infrastructure
would not be required to service the site.

Sanitary S

On the basis of 100 percent water demand, the existing SFIA sanitary sewer plant
(present Capacity 2.2 mgd) counld accommodate the near-term demand increase of

25 percent. To meet the long-term demand of 2.4 mgd, SFIA sanitary sewer capacity
would need to be increased. SFIA plans to add 0.8 mgd of capacity, which would
raise the capacity of the plant to 3.0 mgd. The sanitary sewer system would then be
able to meet the 2.4 mgd demand projected by the SFIA Master Plan for 2006.

10
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I. Summary

lndus];ria!. Wastes

Currently, the SFIA industrial wastewater treatment plant has a capacity of 1.65 mgd
and operates between 0.8 and 1.2 mgd. Proposed SFIA Master Plan projects are not
expected to contribute more than five percent additional demand to the industrial-
waste-collection system. The plant would not require additional capacnty to
accommodate SF[A Master Plan projects.

Solid Waste

San Mateo County annually generates one million tons of solid waste. SFIA's major
activity centers contribute approximately 18,250 to 36, 500 tons of the one million tons
annual total for the County. The expansion area of the existing Ox Mountain Iandfill
would be the likely disposal site for the solid waste generated at the Airport during the
SFIA Master Plan peried. However, increases in solid-waste generation would still
further diminish the finite resource of landfill space.

PUBLIC SERVICES

~ Crash/Fire/Rescue

Projected growth in terminal passenger traffic could generate additional requests for
SFIA Fire Department Services and could result in increased response times, Proposed
SFIA Master Plan demolition and construction projects and increased traffic
congestion in the passenger terminal area could hinder the SFIA Fire Department's
ability to respond to a major emergency event.

Police

Projected growth in terminal passenger traffic could generate additional request for
SFIA police services. Unless staffing levels were raised proportionately, SFIA police
response times could increase as a result of SFIA Master Plan projects.

AVIATION SAFETY
Increasing operations at SFIA have the potential to approach and possibly exceed the

capacity of the Airport. SFIA Master Plan projections would cause the hourly capacity
of SFIA to be exceeded for certain hours of the day in both the near-term and long-term.
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. 1 .
FAA regulations and the Air Traffic Control System limit the level of activity that can
occur safely in the airspace of any airport. Therefore, if operations exceed the capacity
of the Airport for a number of hours during the day, flights would be delayed.

The existing accident rate for SFIA in 1990 would be (.83 accidents per year based on
the National Transportation Safety Board accident rate average. The Airportis
actually operating at an accident rate below this level; in 20 years of operation, five
aircraft accidents have taken place at SFIA. |

Implementation of the near-term SFIA Master Plan would increase the estimated
“accident rate to 0.97 per year using the National Transportation Safety Board accident
- rate 'average. In the long term, the estimated accident rate would increase to 1.0, using

the same standard. Based on SFIA's existing record, the accident rate would be

expected to be lower than this, but would still increase. '

GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

Increases in .passenger volumes could induce pressure for hotel, restaurant and other
travel-serving development, while increases in SFIA employment could stimulate
demand for additional housing and public services in Airport environs cities. Ground
transportation and parking needs of both employees and passengers could also induce
growth of roadway, parking and transit land uses in Airport environs cities. However,
while existing land uses could intensify, Airport-induced development would not likely
. divide or disrupt established communities, nor would new types of land uses likely be

. generated. Except in cities closest to the Airport (South San Francisco, San Bruno,
Millbrae and Burlingame}, development typesinducéd by SFIA would not likely be
distinguishable from background development although intensity and/or density could

increase. |

C. MITIGATION MEASURES

TRANSPORTATION

The ma;ior mitigation measures that are part of the SFIA Master Plan include:

»  Building a2 new Ground Transpoﬁation Center, served by a people mover that
distributes air passengers and employees to the terminal buildings;
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e  Adding parking in both lots and structures; and -
e  Widening two SFIA roads to four lanes in the immediate vicinity of SFIA.

Additional measures that are identified to address project and cumulative impacts
include:

. Establishing a TranSponauon System Management (TSM) Program for SFIA,
focused on reducing trips made to SFIA by single-occupant vehicles;

e«  Adding park-and-ride lots on US 101;

. Creatmg High-Occupancy Vehlcle (HOV) lanes out of e:ustmg tmfﬁc lanes on
US 101 from San Jose to San Francisco;

. Widening US 101 to eight lanes south of San Carlos;

e  Requiring SF[A to provide a share of SamTrans, CalTrain and BART operating
COStS;

. Requiring an exclusive right-of-way rail or bus facility that connects SFIA to
BART's planned station west of US 101;

. Modlfymg freeway ramps to serve the Ground Transportauon Center , and
providing direct ramp connections to the recommended HOV lanes so that buses,

shuttles and carpool vehicles can move efficiently in and out of the Ground
Transportation Center and terminal area;

«  Installing variable message signs internal to the Ground Transportation Center
and Short-Term Garage;

e  Requiring right-of-way reservations fdr future high-speed rail;
¢  Providing bicycle travel lanes; and o

s  Generally enhancing transit services to and from SFIA.

“NOISE

Major measures that are identified in this EIR to mitigate aircraft noise impacts
include: ’

= Select the earliest practicable date by which the Airport is to achieve 100 percent
Stage 3 operations, and amend the SFIA Noise Abatement Regulation to reflect
the phase-out date (Such an amendment is currently under consideration by the
Airports Commission).
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J Encourage the airlines to use larger long-range, two-engine aircraft as an
alternative to four-engine aircraft. The use of the atrcraft would allow more
long-range flights to depart on Runways 1L and IR over the Bay, and would
reduce noise levels in areas under departure paths from Runway 28R.

e  Together with the FAA, review and, if possible; revise the Quiet Bridge
Approach to Runways 28L and 28R. Increasing the distance between
approaching planes and Foster City could reduce noise levels there.

. Togethcr with the FAA, study and if possible, revise and expand the use of the
"quiet departure for aircraft departing on Runways 1L and 1R,

. Accelerate development of the Passive Aircraft Detection Instrument System so
that it could be used to analyze flight tracks and to help develop and 1mplement
noise abatement Mmeasures.

»  Inconjunction with the FAA, California Department of Transportation, local
agencies, Bay Area airports staffs, public interest groups, and area residents,
conduct a regional study that wonld involve identifying the flight patterns and
routes region-wide that are most environmentally desirable, determining how to
establish and coordinate use of the routes while maintaining aircraft safety. SFIA
could work with area airports, the FAA, and pilots to zmplement any changes to
flight patterns or procedures

e Continue studying the fcas1b111ty of and beneﬂts from a new runway or
extension(s) to the existing runway(s). These airfield improvements could
provide a runway(s) able to handle departures by long-range, heavy aircraft such
as the B-747, with flight paths over the Bay instead of the Peninsula. This
measure could require bay fill and could have impacts on the aquatic
‘environment.

. In coordination with the FAA and airlines serving SFIA, develop a "quiet climb"
program to reduce the single-event noise of Stage 2 aircraft in areas near SFIA.

. Develop and implement a "quiet climb" program to reduce maximum single
event noise of Stage 2 aircraft by delaying the application of climb power after
cutback until reaching 5000 feet above ground level (or an altitude to be
determined) or clear of populated areas. _

Major measures that are identified in this EIR to mitigate construction noise impacts
include:

e  The construction contract would require that the project contractor muffle and
shield intakes and exhausts, shroud or shield impact tools, and use electric- -
powered rather than diesel-powered construction equipment, as feasible.

. The project sponsor would require the general contractor to construct barriers
around the site, and around stationary equipment such as compressors, which
would reduce construction noise by as much as five dBA, and to locate stationary
equipment in pit areas or excavated areas, as these areas would serve as noise

barriers.

£
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ATR QUALITY

The major measures identified in the EIR to mitigate air emissions include:

e  The project sponsor would require the contractor to sprinkle demolition sites with
water continuously during demolition activity; sprinkle unpaved construction
areas with water at least twice per day; cover stockpiles of soil, sand, and other
material; cover trucks hapling debris, soils, sand or other such material; and
sweep streets surrounding demolition and construction sites at least once per day
to reduce particulate emissions. The project sponsor would require the project
contractor to maintain and operate construction equipment S0 as to minimize
exhaust emissions of particulates and other pollutants, by sach means as a
prohibition on idling of motors when equipment is not in use or when trucks are
waiting in queues, and :mplementauon of specific maintenance programs {o
reduce emissions for equipment that would be in frequent use for much of the
construction period.

. Mitigation measures designed to reduce aircraft emissions would be centered on
reducing the time each aircraft spends in the taxi/idle phase. SFIA would require
of each airline that dircraft engines not be started until the aircraft is ready to pull
away from the gate. Long queues of idling planes on taxiways would not be
permitted. When no gate is immediately available to vnload newly arrived
-aircraft, aircraft engines would be turned off and aircraft would be towed when a
gate becomes avaﬂable '

SEISN[ICITY

The major measure 1dent1ﬁed in the E]R to mmgate seismicity is:

. Facilities earthquakc safcty inspections would continue and would be expanded
to include all new facilities. Periodic training concerning earthquake
preparedness and seismic hazards reductmn ‘would be conducted at all new

facilities,
'D. ALTERNATIVES

Three categories of alternatives to the proposed project are examined in this EIR: the
No-Project Alternative (mcludes two variants), Onsite Alternative, and Offsite
@ Alternative.

ALTERNATIVE A: NO PROJECT
The No-Project Alternative assumes no future development of SFIA landside facilities

to meet forecast passenger, cargo and flight operation demand. Under both No-Project
Alternative variants, only new facilities included in t¢he September 1989

15
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SFIA Fiwve-Year Capital Projects Plan would be constructed at SFIA during the SFIA
Master Plan period (1990 - 2006). Aliemative A, Variant 1 reflects the SFLA Master
Plan assumption that terminal facilities, and specifically boarding gates, represent the
primary capacity constraint at SFIA. Alternative A, Variant 2 reflects the assumption
of other agencies -- including Caltrans, Metropolitan Transportation Commission
(MTC), and the FAA -- that airfield facilities, airspace and/or ground traffic

con gestibn represent the primary capacity constraints at SFIA. Both variants are based
on the existing SFIA facility inventory and the approved SFIA F1ve Year Cap1ta1
Projects Plan. !

Two categories of environmental impacts could result from the No-Project Alternative:
‘a) impacts associated with growth in aviation activity at SFIA, and b) impacts
associated with unserved demand for expanded aviation services and facilities at SFIA.
The second category of impacts is addressed under Offsite Alternatives. Impacts of
demolition and construction associated with SFIA Master Plan projects would be

~ avoided under both variants of the No-Project Alternative. Impacts of Variant | would
generally be less than impacts of the project. Impacts of Variant 2 would be less than
those of either the project or Variant 1.

ALTERNATIVE B: ONSITE

The Onsite Alternative (reduced-intensity SFIA landside development), which is
similar to the "Preferred Concept Plan" in SFIA Master Plan Working Paper B,
(except that no parking would be provided west of Bayshore) would not include a new
international terminal and, overall, would require less demolition and cornstruction than
would the project. Operationally, however, impacts of the Onsite Alternative are based
on the same passenger, cargo and aircraft operations forecasts as the SFIA Master Plan.
' 'Thus, impacts from this Altematwe would be essentlally the same as impacts of the

- project.

A second Onsite Alternative, incorporating proposed SFIA runway expansions, is not
included in this EIR. A preliminary feasibility study for the expansion of SFIA
runways, completed in June 1990, includes proposed new runway locations that could
conflict with existing uses and proposed Master Plan projects in the East Field area,

16
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Any future proposed runway expansions would require separate environmental review
under the California Environmental Quality Act and the National Environmental
Policy Act, and separate approval by the FAA, BCDC, and other agencies not involved
in the SFIA Master Plan approval process.

ALTERNATIVE C: OFFSITE

Under the Offsite Alternatives, potential demand for aviation activity at SFIA not
served under the No-Project Alternatives would be redistributed to other airports and
transportation modes (intercity rail). Redistribution of aviation demand from SFIA to
other airports is recommended by MTC, Caltrans Division of Aeronautics, FAA,and
the other Bay Area air carrier airports (Metropolitan Oakland International and San
Jose International). These agencies differ from SFIA and from one another in their
forecasts of future passenger, cargo and aircraft operations, estimates of available and
future airport capacities, and recommended actions to best accommodate forecast
demand. This Alternative summarizes FAA and Caltrans assumptions and
recommendations for redistribution of future aviation demand in the Bay Area.

Like SFIA, other Bay Area airports would have specific constraints and potential

environmental impacts associated with either landside or airside expansion. The
offsite expansions summarized and referenced in this EIR would not be caused
exclusively by redistribution of demand from SFIA. Potential environmental impacts
of action plan recommendations, many of which would require FAA and BCDC
approval, airline policy decisions, and/or separate environmental review under NEPA,
are associated with the regional aviation system as a whole and are therefore addressed
only qualitatively in this EIR. For areas in_tﬁe vicinity of SFIA, impacts from these
Alternatives would be'esscntially the same as for the two variants of the No-Project
Alternative. Impacts would occur in other geographic locations such as in Oakland
and/or San Jose with this Alternative; environmental impacts would worsen in these
other geographic locations.
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O. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A. OBIECTIVES OF THE PROJECT SPONSOR

The project evaluated in this Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is the proposed

San Francisco International Airport (SFIA) Final Draft Master Plan (hereinafter
referred to as the SFIA Master Plan), published in November, 1989. The SFIA Master
Plan is a set of demand and facility requirements forecasts, proposed projects, and
supporting information that is intended to serve as a framework for expanding,
consolidating, remodeling and implementing other changes in SFIA landside (non-
“airfield) faciiitie_s over the 20-year planning period (1986 through 2006). For clarity,
this EIR nses 1990 as base year. ' :

- SFIA is owned by the City and County of San Francisco and operated by a five- '
member Airports Commission appointed by the Mayor and a Director of Airports
appomted by the Airports Commission. The Airports Commission is the SFIA Master
, Plan author and Project Sponsor. Unlike most other City departments, SFIA is self-
contained in terms of planning, construction, maintenance and monitoring of its
facilities. The Alrports Commission establishes and enforces SFIA building codes./1/

Principal Airports Commission objectives for the SFIA Master Plan, as stated in the
SELA Master Plan Executive Sumirmary, are

1. To provide a coordinated development plan that will consolidate and relocate
many of the existing landside facilities in order to increase the efficiency and.
cost effectwencss of landside operations; and

2. Torespondto thc projected economic growth of the Bay Area and ensure that
the future development required to meet that demand at the airport is
implemented in a manner compatible with the plan./2/

Served by over 50 airlines, SFIA is the principal air passenger and air cargo facility in
the San Francisco Bay Area and, as of 1989, the seventh-busiest U.S. airport in terms
of total passengers and total cargo tonnage. In 1989, SFIA handled about 30 million
passengers (counted as enplanements and deplanements, including transfers but

_ excluding through passengers); about 560,000 metric tons of cargo (total loaded and
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unloaded, including mail); and about 430,000 aircraft operations (total landings and
takeoffs)./3/ Commercial jet carriers accounted for approximately 70 percent of SFIA
aircraft operations and the remainder was shared by non-jet carriers (commuter and air
taxi), General Aviation (private planes) and military aircraft (U.S. Coast Guard
helicopters)./4,5/ | '

Design capacity of the SFIA terminal complex is 31 million annual passengers./4/ In
1986, the, SFIA Master Plan base year, SFIA accommodated approximately

27.8 million passengers and in 1989, the SFIA terminal complex operated at

29.9 million annual passengers, near its design capacity. Passenger estimates for 1990,
the base year, are essentially the same as those for 1989. According to SFIA Master
Plan aviation activity forecasts, SFIA passenger counts could reach about 42.3 million
.annual 'passcngers by 1996 and about 51.3 million annual passengers by 2006, a
potential 84 percent increase for the 20-year planning period (1986-2006) ahd a
potential 71 percent increase from 1990./6/

To respond to this projected demand and to increase opei'ational efficiency, the
Airports Commission has proposed the following principal SFIA Master Plan projects:

+  Construction of a new infernational terminal, additional boarding areas and
© aircraft gates;

e  Construction of 2 Rental Car Garage / Ground Transportation Center and
Automated People Mover (APM);

«  Consolidation and expansion of air cargo facilities;
o  Consolidation of airport administrative facilities;

e  Consolidation and expansion of airline support, maintenance and administrative
facilities;

«  Modification and expansion of ground-vehicle parking and circulation systems;
and . :

- »  Development of additional hotel, commercial and airport support facilities.
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1

B. PRO.JECT LOCATION

SFIA encompasses approximately 5,200 acres in unincorporated San Mateo County, |
about 2,7 00 of which are 1and and about 2,500 of which are tideland./4/ SFIA is |
approximuately 13 freeway-miles south of downtown San Francisco, 23 freeway-miles
southwest of downtown Oakland and 36 freeway-miles northwest of downtown San
Jose. The SFIA Master Plan Area (Project Area) includes about 2,500 acres of SFIA
land, bounded by US 101 (Bayshore Freeway) to the west, North Field Access Road to
the north and San Francisco Bay to the east and south. Not included in the Project
Area are 180 acres of mostly undeveloped SFIA land west of US 101 (West-of-
Bayshore site). This site was removed from the SFIA Master Plan process,because it is
a habitat for the San Francisco garter snake, an endangered species, and the red- leoged
frog, a candldate for the endangered species list./2/ -

The Project Area is occupied by the airport complex, including ranways, passenger
terminals, support services, airline maintenance and air freight facilities and over
550 acres of undeveloped land. Figure 1 shows the location of SFIA and adjoining
jurisdictions within San Mateo County. The insert shows the location of SFIA, other

_ airfields, principal cities and highways in the nine-county San Francisco Bay region
(Bay Area), :

~ SFIA is bordered on the east and south by 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 City of Millbrag. Other San Mateo County jurisdictions in the airport vicinity -
include the cities of Brisbane, Colma, Daly City, Pacifica, Burlingame, Hillsborough,
San Mateo and Foster City. Also in the airport vicinity are the unincorpdratcd areas of

“San Bruno Mountain and the San Francisco Water Department Lands, containing the
San Andreas and Crystal Springs Reservoirs and a State Fish and Game Department
easement.

@ Within the nine-county San Francisco Bay region are four air carrier or commercial
service airports (SFIA, Metropolitan Oakland International, San Jose International
and Sonoma County Airport), four U.S. military airfields (one of which is closed),
21 public use General Aviation airfields, 20 private use General Aviation
airfields and numerous heliports, most of them for medicat or military
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1

@ use./7/ Regional and interstate ground-transportation linkages to SFLA include US 101
(Bayshore: Freeway), which bounds the Project Area's west side; U.S. Interstate .
Highway 280, west of and roughly parallel to US 101; and U.S. Interstate Highway |
380, the east-west connector between Highways 101 and 280 in the vicinity of SFIA.
Direct access between SFIA and US 101 is provided by four interchanges in the
vicinity of SFIA. Interstate passenger rail (Amtrak) lines serve Oakland and San Jose;
Amtrak m otor coaches link the Oakland station with downtown San Francisco. The
Caltrans commuter rail line (CalTrain) serving Peninsula cities from San Francisco to -
San Jose does not serve SFIA directly; the stations nearest SFIA are in downtown San
Bruno and Millbrae. Extension of the Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) system to the
SFIA vicinity was approvcd by San Mateo County voters in February of 1990 and is
slated for complenon in2001. ©N

C. PROJECT RACTERI TICS
OVERVIEW

- The proposed SFIA Master Plan is a physical/management design plan for facilities
and circulation systems on all airport-owned lands, excluding the mostly undeveloped
West-of-Bayshore site./8/ The proposed SFIA Master Plan would be implemented in
two phases: near-term (1986-1996) and long-term (1997-2006). For clarity, this EIR
uses 1990 as the base year and defines the near-term Master Plan as 1990-1996. .

“The following chapters are included in the SFIA Master Plan:

1.0 Introduction

2.0 Executive Summary

3.0 Local and Regional Plans
4.0 Environmental Setting

5.0 Ground Access-

6.0 Inventory of Ex1st1ng Facilities

7.0 Forecasts

8.0 Facility Requuements

- 9.0 Alternative Development Concepts
10.0 Recommended Master Plan
11.0 Budgetary Development Costs
12,0 Appendix

22
418



. o I Project Description

SFIA Master Plan projects are based on a facility requirements program, described in
SFIA Master Plan _Chapter 8.0, that was derived by the Airports Commission's
planning consultant, Daniel, Mann, Johnson, & Mendenhall (DMIM). DMIM
developed the facility requirements program on the basis of a set of SFIA Master Plan
aviation activity forecasts prepared by Thompsoﬂ Consultants International (TCI) and
described in SFIA Master Plan Chapter 7.0. The SFIA Master Plan aviation activity

- forecasts, as shown in Table 1, reflect the Airports Commission's expectation that
future regional economic growth will generate increased demand for SFIA operations
in all key categories./’z/ The number of total annval passengers is forecast to grow by
about 41 percentin the 'n‘ear.tcrm (1990-1996) and by about 71 percent for the total
SFIA Master Plan period (1990-2006). The international segment of SFIA passenger
counts is forecast to grow more rapidly than the domestic segment, nearly doubling
between 1990 and 2006. Total cargo and mail tonnage is forecast 0 grow by about -
32 percent under the near-term Master Plan and by about 55 percent under the total
Master Plan. International mail is forecast to grow by about 75 percent during the total
Master Plan period. :

Air carrier operations are forecast to grow by about 24 percent under the near-term
Master Plan and by about 36 percent under the total Master Plan. Larger-capacity

aircraft and higher load factors (proportion of available seats occupied) are among the
factors expected to produce higher rates of growth in passenger counts than in aircraft
operations. SFIA aviation activity forecasts and assumptions are discussed in II.D,
Future Growth under the Project Compared to Other Future Scenarios, p. 61.

To accommodate forecast growth in aviation activity, the SFIA Master Plan process

addressed SFIA "landside" facilities, which include the passenger terminal complex,

- aircraft aprons, air freight facilities, aircraft maintenance hangars, General Aviation

-facilities, and support facilities such as administration, parking and roadways.
Development of "airside” facilities, which include SFIA's airfields and taxiways, was
addressed during the master plan process "only to the extent of its impact on landside
constraints and opportunities”/2/, meaning that airfields and taxiways are proposed for
modification only where necessary to accommodate proposed physical changes in the
SFIA landside facilities. SFIA Master Plan projects would modify en-airport facilities

~
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II. -Project Description

TABLE 1: SFIA AVIATION ACTIVITY COMPARISON, ACTUAL 1990 AND
SFIA MASTER PLAN FORECASTS, 1996 AND 2006

Master Plan Master Plan

' Forecast . Forecast  Percent Change
Aviation Activity = Actual 1990/a/ 1996 2006 1990-1996 1990-2006
Annga,l‘ Passengers/b/
Domestic . 26,263,136 36,620,000 44,110,000 39% 68%
Intemational _3.676.699 5.660.000 7.220.000  54% 96%
Total 29,939,835 42,280,000 51,330,000 41% = 71%
| o and Mail /c/ | - S
Lt, %omes‘tic Cargo . 214,500 310,500 332,200  45% 55%
Intl, Cargo 236,550 268,500 345,500  14% 46%
Mail 107,028 156.872 187.704 47% 5%
Total . 558,078 735,872 865,404  32% 55%
Quoual Alreralt
T, 1. '
Air Carrier/e/ 302,460 375,105 411,564  24% 36%
Commuter /f/ 87.266 91,700 100,000 5% 15%
" General Aviation /g/ 35,132 27.300 24200 -22% -31%
Military /b/ L2617 2700 2.700 0% 0%
Total /if 427475 496,805 538,464 16% 26%
NOTES:

/a/ 1989 figures have been used as approximations of 1990, the EIR base year.
/o/  "Annual Passengers” is sum of enplanements and deplanements, including
)f:;lzllssenger transters but excluding “through" passengers (continuing on the same
ight). 1989 passenger figures are from "San Francisco International Airport
Comparative Traffic Report,” December 1989. Master Plan total passenger '
forecasts were developed by Thompson Consultants International (TCI) for SFI4
Master Plan Working Paper A, San Francisco Airports Commission, 1987, and
are cited in Final Draft Master Plan Table 7.2, Master Plan international
assenger forecasts were developed by TCI in 1989 and cited in Master Plan
able 7.22, Domestic passenger forecasts represent the difference between total
and international passenger forecasts, The Master Plan passenger forecasts
represent the "unconstrained” scenario, which is based on the continuation of the
existing pattern of growth in the Bay Area coupled with adequate ground access
to the airport, and expansion of terminal and gate facilities {SFIA Master Plan,

/c/  All cargo and mail figures are total metric tons Joaded and unloaded. 1989
~ figures are from “San Francisco International Airport Comparative Traffic
Report,” December 1989. Master Plan cargo and mail forecasts were developed
by TCI and cited in Final Draft Master Plan Tables 7.7 - 7.11,

{Continued)
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TABLE 1: . SFIA AVIATION ACTIVITY COMPARISON, ACTUAL 1990 AND

SFIA MASTER PLAN FORECASTS, 1996 AND 2006 (Continued)

faf

le/

Aircraft operations include all takeoffs and landings. Air carrier operations, as
defined by SFIA, are scheduled commercial jet operations. Commuter
operations, as defined by SFIA, are “the operations of the trunk carriers'
subsidiary airlines operating primarily turbo-prop aircraft." These operations are
accounted for at SFIA by two carriers: United Express (affiliated with United
Airlines) and American Eagle (affiliated with American Airlines). The FAA
defines commuter/regional carriers as those which "operate atrcraft with a
maximum of 60 seats, provide at least five round trips per week between two or
more points, or canry mail” (FAA "Terminal Area Forecasts, FY 1989 - 2005,"
Appendix B). General Aviation historically refers to all aviation activity other -
than airline and military activity, General Aviation operations at SFIA are those
using the Fixed Base Operator (FBO) and Chevron Corporation facilities. -
Almost all military aircraft operations at SF1A are accounted for by U.S. Coast
Guard helicopter activities. _ :
1989 air carrier operations total of 302,460 is from 1989 SFIA landing fee
reports, which are based on fees paid to SFIA by runway users. SFIA landing
fee report air carrier figures are about 2% lower than the FAA tower counts used
in the SFIA Comparative Traffic Reports (the latter reported 309,126 air carrier
operations for 1989). The SFIA landing fee report figure is cited here because it
is used in SFIA Noise Abatement Program reports to the State, and because it is
the basis of constrained and unconstrained fleetmix forecasts generated by Ken

Eldred Engineering (KEE) £ i Ath Ken Eldred,

't

g

August 1, 1990). 1996 and 2006 Master Plan forecasts of air carrier operations
were derived by KEE from actual 1989 SFIA fleetmix data, FAA national
fleetmix forecasts, and SFIA Draft Master Pian “unconstrained” passenger
foxc'lecaas)ts and aircraft Ioad factor forecasts (letter dated July 20, 1990 from Ken
Eldred). _

1889 commuter operations total of 87,266 is from a letter dated July 14, 1990
from John Costas, SFIA, and matches the 1989 SFIA Janding fee report figure.
The 1989 commuter operations total from FAA tower counts, as reported in the
"San Francisco International Airport Comparative Traffic Report,” December
1989, was 83,595, which is approximately 4% less than the landing fee report
figure. This discrepancy may derive from miscategorization of commuter and air
carrier operations; as noted above, the 1989 FAA tower report air carrier figure is
greater than the landing report air carrier figure, Whenair carrier and commuter
figures from the respective reports are added, the discrepancy between the two
stiurcgﬁ is 2,995 operations, or about 0.8% (letter dated July 20, 1990 from Ken
Eldred). . _ :
The 1989 General Aviation total, from FAA tower counts reported in the
December 1989 SFIA Comparative Traffic Report, was 32,137. To reconcile
total operations by category with FAA tower counts, the 2,995 operations noted
above have been added to the General Aviation category, bringing it to an
estimated 35,132 operations in 1989 (as recommended in letter dated August 2,
1990 from Ken Eldred). 1996 and 2006 Master Plan forecasts of General
Aviation activity are from July 14, 1990 letier from John Costas, SFIA.

(Continued)
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I1. Project Description

TABLE1: SFIA AVIATION ACTIVITY COMPARISON, ACTUAL 1990 AND
SFIA MASTER PLAN FORECASTS, 1996 AND 2006 (Continued)

/b/  Military aircraft operations are expected to remain near 1990 levels throughout
‘ the SFIA Master Plan period.

/iy The total 1996 and 2006 aircraft operations forccasts represent combined KEE
air c arrier forecasts and figures from July 14, 1990 letter from John Costas,
SFIA.

SOURCES:  SFIA Final Draft Master Plar; San Francisco Intemnational Airport
Comparative Traffic Reports, December 1987 and December 1989; Ken
Eldred Engineering; Environmental Science Associates, Inc.

in alt landside functional categories but would not affect runways. SFIA Master Plan
- airside projects include realignment of four existing ta}_ﬂways (A, B, C and R) and
extension of taxiways A and B (see Figure 4, Near-Term Master Plan, p. 42). SFIA
airside operations, capacities and levels of service (delays) are discussed at the end of
this section, beginning on p. 61.

Near-term and long-term SFIA Master Plan projects would together result in -

demolition of nearly 1.4 million square feet of existing SFIA building area (about

16 percent of total 1990 SFIA building area, excluding parking garages and utilities in
, buildings). By 2006, SFIA Master Plan projects would result in remodeling of about

0.8 million square feet of existing SFIA building area, and construction of over

4.2 million square feet of building area. Net new building area by 2006 would total

nearly 2.9 million square feet, bringing SFIA building area, excluding parking garages

and the proposed Rental Car Garage / Ground Transportation Center, to about

11.1 million square feet. From the 1989 total of about 8.2 million square feet, SFIA

area in buildings Would thus increase by about 35 percent as a result of proposed SFIA

Master Plan pmjects

The 2.9 million square feet of net new building area proposed for the combined near-
term and long-term SFIA Master Plan (1990 through 2006) would include about

1,4’7 6,000 square feet of additional passenger terminal area and 22 or more additional
- gircraft gates; about 785,000 square feet of additional air freight area; about

26
422



II. Project Description

275,000 square feet of additional airline maintenance area; about 226,000 square feet
of additional administration/office area; about 90,000 square feet of additional
commercial area; about 40,000 square feet of additional airline support area; and about
6,000 square feet of airport support and General Aviation area.

In addition to consolidation and expansion of SFIA building area, the combined near-
term and long-term SFIA Master Plan projects would result in demolition,
modification and/or construction of parking lots, garages, utilities and other non-
building facilities. The proposed Rental Car Garage / Ground Transportation Center
would comprise over one million square feet, and proposed parking garages DD and
CC conld total approximately 2.6 million square feet. Existing parking spaces would
be eliminated under both near-term and long-term Master Plans, but new parking '
would more than offset the loss, for a net increase of approximately 7,340 short-term
and long-term auio parking stalls (in both garages and surface lots) by 2006. This
would represent about a 24 percent increase over 1990.SFIA auto parking capacity.

Non—building facilities that would be demolished, constructed or modified under the
- SFIA Master Plan include surface and elevated roadways, vehicle staging arcas,

. posmons) terminal apron areas, aircraft taxiways, and multi-use harbor docking
facilities {modifications to aircraft hardstands and apron facilities are not quantified in
the Master Plan). SFIA Master Plan roadway projects would include widening of key
intra-airport roads, construction of bi-level access roads for the proposed Rental Car
Garage / Ground Transportation Center, and construction of two new ramps connecting
SFIA and US 101. Airport utilities (electricity, natural gas, water; industrial waste,
sanitary and storm sewers, and aircraft fuclmg facilities) would be upgraded and, in
most cases, expanded.

About ten SFIA Master Plan projects, most of them affecting roadways and parking
facilities, are also included in the approved SFIA Five-Year Capital Projects Plan
(September 18, 1989), and will therefore likely be implemented whether or not the
SFIA Master Plan is adopted./9/ These projects are analyzed in this EIR both as part
of the SFIA Master Plan and as part of the No-Project alternative (see EIR Section IX.
Alternatives, p. 439). Projects included in both the SFIA Master Plan and the
approved SFIA Five-Year Capital Projects Plan are listed in Table 2, below. Projects
included in the SFIA Five-Year Capital Projects Plan are listed in Appendix B,

Tabile B-4. '
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I1. Project Description

TABLE 2: SFIA CAPITAL PROJECTS RELATED'TO SFIA MASTER PLAN

PROJECTS

Contract ‘ Program
Nur 0j Year
Master Plan Projects in Approved 9/18/89 SFIA Capital Projects Plan
1106 Fromtage Road R-3 (McDonnell Road) Widening 1991-92
1680A  Parking Garage Restriping (for 800 more stalls -

in design phase) 1988-89
1723 New Firehouse No. 2 (in constructwn) o 1989-90
1730 North Access Road Realignment and Widening ‘ 1989-30
1731 Demolition of Flying Tiger Hangar (Plot 17) 1989-90 -
2102 Development of Parking Lot DD

(3,000 auto stalls - in design phase) 1990-91
2103 Vehicular Bridge from Lot D to Lot DD

(in design phase) 1990-91 -
2254 Relocation of Budget Rental Car (in design phase). _ 1989-90
2255 Relocation of Dollar Rental Car (in design phase) 1989-90
2084 Water Main Improvement - Plots 20, 22, 24 & 25 1990-91

2133 Contingency Facility (airport support functions) _ 1989-90

SOURCES: SFIA Final Dfaﬂ Master Plan, 1989; SFIA Five-Year Capital Projects Plan,
1989. ,

EXISTING SFIA FACILITIES

While normally part of the Environmental Setting section, the following discussion of
existing facilities is provided to help orient the reader so that the description of proposed
new and remodeled facilities will be clear.

As noted, proposed SFIA facility modifications are categorized under thirteen functions in
the Recommended Master Plan (SFIA Master Plan Chapter 10.0) and related Appendix
tables. In the Inventory of Existing Facilities {SFIA Master Plan Chapter 6.0), most of the
same functional categories are used, except that the Commercial, Administration/Office and
- Miscellaneous categories are aggregated into the Airline Support and Airport Support
categories, and an additional category, Undeveloped Areas, is included. Master Plan
Facilities Inventory graphics, on the other hand, identify five functional categories.
Categorization of functions is further complicated by the existence in many instances
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H. Project Description

of multiple functions within a single building. For example, while each of the existing
airport terminal buildings contains commercial uses, airpert administration and other
support functions, cnly the overall terminal function is assigned these buildinigs under
the Master Plan Facilities Inventory. Similarly, many of the hangars at the airport
contain cargo, maintenance and associated support functions. |

~ For consistency and ease of comparison in this EIR, the thirteen functional categories
in SFIA Master Plan project description Appendix tables (Chapter 12.0) are used to
describe both existing and proposed SFIA facilities./2/ An atternpt has been made to
identify each facility by its primary functional area and to note where other functions
are also present. The thirteen functional categories include: '

1.0 Terminal

2.0 Airline Support

3.0 Airline Maintenance
‘4,9~ General Aviation

5.0 Air Freight

6.0 Airport Support

7.0  Commercial

8.0 Administration/Office

9.0— Transportation
10.0 Miscellaneous
11.0 Parking
12.0 Roads
13.0 Airside

Note that in the names of the functional categories, "airport" refers to SFIA and
"airline” refers to the various carriers that use SFIA.

‘Existing facilities are further classified in this EIR as building or non-building
facilities; although the parking category contains both lots and garages, it is included in
the discussion of non-building areas, Utilities are also discussed under non-building
facilities. | ' '

Existing SFIA Facilities in Buildings
As of 1990, SFIA builclihg space, excluding parking garages and utilities in buildiﬁgs,
totaled about 8.2 million square feet./2,10/ Existing SFIA facilities in buildings

(functional categories 1.0 through 8.0 and 10.0) are summarized in Table 3 and
illustrated in Figure 2, p. 34. Note that building numbers in the table correspond to
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1. Project Description _

those in the figure, and that functions are aggregated into six categories in the figure.
Buildings containing more than one function arerlisted by primary function, with
secondary functions noted (where information is avaiiable). Most buildings on SFIA
land are owned by the City of San Francisco and leased under various terms to airport
users (airlines, rental car companies etc.). Additional facility data, including
ownership, tenant and lease status, acreage and associated aircraft and auto parkm g, are
in SFIA Master Plan Table 6.3./2/

Functional Area 1.0: Existing Terminal Facilities

Located between Bayshore Freeway and the main runWays, the SFIA passenger.
- terminal complex totaled approximately 2,621,500 square feet as of 1989. The
complex has been expanded and upgraded several times since its construction;
impIemcnfaﬁon of the latest Terminal Master Plan (1985) was completed in 1988. The
existing three-terminal cpnfiguraticjn,forms an arc, within which is a short-term, public
auto parking garage and a bi-level roadway loop, and outside of which are the boarding
piers, gate facilities and aircraft aprons (see Figure 2, p. 34). Six pedestrian tunnels
and two bridges link the terminals with the five-level, circular auto parking garage.

" The terminal complex includes six boarding piers and 80 jet aircraft gates, 48 of which
can accommodate wide-bddy jets. The Soutis Terminal, inc]udingv boarding areas A, B
" and C, totals about 849,500 square feet. The Central (International) Terminal, |
including Boarding Area D, totals about 610,000 square feet. The North Terminal,
including Boarding Areas E and F, totals about 1,161,000 square feet./2,4/

Functional Area 2.0: Existing Airline Support Facilities

Airline support functions are provided by, and.complement the operations of, the
airlines using SFIA. In many instances, these functions share facility space with
freight, maintenance or other airline operations. Airline support functions inventoried
in the SFIA Master Plan include catering, storage and warehousing, and administration
(the latter is under functional category 8.0). About 81,800 square feet of Airline
Support functions, not including those in mixed-use facilities, are at SFIA.
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L. Project Description

TABLE 3: EXISTING SFIA FACILITIES IN BUILDINGS BY FUNCTION, 1990

" Facility Numbeg/Name * Area in Squate Feet/a/

1.0 TERMINAL
North Terminal /b/ 1,161,000
International Terminal /¢/ : 610,000
South Terminal /d/ - 849,500
SUBTOTAL TERMINAL o 2,620,300
2.0 AIRLINE SUPPORT (NONTERMINAL)
52  Host International ‘ 31,690
62  United Airlines Catering : - 13,800
Supporting Facilities:
31 United Warehouse _ 12,544
38  American Ground Services Equipment (GSE) ’ . 2,500
45  Delta Warehouse ' 7,200
90 AS[l/Evergreenfe/ = 12,544
93  Pan Am Crew Baggage Holding 1.500
TOTAL INE SUPPORT (N | {1800
3.0 AIRLINE MAINTENANCE
Major; '
1-12  United Maintenance Center 2,870,950
Line: ,
32  Hangar (Vacant) _ 16,000
33  American Maintenance 392,240
39  Qantas Maintenance Hangar 168,761
42  Continental Maintenance Hangar 26,825
4547  Delta Maintenance 136,875
60  United Airines Service Center 90,000
65 PanAm _ 161,825
67 - TWA Service , ., - 9,800
84  JAL Maintenance Building ‘ © 9,000
51  Northwest Maintenance Hangar 36,000
SUBTOTAL AIRLINE MAINTENANCE 18.300
(Continued)
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TABLE 3: EXISTING SFIA FACILITIES IN BUILDINGS BY FUNCTION, 1990

{(Continued)
Facility Number/Name - _  Areain Squ getfa/
4.0 GENERAL AVIATION |
40  Fixed Base Operator (FBO): Butler | . 48,112
54  Chevron, USA Hangar - 40,000
SUBTOTAL General Aviation 88,100
5.0 AIR FREIGHT . |
- -All-g “argo Carriers: N
16  Flying Tigers Hangar : : 108,036
43 U.S. Air Mail Facility | o 168,000
83  JAL Cargo Building ' - 78,000
Top-Off Carriers: . .
41  Airbome Cargo Bldg./f/ 60,000
46  Deita ' 21,000
- 53 Cargo Building No. 7 55,296
55  Northwest Orient Cargo ' 114,550
56  American Airlines Cargo ) ' 71,400
57 ~ U.S. Air Cargo , _ 6,356
58  United Cargo / , 113,720
68 TWA Cargo 71,387
| T AIR FREIGHT - 867.700
6.0 AIRPORT SUPPORT /g/
49  Engineering Building - 30,800
50  Shops/Office /h/ 56,000
48  Equipment Garage _ - 20,000
_ 88  Bus Maintenance ‘ 5,000
~ Crash, Fire and Rescue: o
17  Contingency Building 1000 : ‘ 10,800
35  Fire Station No. 1 ' 12,000
34  Fire Station No. 2 ' _ 12,000
28  Community College Flight School 26,200
UBTOTAL ATRPORT SUPPORT , 172,800
 (Continued)
32
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TABLE 3: EXISTING SFIA FACILITIES IN BUILDINGS BY FUNCTION, 1990

{Continued) .
Facility NumbngName Area in Sgquare Feet/a/

7.0 COMMERCIAL /i/

44  Bank of America : ' 13,062

63  Hilton Inn | 220,000
Chevron Gas Station 900
SUBTOTAL COMMERCIAL | 234.000

8.0 ADMINISTRATION/OFFICE /j/ o

59  United Administration 92,216
64  Pan Am Administration - 33,852
- SUBTOTAL ADMINJOFFICE =~ 126.100

10.0 MISCELLANEOUS

U.S. Coast Guard Facilities

"A" Hangar ‘ . _ 29,700
"B" Administration Building 12,021
"C" Barracks - 25,000
“D" Building : 1,721
"F" Building 14,000
"H" Building 6,000
SUBTOTAL MISCELLANEOUS ~ 88,400
TOTAL 1990 SFIA BUILDING ARFA /k/ : 8.197.700

fa/

Figures represent gross builc_lin% areas; ancillary unbuilt areas (e.g., parking lots,
outdoor work areas) are not included. Subtotals are rounded, as 18 the grand

“total. -

Includes Boarding Areas E and F, as well as 4,500 square feet of Airport Police
facilities. Terminals also contain commercial and administration/office space.
Includes Boarding Area D.. . :

Includes Boarding Areas A, B and C.

Also contains air freight functions.

Also contains administration/office space.

Airport support uti]iéy structures are listed in EIR Section 1ILJ, Utilities.

Not included is an adjacent 45,000-square-foot open maintenance yard.

- Does not include commercial space within terminal facilities.

Does not include administration/office space in buildings with mixed functions
(e.g., terminal and air freight facilities). -

- Total does not include selected utilities in buildings, for which data are not
~ available, or building area in parking garages. :

SOURCES:  Table 6.3, SFIA Final Draft Master Plan, 1989; Airports Commission,

1990; U.S. Coast Guard, 1990; Environmental Science Associates, Inc.
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T1. Project Description
Functional Area 3.0: EXisting Airline Maintenance Facilities

All major maintenance for the United Airlines (UAL} aircraft fleet is performed at
SHA. ("Major" maintenance includes full overhauls; “line" maintenance inclundes
primarily routine procedures.) The UAL Maintenance Center occupies nearly

2.9 million square feet of building space on 170 acres in the North Field area, and
employs over 9,000 people in a three-shift, seven-day-per-week operation.

Seven other airlines operate line maintenance facilities, the largest of which, at
approximately 392,200 square feet, is the American Airlines superbay hangar in the
east field area. Airline maintenance facilities at SFIA, including the UAL center, total
approximately 3.9 million square feet. ' | |

Functional Area 4.0: Existing General Aviation Facilities

General Aviation historically refers to all aviation activity other than airline and
military activity, and may include agricultural, industrial, recreational, air charter, air
ambulance service, aerial photography, police patrol, fire control or Federal, State and
ilocal government aircraft operations./11/ These operations répresent a relatively smati

portion of total SFIA aviation activity (approximately ten percent or less). SFIA's
fixed-base operator (FBO) is Butler Aviation, which occupies approximately
48,100 square feet of building space in the West Field area. Chevron Corporation
- operates a 40,000-square-foot hangar in the same area.

Functional Area 5.0: Existing Air Freight Facilities

Air freight operations at SFIA are of two types: all-cargo and top—bff. All-cargo -
carriers, which transport freight. only, do not require access to the passenger terminal.
Top-off carriers require proximity to the passenger terminal because they use excess
capacity in scheduled passehger flights for transporting freight,

All-cargo catriers, whose facilities are in the north and cast field areas, include Flying
Tigers (Federal Express), Japan Airlines (JAL), DHL and Evergreen. An .
Environmental Impact Report was certified in 1980 for a proposed addition to the
adjacent Flying Tigers and JAL facilities. The project included replacement of the
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II. Project Description

existing approximately 108,000-square-foot Flying Tigers Hangar with a
112,000-square-foot warehouse and maintenance center, and construction of a
35,000-square-foot cargo/warehouse addition to the existing 78 ,000-square-foot JAL
facility. (NOTE: This project, which has not been implemented, would be superseded
under the near term SFIA Master Plan by construction of the proposed North Field

~ Cargo Maintenance Facility. Only the project propoqed in the SFIA Master Plan is
addressed by this EIR.)

Top-off carrier operations. are concentrated in the north side of the passenger terminal
in the west field area, with the exception of Pan Am and TWA, whose facilities are
adjacent to the South Terminal. (In Table 2, p. 28, the Pan Am facility is listed under
the maintenance category). Most of the top-off carriers lease space in shared facilities
such as Cargo Building 7, or sub-lease space from another carrier. All-cargo and top-
off carrier functions at SFIA together occupy dppl’Oleatﬂly 868,000 square feet of
building area.

Functional Area 6.0: Existing Airport Support Facilities

In contrast to airline support facilities, by which the airlines using SFIA support their
own operations, airport sepport functions relate directly to operations of the airport.
The SF1A Master Plan Facilities Inventory, on page 6.11 of the SFLA Master Plan,
broadly defines airport support to include airport administration, airport engineering,
building and field maintenance, Crash/Fire/Rescue facilities, utilities, airport police,
commeicial enterprises, and rental cars. This broad definition appears to consider
commercial enterprises that generate revenue for the SFIA as a:rport support functlons.
For the purposes of defining program requirements and proposing specific projects,
however, SFIA Master Plan categories are more detailed: commercial enterprises are
in category 7.0, airport administration is in category 8.0 and parking is in category
11.0. This EIR uses the more detailed categorization, and discusses non-building
utilities separately. Existing administration/office and commercial facilities within the
terminal buildings were not inventoried in the SFIA Master Plan and are discussed
only qualitatively in this EIR, '
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II. Project Description
: 1
The SFIA engi_ﬁéering building, maintenance shops, equipment garage and bus
maintenance facilities together occupy about 111,800 square feet of space in separate
facilities (the main shops are in a hangar shared with DHL, north of the passenger
 terminal). -

‘Crash/Fire/Rescue facilities include two 12,000-square-foot fire stations and a support
building. A replacement facility for Fire Station No. 2, at the intersection of runways
10L-28R and 1L-19R, is under construction. Fire Station No. 1 is north of the
passenger terminal, adjacent to Butler Aviation. Airport police maintain a
4,500- square—foot station within the North Terminal.

The approximately 26,000-square}-foot San -Franciscp Community College Flight
“School is in the North Field area, adjacent to the Seaplane Harbor.

Functional Area 7.0: Existing Commercial Facilities
~ Excluding rental car operations (discussed under functional category 11.0) and

commercial facilities within the passenger terminals (which were not inventoried in the
SFIA Master Plan), existing commercial facilities at SFIA include an approximately

220,000-square-foot Hilton Inn, a Chevron gas station and a Bank of America branch.
The hotel and gas station are located between the terminal complex and US 101; the
bank is north of the air freight area near McDonnell Road (Frontage Road R-3).

Functional Area 8.0: Existing Administration/Office Facilities

Airport administration functions are located within the existing terminal complex and
were not inventoried in the SFIA Master Plan. Airline administration is in many cases

. combined with other functions; United Airlines and Pan- Am maintain administration
functions in separate facilities of about 92,200 square feet and 33,800 square feet, |
respectively. The facilities are north and south of the terminal access road, relatively
near US 101. 3

Functional Area 9.0; Transportation (Rental Car Garage / Ground Transportation
Center)

This is a new functional area under the SFIA Master Plan; it does not cuﬂénﬂy exist.
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II. Project Description
Functional Area 10.0: Existing Miscellaneous Facilities (in Buildings}-
The U.S. Coast Guard maintains helicopter base facilities at SFIA, including

approximately 88,400 square fect of building space in barracks and shops. The U.S.
Coast Guard facilities are adjacent to the Seaplane Harbor, on federal government

property.

As of 1989, undeveloped SFIA-owned area (excluding approximately 2,500 acres of
tidelands and the 180-acre West-of-Bayshore site) included an 18-acre parcel near the
San Bruno Avenue and Interstate 330 interchange; a 150-acre parcel in the north field
area near the Flying Tigers and JAL freight facﬂmes and a 400-acre parcei in the east
field area.

Existing airport utility systems include aircraft fueling, airfield lighting

(approximately 65 miles of lines), power supply and distribution (approximately 80
miles of lines), water supply and distribution, sanitary sewage collection and treatment,
industrial waste collection and disposal, natural gas supply and distribution, and storm
drainage and collection (approxnnately 45 miles of pipelines)./2,4/ These systerns are
described in EIR Sections L. Hazardous Materials, p- 201, and ITLJ.

Utilities, p 232.

Functional Area 11.0: Existing Parking Facilities

Auto parking facilities at SFIA, including employee, rental car and short- and

- long-term public parking, totaled about 30,730 stalls in 1930. Approximately

6,790 stalls, most of them for short-terr public use, were in the five-level,
3.7-million-square-foot main parking garage, adjacent to the passenger terminal
complex. Long-term parking is available in Lot D (approximately 3,560 public stalls
and 970 employee stalls). Existing rental car parking lots, containing a total of about
2,010 auto parking stalls, are concentrated in the area between the passenger terminal
and US 101 (see Figure 3). About 12,930 city and tenant employee parking stalls are
at scattered locations on airport grounds (including the 970 employee stalls in Lot D),
about 180 stalls are in the terminal courtyard area and about 5,170 parking stalls are
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Jocated off-site in the airport vicinity. No Ground Transportation Center (RCP/GTC)
facilities currently exist, apart from the curb areas between the terminals and the
bi-level terminal loop roadway. SFIA parking facilities are detailed in EIR Section
ITi.B, Transportation. '

Functional Area 12.0: Existing Roads

Freeway access to SFIA is available via U.S. Highway 101 (US 101), U.S. Interstate |
Highway [-380 (1—380)' and U.S. Interstate Highway 1-280 (I-280) via I-380 (see

Figure 1, p. 21). Four interchanges provide direct access to SFIA from US 101:
Millbrae Avenue interchange, Terminal Access Road interchange, San Bruno Avenue
interchange and North Access Road (I-380) interchange. Arterial streets that serve
SFIA, in addition to Millbrae Avenue and San Bruno Avenue, include Old Bayshore
Highway and South Airport Beulevard. As of 1989, roadways on SFIA property
totaled about 18 miles, including the terminal access loop and the frontage road R-3
(McDonnell Road). SFIA roadway and pedestrian facilities are detailed in EIR Section
III.B, Transportation.

Functional Area 13.0: Existing Airside Facilities

SFIA runways are inventoried in the SFIA Master Plan but are not included in near-
term and long-term projects (SFIA Master Plan airside projects include six proposed
modifications on four taxiways). Existing runways and taxiways are also depicted
graphically in the SFIA Master Plan (see Figure 2, p. 34). '

The four existing SFIA runways, completed in 1951, lie on land created in the 1930s
and 1940s by filling of San Francisco Bay. Each of the four intersecting runways is |
200 feet wide and paved, and three runways are equipped for Instrument Flight Rule
(IFR) landing operations. Lengths of the parallel east-west rmiways 28R-10L and
28L-10R are 11,870 feet and 10,600 feet, respectively. Lengths of the parallel north-
south runways 1R-19L and 1L-19R are 9,500 feet and 7,000 feet, respectively.

SFIA MASTER PLAN PROJECTS

Proposed SFIA near-term and long-term Master Plan projects and demolition plans are
illustrated in Figures 4 to 7, pp. 42 to 45. Projects under functional Parking categories

LY
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1.0 through 10.0 are summarized in Tables 4 to 7, pp. 46 10 49, and are presented in
further detail in Appendix B, Table B.1, pp. A.18-31, respectively. Master Plan
Summary tables in the Airports Commission's more abbreviated format are presented
in Appendix B, Table B.2. Proposed changes in functional categories [ 1.0 through
13.0 (ParKing, Roadway and Airside} are described briefly below and in more detail in
EIR Sections [ILB. Transportation, and I1.C. Noise. Some SFIA Master Plan
projects are in the approved September, 1989 SFIA Five-Year Capital Projects Plan
(see Table 2, p. 28). Approved Capital Plan projects are analyzed in this EIR as part of
"both the project (SFIA Master Plan) and No-Project alternative.

Under the near-term SFIA Master Plan, about 1.2 million square feet of building space
would be demolished and about 3.7 million square feet would be cohstructed, for anet
increase of approximately 2.5 million square feet, bringing total 1996 SFIA building
ared to about 10.7 million square feet (figures do not include proposed parking garages
and Rental Car Garage / Ground Transportation Center facilities)., This net change
would represent a 31 percent increase from the approximately 8.2 miltion total square
feet of existing building area at SFIA. Under the long-term SFIA Master Plan, about

' 0.1 million additional square feet of building space would be demolished and about
0.5 million square feet would be constructed, for a net increase of about

0.4 million square feet in the 1997-2006 period.

Near-term and long-term SFIA Master Plan projects would together result in
demolition of about 1.4 miltion square feet of existing building area and construction
of about 4.2 million square feet of new building area, for a net increase of about
2.9 million square feet of building area. This total net change for combined SFIA

Master Plan near-term and long-term projects represent a 35 percent increase from the
existing 1989 SFIA building area total of about 8.2 million square feet. About

0.8 million square feet of existing building area would be remodeled and about

7,340 net new parking stalls would be added under combined near-term and long-term
SFIA Master Plan projects. :
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TABLE 4: NEAR-TERM SFIA MASTER PLAN PROJECTS BY FUNCTIONAL AREA (1990-1996) - SUMMARY /a/

, Existing : Net New }
Function 1990 Demolish Construct Construction/b/ - Remodel  No Change/c/

1.0 SUBTOTAL TERMINAL _ 2620500 (2456000 1,650,000 1,404,400 490,000 1,384,900
20  SUBTOTAL AIRLINE : _

SUPPORT (NONTERMINAL) 81,800 (30,300) . 70,000 39,700 . 51,500
30  SUBTOTAL AIRLINE MAINT, 3,918,300 (455,400) 757,500 302,100 3,462,900

40 - SUBTOTAL GENERAL .

AVIATION 88,100 (88,100) 90,000 1,900
50  SUBTOTAL AIR FREIGHT 867,700 (241,300) 792,300 551,000 71,400 555,000
60  SUBTOTAL AIRPORT o o _

SUPPORT . ' 172,800 (34,800) 39,000 4,200 : 138,000
70  SUBTOTAL COMMERCIAL 234,000 (900) 101,000 100,100 = 233,100
80  SUBTOTAL ADMIN./OFFICE 126,100 (33,900) 160,000 126,100 92,200
100  SUBTOTAL MISCELLANEOUS 88,400 (88,400) 63,400 £25,000)

TOTAL NEAR-TERM PLAN 8,197,700 {1,218,700) 3,723,200 2,564,500 = 561,400 - 6,417.600

NOTE: Negative values are in parentheses,

jal Al figures are in gross building square feet. Detailed building project summaries by function are in Appendix B, Table B.1,
b/ Net New Construction = Construct square feet minus Demolish square feet. ~

e/~ No Change = Existing 1990 square feet minus (Demolish square [eet + Remodel square feet).

/d/  Total 1996 = Construct square feet + Remodel square feet + No Change square feet OR Existing 1990 square fect + Net New Conslructlon square feet.

SOURCES:  Table 6.3 and Appendix 12.5, SFIA Final Draft Master Plan, 1989 SFIA All‘pO]‘(S Commxsemn, 1990; U.S. Coast Guard, 1990; Envuonmental
Science Associates, Inc 1990.

1996 Total/d/

4,024,900

121,500

4,220,400

90,000
1,418,700
177,000
334,100
252,200
63,400

10,702,200




TABLE 5: LONG-TERM SFIA MASTER PLAN PROJECTS BY FUNCTIONAL AREA (1997-2006) - SUMMARY/a/

Function 1996 Total  Demolish  Con
10 SUBTOTAL TERMINAL 4024900 (32,0000  104,0
20 - SUBTOTAL AIRLINE SUPPORT
(NONTERMINAL) 121,500
30  SUBTOTAL AIRLINE MAINT. 4220400  (26,300)
40  SUBTOTAL GENERAL |
AVIATION - | 90,000
50  SUBTOTAL AIR FREIGHT 1418700 (60,000) 204,0
50  SUBTOTAL AIRPORT
oo SUPPORT 177,000
70  SUBTOTAL COMMERCIAL 334,000 (13,100)
80  SUBTOTAL ADMIN.JOFFICE 252,200 100,0
100 SUBTOTAL MISCELLANEOUS 63,400 |
TOTAL LONG-TERM PLAN 10702200 (131,90 498

NOTE: Negative values are in parentheses.

“faf
ol
fef
fd/

NetNew
c Construction/b/ Remodel No Change/c/
00 : 72,000 3,992,900
121,500 -
(26,800) ' 4,193,600
90,000
00 234,000 1,358,700
177,000
(13,100) 220,000 101,000
00 100,000 : 252,200
63,400
0 J66,100 220,000 0,350,300

Al ﬁgurés are in gross building square feet. Detailed building project summaries by function are in Appendix B, Table B, 1.

Net New Construction = Construct square feet minus Demolish square feet.

No Change = 1996 Total square feet minus (Demolish square feet + Remodel square feet). .

Total 2006 = Construct square feet + Remodel square feet + No Change square fee

t OR 1996 Total 8q

uare feet + Net New Construction square feet.

2006 Total/d/

4,096,900

121,500

4,193,600

90,000

1,652,700

177,000
321,000
352,200

63,400

11,068,300

SQOURCES: Table 6.3 and Appendix 12.5, SFIA Final Draft Master Plan, 1989; SFIA Airports Commission, 1990; U.S, Coast Guard, 1990; Envirenmental Science

Associates, Inc., 1990.




TABLE 6: TOTAL SFIA MASTER PLAN PROJECTS BY FUNCTIONAL AREA (1990-2006) - SUMMARY/a/

Net New

Eul}_cm | | 1990 Total Qembiisn Construct Construction/t/  Remodel 2006 Total/c/

1.0 TOTAL TERMINAL ' 2,620,500 t277,600)_ 1,754,000 1,476,400 490,000 - 4,096,200 |
2.0  TOTAL AIRLINE N .

-SUPPORT (NONTERMINAL) 81,800 - (30,300) '70.000 39,’_1’00 121,500
370 | TOTAL AIRLINE MAINT. . 3,918,300 (482,200) 757,500 , | 275,300 o 4,193,600 '
4.0 - TOTAL GENERAL AVIATION . 88,100 -(88,100) 90,000 1,900 90,000
50 . TOTAL AIR FREIGHT | - 867,700  (301,300) 1,086,300 785000 © 71,400 . 1,652,700
6.0 TOTAL AIRPORT SUPPORT 172,800 - (34,860)' 39,000 4,200 177,000
7.0 TOTAL COMMERCIAL . 234,000 {14,000) 101,000 87.0® 220,000 : 321,000
8.0 TOTAL ADMINJ/OFFICE 12.6,100 S (33,900 260,000 = 226,100_ ‘ 4 ) ,352’200
100 TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS 88,400 (88,400) | 63,400 (25,000) , 63,400
GRAND TOTAL : o . |
MASTER PLAN - : - 8197700  (1.350600) @ 4221200 2,870,600 781,400 11,068,300

NOTE: Negative values are in parentheses.

fa/  All figures are in gross building square feet. Detailed building project summaries by function are in Appendix B, Table B.1.
/b/  Net New Construction = Construct square feet minus Demolish square feet.
/c/  Total 2006 = Existing 1990 square feet + Net New Construction square feet.

SOURCES:  Table 6.3 and Appendix 12.5, SFIA Final Draft Master Plan, 1989; SFIA Airports Commlssnon 1990; U.S. Coast Guard 1990; Environmental
o Science Associates, Inc., 1990




TABLE 7: SFIA MASTER PLAN BUILDING AREA CHANGES, 1996 AND 2006 /a/

Function

1.0 Terminal
2.0  Airline Support
3.0  Airline Maint.
4.0 General Aviation
.n-':S 0 Air Freight
o
6.0 Airport Support
7.0 Commercial
8.0 Admin./Office
10.0  Miscellaneous
TOTAL
BUILDING AREA

Building
Area Total
1990
2,620,500

81,800
3,918,300
88,100
867,700

172,800

234,000

126,100

88,400

8,197,700

NOTE: Negative values are in paréntheses.

Near-Term Master Plan (1990 - 1996)

Building Net Percent

Area Total Change Change

1996 1990:1996  1990-1996
4024900 1;404,496 - 54%
121,500 39700  49%
4220400 (302,100 8%
90,000 1,900 2%
1,418,700 551,000 64%
177,000 | 4200 2%
334,100 100,100 43%
252000 126,100 100%
63400 (25,000 (28%)

10,702,200 2,504,500 31%

Total Master Plan (1989 - 2006)

Building Net Percent
Area Total Change Change
4,096,900 1,476,400 56%
121,500 39,700 49%
4193600 275300 1%
90,000 1,900 2%
1,652,700 785,000 90%
177,000 4,200 2%
321,000 87,000 37%
352,200 226,100 179%
63,400 (250000  (28%)
11,068,300 2,870,600 35%

/ol All ﬁgurés are in gross building square feet. Detailed building project summaries by function are in Appendix B, Table B.1.

- SOURCES: Appendix 12.5, SFIA Final Draft Master Plan, 1989; U.S. Coast Guard, 1990; Environmental Science Associates, Inc., 1990,




1. Project Description

@ Proposed Facility Projects in Bpiidings

® 1.0 Terminal Facilities: SFIA Master Plan Projects

_ Near-Term SFIA Master Plan (1990 - 1996). A 250,000~square-f00t International

Terminal would be constructed on the west side of the terminal complex, above the
existing terminal area access road. The building would have seven levels; the lower
three levels would accommodate 250,000 square feet of passenger terminal functions
and the upper four levels would accommodate about 160,000 square feet of
administration and office functions and 100,000 square feet of hotel space (the latter
are described under functional areas 7.0 and 8.0). A two-level roadway system would
be constructed to provide access to the enplaning and deplaning levels. Two bi-level,
500,000-square-foot boarding piers (replacement Boarding Area A and new Boarding
Area G) would be constructed adjacent to the new International Terminal. Each pier'
would extend approximately 1,200 feet and provide up to 13 gate positions.

Existing Boarding Area A (185,600 square feet) and 60,000 square feet of existing
Boarding Area B would be demolished. A 400,000-square-foot boarding area
(replacement Boarding Area B, Phase I) would be constructed to serve the existing
South Terrninal. Net additional terminal building area (excluding administration/office
and hotel space in the new terminal) would total approximately 1,404,400 square feet.
About 490,000 square feet of existing international terminal and boarding area would
be remodeled for domestic terminal use. ‘ '

Long-Term SFIA Mgs.m;_ Plan (1997 - 2006}, The remaining 32,000 square feet of

Boarding Area B would be demolished and replaced with 104,000 square feet
(replacement Boarding Area B, Phase II), for a net addition of 72,000 square feet.
Combined near-term and long-term terminal projects would result in demolition of
about 277,600 square feet and construction of about 1,754,000 square feet, for a total
net addition of approximately 1,476,400 square feet of building area, including 22 or
more additional aircraft gates.

2.0 Airline Support Facilities: SFIA Master Plan Projects

Near-Term SFIA Master Plan (1990 - 1996), A boilerhouse and four buildings,

comprising about 30,300 square fect of area, would be demolished: United Airlines
(UAL) Catering, American Airlines Ground Services Equipment (GSE) building,
ASII/Evergreen building and Pan Am Crew Baggage Holding. A two-level,
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1. Pro ject Description

60,000-square-foot replacement UAL Catering building and a single-level,
10,000-square-foot replacement American GSE would be constructed in the West
Field area, totaling 70,000 square feet of new construction and about 39,700 square
feet of net new building area. Pan Am Crew Baggage Holding would be
accommodated in the proposed Pan Am Maintenance/Administration/Cargo Fac111ty
south of the terminal access road (under Functional Area 3.0), and ASIVEvergreen
would be accommodated in the proposed North Field CargoIMamtenance Facility
(under Functional Area 5.0).

| Long- _Term SFIA Mav.tﬁ; Plan (1997 - 2006). No additional Aitline Support projects
would be included in the Long-Term SFIA Master Plan.

’3.0 Airline Maintenance Facilities: SFLA Master Plan Projects

Near-Term SFIA Master Plan (1990 - 1996). Six buildings, comprising about
455,400 square feet of area, would be demolished: Vacant Hangar (Building 32),
Qantas Maintenance Hangar, United Airlines Maintenance Center, Pan Am
Maintenance, TWA Service Building and Japan Airlines (JAL) Maintenance Building.
A 495,000-square-foot East Field Maintenance Hangar would be constructed to

accommodate future expansion and to consolidate functions from the demolished
maintenance buildings in the West Field area (all of the above-named except JAL and
Pan Am). A 262,500-square-foot replacement Pan Am building, to house
maintenance, administration and air freight functions, would be constructed in the
vicinity of the existing Pan Am building, which would be demolished to accommeodate
the proposed expansion of Boarding Area A. JAL Maintenance would relocate to the
proposed North Field Cargo/Maintenance facility {described under 5.0 Air Freight,
below)., Airline maintenance facility construction would total about

757,500 square feet; net new building area would total about 302,100 square feet.

Long-Term SFIA Master Plan (1997 - 2006). The Continental Maintenance Hangar
(Building 42), containing about 26,800 square feet of building area, would be

demolished. Combined near-term and long-term airline maintenance projects would
result in demolition of about 482,200 square feet and construction of about

757,500 square feet, for a total net addition of approximately 275,300 square feet of
building area.

a2}



1, Project Description
4.0 General Aviation Facilities: SFIA Master Plan Projects

Near-Term SFIA Master Plan (1990 - 1996). The 48,112-square-foot Butler Aviation

Fixed Base Operator (FBO) facility, and the 40,000-square-foot Chevron Hangar, both
now located in the West Field area, would be demolished. A new, 90,000-square-foot
replacement facility would be constructed in the East Field area, near the proposed
East Field Maintenance Hangas.

Lgng~"1‘er_'1_1_1 SFIA Master Plan (1997 - 2006). No additional General Aviation projects

v&ould be included in the Long-Term SFIA Master Plan.

5.0 Air Frc1ght Facilities: SFIA Master Plan Projects

Neag-j[jerm SFIA Master Plan (19212 - 1996). Three air freight facilities, totalmc about

241,300 square feet, would be demolished: Flying Tigers Hangar (Federal Express),
JAL Cargo Building, and Cargo Building Number 7. (The Flying Tigers Hangar is
slated for demolition in 1989-90 under the approved SFIA Capital Projects Plan; the
demolition is analyzed in this EIR as part of the SFIA Master Plan and also as part of
the No-Project alternative.) A 324,000-square-foot, four-building West Field
Cargo/Mainténance facility, and a 432,000-square-foot North Field Cargo/Maintenance
facility would be constructed. A 36,300-square-foot addition to the existing United
Cargo facility, located in the West Field area, would also be constructed, Air Freight
facility construction would total about 792,300 square feet; net new building area
would total about 551,000 square feet. The TWA Cargo facility, about |
71,400 square feet, would be remodeled.

Long-Term SFIA Master Plan (1997 - 2006), The 60,000-square-foot Airborne Cargo

Building, located in the West Field Area, would be demolished. Three buildings,
totaling about 162,000 square feet, would be constructed as part of the West Field
Cargo/Maintenance facility, and a 132,000-square-foot addition would be constructed
for the nearby U.S. Air Mail facility, bringing total construction under the long-term
SFIA Master Plan to about 294,000 square feet of building area. Combined near-term
and long-term Air Freight projects would result in demolition of about

301,300 square feet and construction of about 1,806,300 square feet, for a total Master
Plan net addition of approximately 785,000 square feet of building area.
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II. Project Description

1

6.0 Airport Support Facilities: SFIA Master Plan Projects

Near-Term SEIA Master Plan (1990 - 1996), Day storage fuel tanks in the South Field
area, and the Shell Garage/Warehouse in the North Field area would be demolished.
All three Crash/Fire/Rescue facilities, totaling about 34,800 square feet of building
area, would be demolished and replaced by three facilities totaling about

39,000 square feet of building area. (Replacement of CFR Building #2, scheduled for
1989-90 under the approved SFLA Five-Year Capital Projects Plan, is ongoing.)

Airport support projects would also include installation of additional utilities, including
new water lines, sanitary sewage lines, industrial waste sewer lines, storm drainage
lines, and electrical transmission lines. Changes to existing utility structures are listed
in Table 8. Proposed utility projects are further described in EIR Section IV.J.
Utilities.

1! ng-Term SFIA Master Plan (1997 - 2006). Beyond completion of new utility

systems, N0 additional airport support projects would be included in the Long- -Term
SFIA Master Plan.

7.0 Commercial Facilities: SF1A Master Plan Projects

Near-Term SFIA Master Plan (1990 - 1996). The 900-square-foot Chevron gas
station, north of the terminal roadway, would be demolished and a 1000-square-foot
replacement facility would be constructed nearby. Approximately 100,000 square feet
~ of hotel area would be constructed in conjunction with the 160,000 square feet of

administrative/office space planned for levels four through eight of the proposed new
international termmal

],ggg-Tgmi SFIA Master Plap (1997 - 2006). The approximately 13,100-square-foot
Bank of America, on the north end of the West Field area, would be demolished.
Replacement area would be provided near the terminal roadway in the proposed
100,000-square-foot office building (described under 8.0 Administration/Office,
below), The 220,000-square-foot Hilton Inn would be remodeled. Combined near- -
term and long-term commercial projects would resuit in demolition of about
14,000 square feet, remodeling of about 220,000 square feet, and construction of about
101,000 square feet, for a total Master Plan net increase of approximately
87,000 square feet of building area.
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. Project Description

" TABLE 8: MISCELLANEOUS STRUCTURES AFFECTED BY MASTER PLAN
' PROJECTS (1990-2006)

Facility | _ Demolish | Construct

AIRLINE SUPPORT )

61  United Boilerhouse . X | X

AIRPORT SUPPORT

Day Storage: '

69  Shell Storage Tanks X

86 . Shell Garage/Warchouse X

70  Union Storage Tanks X

71  PST Tanks X

72 PST Tanks X

MISCELLA S

U.S. Coast Guard Facilities '
Ramps ' X X
Pum%_si X X
Fuel F),rdmm:s X X
Tank Farm X X
- Multi-Use Harbor Dock b X

SOURCE: SFIA Final Draft Master Plan, 1989,

8.0 Administration/Office Facilities: SFIA Master Plan Projects

Near-Ti r Plan (1990 - 1 . The approximately 33,900-square-foot

Pan Am Administration building, near the Pan Am Maintenance facility in the South
Field area, would be demolished. Replacement area would be provided in the
160,000-square-foot, four-level office/administration area to be constructed over the
proposed three-level International Terminal. The airport administration offices,
currently sitated in the existing International Terminal, would relocate to the new
terminal as well. (As described above under Functional Area 1.0, 100,000 square feet
of hotel space would also be built above the International Terminal.) Net new

o
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i Project Descnlptidn

Office/Administration construction under the near-term SFIA Master Plan would total
about 126,100 square feet of building area. Note: administration/office space in
existing terminal buildings, not inventoried in the SFIA Master Plan, would continue
in those uses. The existing International Terminal would be converted to domestic use.

Long-Term SFTA Master Plan (1997 - 2006), A 100,000-square-foot office building

{with adjoining five-level parking Garage CC) would be constructed in the West Field
area, near the terminal roadway. Combined near-term and long-term
Administration/Office projects would result in demolition of about 33,900 square feet
and construction of about 260,000 square feet, for a total net addition of approximately
226,100 square feet of building area. -

9.0 Rental Car Garage / Ground Transportation Facilities: SFLA Master Plan Projects |

Near-Term SFIA Master Plan {122{1? 1996). A 960,000-square-foot, multi-level -
Rental Car Garage / Ground Transportation Center (RCG/GTC) would be constructed

on both sides of, and above, existing terminal roadways R-1N and R-1S. North and .
south portions of the Rental Car Garage / Ground Transportation Center would be
connected by vehicle bridges and would be served by a new elevated roadway system

designed to segregate traffic from the existing airport entrance and terminal roadway
system. Level 1 would accommodate rental car shops, offices, car Washing and garage
facilities; Level 2 would accommodate bus and shuttle van staging areas; Level 3 '
would accommodate rental car pickup and return areas; Level 4 would accommodate
rental car staging and storage; and Level 5 would accommodate short-term public,
permit and city employee parking. Underground fuel storage for rental car agencies
would be installed at the outside perimeter of the proposed Rental Car Garage / Ground
- Transportation Center./12/ ' :

Existing rental car facilities and the Chevron gas station would be relocated to
accommodate the Rental Car Garage / Ground Transportation Center (relocation of
Dollar and Budget rental car companies is included in the approved SFLA Capital
Projects Plan). Existing underground utilities would also be removed and
reconstructed to accommodate the Rental Car Garage / Ground Transportation
Center./12/ : ' :

An Automated People Mover (APM) system, consisting of a dual fixed guideway
alignment with trains moving in both directions, would be constructed along the

a5t



1f. Prbject Description

circumference of the terminal roadway. A 30,000—square—foot interim APM
maintenance facility would be constructed within the proposed Rental Car Garage /
Ground Transportation Center. A parking Garage DD, approximately two million
square feet in area, wonld be constructed adjacent fo parking Lot’.D. Transportation
construction under the near-term SFIA Master Plan would total approximately
3,180,000 square feet of building area {parking facilities are described further under
functional area 11.0). Note: Rental Car Garage / Ground Transportation Center
building area is not included in the totals shown in the SFIA Master Plan Project
Summary Tables 3 - 6, pp. 31-33, 46-48, but is instead included with the SFIA Master
Plan parking garage project totals, shown in Table 9, p. 57. ' |

Long-Term SFIA Master Plan (1997 - 2006). The APM sysiem would be extended to

the existing and proposed new remote long-term parking Lots D and DD. The interim
APM maintenance facility would be demolished and converted into additional
Transportation Center parking (approximately 80 spaces). A 60,000-square-foot,
permanent-APM maintenance facility would be constructed in parking Lot D. A
parking Lot CC, approximately 440,000 square feet in area, would be constructed next
to the proposed new office building. Combined near-term and long-term
transportation projects would result in a net addition of approximately

3,648,000 square feet of building area. As above, this buﬂdmg area is shown in
Table 9, p. 57.

10.0 Miscellaneous Facilities: SFIA Master Plan Projects

Near-Term SFIA Master Plan (1990 - 1996), Existing U.S. Coast Guard facilities

(about 88,400 square feet of barracks and shops, as well as ramps, pumps, fuel
hydrants and tank farm) would be demolished and all but the 25,000-square-foot
barracks reconstructed at a new location to accommodate Master Plan projects in the
North and East Field areas. (Realignment of Taxiway C, and construction of a new

~ roadway through the U.S. Coast Guard property, would also be implemented.)

Existing SFIA dock facilities (about 10,000 square feet) at the seaplane harbor would
be demolished and replaced with an approximately 20,000-square-foot multi-use
harbor dock facility. Other proposed demolition and reconstruction of miscellaneous
 structures are shown in Table 8, p. 54.
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TABLE 9: RENTAL CAR GARAGE / GROUND TRANSPORTATION CENTER,
AUTOMATED PEOPLE MOVER (APM) AND PARKING GARAGE
AREAS - NEAR-TERM AND LONG-TERM MASTER PLAN

Fagility | Area in Square Feet
Near-Term Master Plan

g?gﬁdcﬁa%}glr)g%eaiion Conter | 960,000
Automated People Mover (APM} Maintenance (interim} 30,000
Garage DD | 2,190,000 /a/
Subtdtal, Near-Term Plan c o ' 3,180,000

ong-T M. Plan

APM Maintenance (interim) ' (30,000)
APM Maintenance (permanent) 60,000
Garage CC o 438,000
Subtotal, Long-Term Plan | | - 468,000
| TOTAL MASTER PLAN 3,648,000

faf Gafage areas are estimated from number of stalls listed in SFIA Master Plan,
using a factor of 365 square feet per stall. The proposed Garage DD would have
about 6,000 stalls and the proposed garage CC would have about 1,200 stalls.

SOURCES: SFIA Final Draft Master Plan; Transportation and Traffic Engineering -
Handbook, Second Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineering,
Washington, D.C., 1982; Environmental Science Associates, Inc.

Airpoft utility systems would be expanded and upgraded under both near- and long-
term Master Plans, as described in EIR Section IV.J. Utilities Impacts,

1 Plan (1997 - 2006). Beyond completion of utility systems,

no additional misbellancous facility projects would be included in the long-term SFIA
Master Plan. ' '
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11.0 Parking Facilities: SFLA Master Plan Projects

Near-Term SFIA Master Plan (1990 - 1996). Parking Lot D (long-term) would be

~ expanded by about 3,000 auto stalls and a two- or three-level parking structure DD of
about 2.2 million square feet (6,000 stalls) would be constructed adjacent to Lot D. A
vehicle bridge would be constructed to link the two facilities (expansion of Lot D and
construction of the vehicle bridge to Garage DD are included in the approved SFIA
Capital Projects Plan; these projects are analyzed in this EIR as part of the SFIA
Master P1an and also as part of the No-Project alternative). The top (fifth) level of the
proposed Rental Car Garage / Ground Transportation Center would also be used for
public parking (about 850 stalls). Accounting for stalls lost as a result of other Master
Plan projects, net new near-term parking would total about 7,010 stalls,

Long-Term SFIA Master Plan (1997 - 2006). Long-term Parking Lot D would be

further expanded and a multi-story parking structure C and CC of about

440,000 square feet (1,200 stalls) would be constructed adjacent to the proposed

- 100,000-square-foot office building (described above, under 8.0
Administration/Office). Accounting for stalls lost as a result of other Master Plan

' projects, total parking would increase by about 2,500 stalls under the long-term pian.
Combined near-term and long-term SFIA Master Plan parking projects would resualt in
net addition of about 7,340 stalls, -

Building areas of the proposed Rental Car Garage / Ground Transportation Center,
Automated People Mover (APM) and parking garages are summarized in Table 9,
p. 57. Near-term and long-term SFIA Master Plan parking projects are shown in
Figures 8 and 9, pp- 59 - 60. SFIA Master Plan parking projects are further detailed in
_EIR Section IIL.B. Transportation. '

12.0 Roiadway Facilities: SFIA Master Plan Projects

Near-Term SFIA Master Plan (1990 - 1996). Several near-term SFLA Master Plan

roadway projects are programmed as part of the approved SFIA Five-Year Capital
Plan. These include the widening of Frontage Road R-3 (McDonnell Road) from two -
lanes to four lanes (scheduled for implementation in 1991/92), and widening of North
- Access Road from two lanes to four lanes (scheduled for implementation in 1989/90,
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but not done as of February 1991). These projects are analyzed in this EIR as part of
the SFIA Master Plan and also as part of the No-Project alternative. SFIA Master Plan
roadway projects not included in the SFIA Five-Year Capital Projects Plan include
widening of Roadway R-6, construction of a new perimeter roadway to the U.S, Coast
Guard facilities, reconfiguration of the US 101 - terminal area interchange and
reconfiguration of the Interstate 380 - SFIA interéhange. Roadway projects are further
detailed in EIR Section IV.B. Transportation.

Long-Term SFIA Master Plan (1997 - 2006). Additional roadway projects under the

long-term Master Plan would include the widening of Frontage Road R-2 (south of the |
passenger terminal). ' -

13.0 Airside Facilities: SFIA Master Plan Projects

Near-Term Master Plan (1989 - 1996). Airfield modifications included in the
near-term SFIA Master Plan include realignment of Taxiways A, B, C and R, and
extension of Taxiways A and B, Other airfield improvements are programmed as part
of the SFIA Five-Year Capital Projects Plan. These include installation of a
microwave landing system, extension of Taxiway L to Runway 19L, extension of

_ ‘Taxiway V to Taxiway L, and construction of two high-speed exit taxiways -- one at
Runway 19L and Taxiway F and one at Runway 10L and Taxiway L.

Long-Term SFIA Master Plan (1997 - 2006). One additional airfield project is
included-in the long-term Master Plan: expansion of the south terminal ramp area to
accommodate reconfiguration of Boarding Area B and extension of Taxiways A and B.

TURE GROWTH UNDER T T RED TQ OTHER
TURE ARI

The SFIA Master Plan was developed on the basis of forecasts of aviation activity and
requirements for Airport facilities to meet forecast demand. As discussed in Chapter 7
of the SFIA Master Plan, the SFIA activity forecasts were cléveloped from a set of
assumptions about the characteristics of activity in the Bay Area region and at SFIA.
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11, Project Description
‘ : ! :
Other forecasts have been developed for SFIA, using different assumptions about the
characteristics of regional and Airport activity. If the future characteristics of activity
are as assumed by those forecasts, future aviation activity at SFIA could be different
from that forecast in the SFIA Master Plan,

The master planning process is intended to be flexible and respond to unforeseen
changes in activity./16/ However, the capability of the future landside facilities
currently planned under the project to accommodate future activity could be affected if
the acu'vity is different from that forecast in the SFIA Master Plan,

The capablhty of the existing SFIA alrfleld (atrside facilities) to accommodate future
activity with "acceptable” delays is also affected by the level and characteristics of the

activity.

This section includes a comparison of the SFIA Master Plan forecasts for SFIA with
forecasts prepared by the California Departraent of Transportation in the California
Aviation System Plan (CASP), and by the FAA in the document Terminal Area
 Forecasts, FY 1989-2005./17,18/ A discussion of regional passenger forecasts
prepared by the CASP and FAA is prov1decl in Section ITI.A. Land Use and Plans,
beginning on p. 107

Avi"'A".F st

A summary of the forecasts developed in the SFIA Master Plan is provided in Table 1,
p- 24, and in Appendix B, Table B-2, pp. A.32-35. Key assumptions made in
developing the forecasts include:

- The Bay Area region will continue to experience strong passenger growth.

. SFIA will continue to capture the major share of passenger demand.
e  SFIA will continue to be the primary facility serving internationat activity,

o  Larger aircraft will be serving SFIA in the futare, and more passengers will be on
each aircraft.

. Continved growth in activity is accommodatcd by increased utilization of aircraft
and Airport facilities.

-« Existing and future landside facilities will be available to satisfy demand.
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. 1
In the CASP fofecasts, fotal passenger traffic in California is the sum of individual
forecasts at each of the state's existing and projected air carrier airports. For each
airport, a service area relating to county boundaries was defined. The SFIA service
area includes the nine counties that make up the Bay Arearegion (some of which are
also part of the service areas for Metropolitan Oakland International and San Jose
International Airports)./17/

Historic passengers at SFIA were compared to historic population within the SFIA
service area to obtain factors for enplaned passengers per capita. For example,
enplaned passengers per capita at SFIA increased from about 0.6 in 1980 to about 0.91
in 1985.

Forecasts were then made of the enplaned-passengers-per-capita factors. For example,
enplaned passengers per capita at SFIA are forecast to increase to 1.5 in 1995 and 2.3
in 2005. These factors were applied to forecast service area population to determine
forecast passengers. :

In the FAA fofecasts, growth factors developed through the use of a terminal area
forecast data base were applied to individual airports. At some airports, the forecasts

were modified to reflect forecasts for major hubs. The hub forecasts were developed
using analysis of trends, the characteristics of activity at each airport within the hub,
and socioeconomic trends and forecasts./18/

Summary of SFIA A p er and Operatipns For . Table 10 shows a

comparison of the annual activity forecasts for SFIA developed in the SFIA Master
Plan, CASP, and FAA studies. The table shows that:

. e  The CASP passenger forecasts for 2006 are 3 percent higher than the SFIA
Master Plan forecasts, but the CASP air carrier operations forecasts for 2006 are
74 percent higher (or 40 percent higher if commuter operations are included in
the SFIA Master Plan forecast). The difference is due to differing assumptions
about aircraft size and load factors.

o - The FAA passenger forecasts for 2006 are 21 percent lower than the SFIA
Master Plan forecasts, but'the FAA air carrier operations forecasts for 2006 are
8 percent lower. Although the aircraft size and load factors assumed by FAA are
not available, they are Iikely to be lower than the corresponding aircraft size and
load factors assumed in the SFIA Master Plan.
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TABLE 10: COMPARISON OF ANNUAL ACTI\HTY PORECASTS FOR SFIA,

NA = Not available

1996 AND 2006
-SFIA Master
Planfa/ . CASP/b/ EFAAN/
Annual Passengers : ' :
1996 42,280,000 39,268,000 /c/ 35,668,000 fc/
2006 51,330,000 52,770,000 /cf 40,567,000 /cf
SFIA Share of Region's
Passengers
- 1996 71% 69% 69%
2006 70% - 65% 63%
Average Seats Per Aircraft
1996 175 /d/ 137 fef NA
2606 180 /d/ 138 /ef -NA
.. Average L.oad Factor
1996 59% 54% le/ NA
2006 65% 53% fel - NA
Annual Air Carrier Operations :
1996 375,100 534,600 /f/ 346,000 /g/
- 2006 411,600 715,300 H/ 378,000 /g/
Annual Total Operations |
1996 ' 496,800 605,900 498,000
2006 538,500 802,300 536,000

fa/  See Table 1 for assumptions about activity forecast in the SFIA Master Plan,

/bl CASP and FAA forecasts for 1995 and 2005 are adjusted to reflect forecast
activity in 1996 and 2006. ,

fc/  Includes passengers on commuter flights.

/d/ During the average day of the peak month.

- /e/  During the average day of the year.
Includes flights by commuter aircraft.

/g/  Classified as air carrier by the FAA: Airport Traffic Control Tower.

SOURCES Chapter 7, SFIA Master Plan; California Department of Transportation,
Division of Aeronautics, The California Aviation System Plan, July
1989; U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation
Admlmstranon Terminal Area Forecasts, FY 1989 - 2005, April 1989,

o
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e  Both the CASP and FAA forecasts were developed assuming that SFIA would
capture a smaller proportion of the region’s demand than was assumed in the -
SFIA Master Plan.

e  The SFIA Master Plan forecasts were prepared assuming that aircraft size and
load factors would increase, in response to an increasingly capacity- -constrained
environment. The CASP forecasts were prepared assuming that aircraft size and
Ioad factors would remain virtually constant, and that "as traffic and service
reach design capacity limits, air service growth for the Bay Area will
increasingly be re-directed..."/17/

Future L jde Faciliti

In the SFIA Master Plan, terminal requirements were developed on the basis of
forecast passengers and operauons during the average day of the peak month, and the
peak hour, The requirements for other landside facilities were developed using the _
relationship between forecast passengers and operations and building areas, surveys of
Airport tenants, and general planning criteria. |

If the sccnario forecast in the CASP occurs, there would be more passengers and more
operations, by generally smaller aircraft, than forecast in the SFIA Master Plan, If the

/ﬂammmwﬁmmmmm be fewer passengers and operatmns

- than forecast in the SFIA Master Plan.

The master planning process involves continually reassessing the level and nature of
demand and adjusting plans for development accordingly. "Ideally, the master plan
. should reflect an up-to-date assessment of what exists and what is required."/16/ If
such a reassessment is performed, future landside facilities at the Airport could be
modified to accommodate changes in future activity, |

However, if the other forecast scenarios described were to occur and landside facility
plans were not modified, future Airport facilities might not be able to provide a high or
adequate level of service, and crowding and delays in loadmg and unloading aircraft
might result.

Analysis of Ai aci trer: a

This section includes a discussion of analyses of airfield capacity and aircraft delay
prepared for the SFIA Master Plan, San Francisco Bay Area Airports Task Force
Capacny Study, and CASP.
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. 1 .
Airfield capacity, as analyzed in the SFIA Master Plan and Task Force studies, is the
maximunn number of aircraft operations that can take place in a given time, under
specified conditions. "Congestion results whenever the volume of aircraft operations
at an airp-ort approaches airfield capacity."/19/ '

The annual service volume was estimated for purposes of evaluating airfield capacity
in the CASP; '

"The [annual service volume] ASV is the annual volume of aircraft operations
beyond which the average delay to each aircraft increases rapidly with relatively
small increases in aircraft operations (and beyond which the levels of service on

the atrfieid deteriorate).

"The ASV is a reasonable estimate of an airport's annual capacity in terms of
aircraft operations that may be used as a reference in airport planning... However,
it is recognized that for many airports...the peak hour...capacity is a more
important and relevant measure of an airport's airfield capacity than the annual
service volume..."/20/

SFIA Master Plan

The analysis of airfield capacity was based on a Sﬁwey of scheduled airline operations
in 1986, FAA Engineered Performance Standards, the Task Force study, and FAA
aviation forecasts. "Practical™ and "calculated" airfield capacities at SFIA were
‘estimated for various runway uses (configurations) and weather conditions. Practical
capacity was defined as "a function of passenger and zirkine tolerance of delays.”
Calculated capacity is the theoretical maximum capacity of the airfield.

Table 11 shows the practical and calculated capacities durmg VER (visual flight rules)
and IFR (instrument flight rules) conditions and for the primary runway configurations
at SFIA, along with the percent of the time each combination of weather conditions

and runway Use 0ccurs.

As shown in the table, the practical capacity of the airfield during VFR conditions,
with Runways 28L and 28R used for arrivals and 1L and IR used for departures, is
103 operations per hour. It is estimated that this maximum capacity use can occur
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TABLE 11: SFIA AIRFIELD CAPACITIES DURING VARIOUS WEATHER
AND RUNWAY USE CONDITIONS, SFIA MASTER PLAN

Runway Use Ailfield Capacity ‘ Percent

Visual Flight Rules/a/ o {Operations Per Hour) © Annual
Amivals  Departures Practical/h/ Calculated/c/ Use/d/
28L,28R 1L, IR 103 109 61.4%
28L,28R  28L, 28R 90 84 24.6
19L, 19R  10L, I0R _ 85 77 . 6.6
' 92.6%

Tnstrument Flight Rules/a/
Arivals  Departures

28L,28R 1L, 1R 53 68 5.6%
281, 28R 28L, 28R 53 62 0.4
19L, I9R  10L, I0R 53 53 ' 14

7.4%

fa/— Visual flight rules conditions occur when the cloud ceiling is at 1,000 feet or
above and visibility is at least 3 miles. Instrument flight rules conditions occur
when the ceiling and visibility are below those minima.
/b/  "Practical” capacity reflects passenger and airline tolerance of delays, and can
vary among airports.
fc/  "Calculated” capacity is the maximum capacxty of the airfield,
/d/  Given the perccnt occurrence of various ceiling, v1s1b111ty, and wmd conditions.

SOURCE: SFIA Master Plan, Section 7.3.

about 61 percent of the year. Other runway configurations during VFR conditions
result in Jower airfield capacities. Practical airfield capacity during IFR conditions is
estimated to be 53 operations per hour. :

As shown in Appendix J, Table J-1, p. 179, in 1990 there were 94 aircraft operations

during the peak hour, 69 of which were performed by airline aircraft. Total peak hour
*operations are forecast to increase to 120 by 2006; airline peak hour operations are

forecast to increase to 96 by 2006. A comparison of the peak-hour activity in Table J-1
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with the cstimatg:d capacities in Table 11 shows that under VER conditions, forecast
airline activity during the peak hour would be less than estimated capacity while total
aircraft o perations would be higher than capacity during the peak hour in 2006. Under
IFR conditions, forecast airline activity durmg the peak hour would be about 1.8 times
higher than estimated capacity.

Secuon 7.3 of the SFIA Master Plan includes the following conclusmns regarding
airfield capacity and aircraft delay: '

. "Under VFR conditions, there appears to be adequate capacity to accommodate
the Forecast levels of demand for scheduled air camcrs "

. “Increasing delays during peak peiiods may result in the 'squeezing out’ of
general aviation aircraft, passenger acceptance of delays, spreading of peak
activity over longer penods, cancellation of flights, or greater use of other

airports.

. "Under IFR conditions, the existing airfield capacity limit...may be expected to
result in an unmanageable situation for the forecast levels of traffic.”

»  “The effects of this...will result in the implementation of...technological
innowations..., increased ut.thzation of other airports..., additional improvements

to the airfield."

FAA Capacity Task Force

The San Francisco Bay Area Airports Capacity Task Force was established by the
FAA to analyze capacity and existing and forecast delays and evaluate proposed
actions to Lncrease capacity and reduce delays at the Bay Area’s airports. The study
was pcrformed Jointly by the FAA, Bay Area international airport staffs, the Air
Transport Association, and the airlines serving the Bay Area./15/

The study was based on aircraft 6perations in 1986 and two forecast years (1990 and
1995). Table 12 shows total annual, average day of the pcak month, and peak hour
operations at SFIA in 1986 and forecast for 1990 and 1995.

_ The Task Force analysis of airfield capacity was based on estimated "maximum
throughput™ and "acceptable delay” capacities for various runway uses and weather
conditions. Acceptable delay was defined as an average of four minutes for arriving
aircraft./19/ Table 13, p. 70 shows then-current airfield capacities at SFIA. '
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TABLE 12: ACTUAL AND FORECAST AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS AT SFIA,
CAPACITY TASK FORCE STUDY

_ : Acmal Tagk Force Forgeast
Time Period 1986 1990 1995
Annual 450,000 g 500,000 525,000
Average Day, _

Peak Month 1,307 . 1,451 1,540
Peak Hour _
(All Operations) , 96 105 108

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administraﬁon, San
Francisco Bay Area Airports Task Force Capacity Study of SFQ, SIC, and
OAK International Airports, 1987. ‘

As shown in Table 13, "acceptable delay” capacity during VFR conditions, with
Runways 28L and 28R used for arrivals and 1L and IR for departures, was 93
operations (assuming arrival priority and 50 percent arrival demand). This maximum
~ capacity use can occur up to about 61 percent of the year. '

As shown by comparing the peak hour forecasts in Table 12 with the estimated
capacities in Table 13, forecast peak hour activity is higher than estimated capacity
“under all weather conditions and runway configurations.

In the Task Force study, average delays (above the "acceptable” delay of four minutes)
were estimated to be 11 minuies per operation in 1986 and forecast to be 17 minutes in
1990 and 24 myinutes in 1995. These delays were estimated to result in direct airline
operating costs of about $170 million in 1986, $270 million in 1990, and $370 million
in 1995./19/
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TABLE 13: SFIA AIRFIELD CAPACITIES DURING VARIOUS WEATHER
: AND RUNWAY USE CONDITIONS, CAPACITY TASK FORCE

STUDY
Runway Use Airfield Capacity
Visnal Flight Rules/af {Operations Per Houry/b/ Percent
Acceptable Maximum Annual
Arrivals Departures Delayz Throughout/d/ Use/e/
8L, 28R IL, IR 109 61.4%
8L, 28R 28L, 28R 92 107 24.6
9L, 19R 10L, 10R 75 97 - _66
’ B ' '  92.6%.
Instrument Flight Rules/a/
Arrjvals . Departures , _
28R 1L, IR 67 : 71 5.6%
28L., 28R " 28L, 28R 57 67 0.4
- I9L , i0L, 10R _ 52 55 14
' . _ - 7.4%

faf- Visual flight rules conditions occur when the cloud ceiling is at 1,000 feet or-
above and visibility is at least 3 miles. Instrument flight rules conditions occur
A when the ceiling and visibility are below those minima,

/b/  Assuming arrivals are given priority by air traffic control, and that arrivals are
50% of all operations. Capacities for arrivals and departures (shown separately
in the Task Force study) are added.

fe/  Assuming that a four-minute delay is considered acceptable.
/d/  Assoming that there is always an aircraft waiting to arrive or depart.
fel Given the percent occurrence of various ceiling, visibility, and wind conditions.
Some of the ranway uses shown in the Task Force study are combined in this

table.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, San
Francisco Bay Area Airports Task Force Capacny Study of SFO SIC,
and OAK International Airports, 1987. .

The Task Force studied 19 proposals for increasing airfield capacity and reducing
aircraft delay. The 16 proposals recommended for implementation are listed in
Appendix I, p. A.173. The recommended improvements providing the largest annual
savings in delay costs were the extension of Runways 28L and 28R and the distribution

of traffic more evenly among the three Bay Area airports.
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CASP

In the CASP study of statewide system requirements, the estimated annual service
volume at each airport was compared with forecast aircraft operations through the year
2005. Where forecast operations were higher than the annual service volume,
proposed actions to alleviate the “capacity shortage" were evaluated in terms of their
effects on a system-wide as well as individual airport basis./20/

The annual service volume for SFIA was estimated to be 500,000 annual aircraft
operations. Total aircraft operations are forecast to increase to about 780,000 by the
year 2005, according to the CASP. The projected capacity shortage in 2005 is about
280,000 opérations, or about 56 percent of the existing airfield capacity.

Because projected capacity shortages are concentrated at the air carrier airports in the |
Los Angeles Basin, San Francisco Bay Area, and San Diego area, the impacts of
potential "air carrier airport scenarios," consisting of combinations of remedial actions,
were evaluated. Remedial actions evalvated included the redistribution of air carrier

. operations to other airports, relocation of general aviation operations, rescheduling of
operations to off-peak hours, implementation of air traffic control improvements, and

addition of facilities at existing or new airport sites./20/

The preliminary CASP recommendations for the San Francisco Bay Area are listed in
Appendix 1, p. A.173, The recommendations include the redistribution of operations
among the Bay Area airports, construction of a new runway at Metropolitan Oakland
International Airport, extension of a runway at San Jose International Airport, and
addition of air carrier service to Travis Air Force Base. '

Forecasts an re Airside F

The analyses of capacity and delay prepared as part of the Task Force and CASP
studies cannot be compared directly to the SFIA Master Plan, as they were developed
on the basis of different forecasts. However, it is likely that, if future activity at SFIA
occurs as forecast in the SFIA Master Plan, the delays and delay costs estimated by the
Task Force for 1990 would occur at SFIA by 1996 and the delays and costs estimated
for 1995 would occur at SFIA in or before 2006.
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. , f o
If future activity at SFLA occurs as forecast in the CASP, delays could be longer and
costs higher than estimated in the Task Force study, depending on the number of
operations, mix of aircraft types serving the airport, and distribution of future activity
during the day.

Assumptions for Evaluation of Envirc_)mﬁgnx_a_l Effects

The capability of facilities at SFIA to accommodate forecast activity could affect
future environmental conditions near the Airport. For example, delays to aircraft on -
the apron or taxiways result in increased aircraft noise, air pollutant emissions, and fuel
‘consumption. The spreading of aircraft operations into non-peak hours (as-a result of
delays or rescheduling) can result in increased noise during evening or nighttime
hours. Aircraft delays may affect the feasibility of implementing current or proposed
noise abatement procedures. -

As discussed in Section I1.C. Project Characteristics, p. 22, the landside improvements
proposed under the project are designed to accommodate the forecasts of activity

® developed in the SFIA Master Plan. If future activity occurs as forecast in the SFIA
Master Plan, airport landside facilities with the project would not constrain the activity
such that the constraints cause additional environmental effects. If future activity
occurs as forecast under the CASP, however, SFIA landside facilities with the project
may constrain the activity such that the constraints cause additional envuonmental
effects. Those effects cannot be estimated specifically.

‘According to SF[A, the existing airfield couid accommodate SFIA MaSter Plan related

® growth. This EIR evaluates whether the existing airfield could accommodate the
forecast growth, and whether there could be airfield constraints that could canse
additional environmental effects. '

Because no major airside improvements are proposed as part of the SFIA Master Plan,
the evalnation of future environmental conditions (with or without the project) must
reflect projected delays to aircraft using the existing airfield. The effects of average
delays, as estimated in the Task Force study, on aircraft noise, air pollution, and fuel
consumption at SFIA are discussed in Sections IV.C. Noise, IV.D. Air Quality, and

IV.E. Energy.
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E. PROQJECT APPROVALS AND SCHEDULE

MASTER PLAN APPROVAL PROCESS

Background

Development of the SFIA Master plan began in late 1986, with site inventories and
development of demand forecasts. Findings were published in SFIA Master Plan
Working Paper A (June 1987)./13/ On the basis of review and comment on Working
Paper A from interested agencies and individuals, SFIA Master Plan facilities |
programs and alternatives were developed and published in Working Paper B (August

. 1988)./14/ Further refinements of the facilities programs, alternatives and costs were -
incorporated into Working Paper C (published in June 1989)./15/ The Final Draft
SFIA Master Plan was published in November 1989.12/

vironm Review

An Initial Study for the SFIA Mastér Plan EIR was published by the San Francisco
Department of City Plamung (DCP) on August 11, 1989. On the basis of the Initial

WMMSW project might have a significant effect on the

environment and that an EIR was therefore required according to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Notice that a Draft Environmental Irnpact Report
(DEIR) was required was provided to local agenciés and individuals at that time. On
July 9, 1990, a formal Notice of Preparation was circulated via the State Clearinghouse
to state agencies. Responses were received from interested individuals and local and
state agencies. '

- Publication of the DEIR will be followed by a 45 to 60-day pubiic comment period,
including at least one public hearing on the Draft EIR before the San Francisco City
~ @ Planning Commission (the certifying body of the "lead agency” under CEQA). Following
the public hearing on this Draft EIR, responses to written and oral comments will be
prepared. The Draft EIR, plus the Summary of Comments and Responses document
containing instructions for revising the Draft EIR, will serve as the Final EIR (FEIR). The
FEIR will be presented to the San Francisco City Planning Commission for certification as

489



w. Project Description

)

to accuracy, objectivity and completeness. The certified Final EIR will be used by the San |

Francisco Airports Commission in its decisions both on the proposed SFIA Master Plan
and, if ad opted, on projects carried out pursuant to the SFIA Master Plan. No actions
pursuant to the SFIA Master Plan permits may be taken until the Finat EIR is certified.

@ Approval of the SFIA Master Plan is a separate action from EIR certification, and will
include public hearings to be held by the Airports Commission.

This EIR is classified as a Program EIR under Section 15168 of the State CEQA
Guidelines. A Program EIR is intended to iarovide a comprehensive assessment of all
cumulative project impacts but does not examine each specific project component in
detail. In the case of the SFIA Master Plan, this comprehensive assessment, when
certified, would be intended to serve as a framework for implementing all project
commponents included in the near-term SFIA Master Plan programs, without requiring
further cofnponent-specific EIRs. -

" SFIA Master Plan Apprg- val Reguirements

Because SFIA is owned by and under the jurisdiction of the City and County of San
Francisco, which is not subject to land use regulations of San Mateo County, no zoning
ordinance amendments, General Plan amendments or conditional use authorizations or
other approvals would be required from San Mateo County for implementation of the
proposed SFIA Master Plan. Permits would likely be required from regional, state and
federal agencies that have reguiatory authority over aspects of SFIA land use and
operations (“responsible agencies” under CEQA).

Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC} approval would be required
for construction of a public roadway adjacent to the U.S. Coast Guard sea wall that
~ would permit employees and visitors to access East Field area facilities from the North

Field access road, and for alteration or construction of a new multi-use dock facility,

@ located adjacent to the U.S. Coast Guard Station at Seaplane Harbor. In considering
the proposed dock in Seaplane Harbor, BCDC must find, among other things, that the
use of the dock would be water-oriented, that the dock itself would be the minimum
size necessary to achieve its purpose, that there was no feasible upland location for
some or all of the dock, that the placement of the dock would minimize any harmful
effects on fish and wildlife resources, water quality, and marshes and mudflats, and
that any significant impacts on the Bay would be mitigated./20a/
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II. Project Description

@ In considering the expansion of the roadivay, BCDC must find that the use of the
roadway would be consistent with the airport priority use designation and that the
maximum feasible public access consistent with the project would be provided. All
other proposed improvements outside BCDC's jurisdiction but within the Airport
appear to be generally consistent with the airport priority use designation of the Bay
Plan./20a/ | |

The Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region (RWQCB)
would be responsible for regulating additional sewer and industrial waste water
discharges resulting from SFIA Master plan project implementation (see Section IV.J.
Utilities). :

@ The proposed SFIA Master Plan project is located on historic and/or existing tidelands
and submerged lands granted in trust by the Catifornia Legislature to the City and
County of San Francisco pursuant to Chapter 987, Statutes of 1943, as amended. Uses
invelving granted tidelands must be consistent with the public trust and the applicable
granting statutes. The City, as grantee, has the day-to-day administration of these
lands and the State Lands Commission retains oversight authority. A permit from the
State Lands Commission will, therefore, not be required. /20b/
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Changes in freeway ramp configurations at the SFIA interchange with US 101, and at
the I-3804US 101 interchange, as described in Section IV.B. Transportation, would
require Caltrans action, in concert with SFIA. Discussions between Caltrans and SFIA
are ongoing. ' '

Caltrans Division of Aeronautics administers state noise standards and issues state
permits for all ajrp'drts. (See Section IV.C. Noise, for an analysis of noise impacts due
to the SFIA Master Plan.) Since no runway extensions, relocations or additions are
included in the SFIA Master Plan, the State Airport Permit for San Francisco
International Airport should not be affected by the project. /20¢/

SFIA Master Plan projects would not alter ranways, aircraft approach zones or flight -
paths. Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) clear zone regulations currently
affecting portions of Burlingame, Millbrae, San Bruno, South San Francisco and
unincorporated areas of San Mateo County owned by SFIA would not change asa
result of SFIA Master Plan implementation. - Therefore no FAA action would be.
necessary for the SFIA Master Plan projects.. Aviation safety issues are in FAA's
purview and are discussed in Sections HLL and IV.M. Aviation Safety.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) under the Endangered Species Act, is
required 1O ensure that the continued existence of any endangered or threatened species
is not jeopardized as a result of federally funded or authorized action. This Act applies
to projects that would adversely modify or destroy habitat critical to these species. The
West of Bayshore site has been identified as the habitat of the San Francisco garter
snake, an endangered species, and the red-legged frog, a candidate for the endangered
species list. This site is not included for development in the SFIA Master Plan.

Under the 1972 Federal Water Pollution Control Act, the Corps of Engineers was
assigned permit authority over all dredging and filling operations in all waters of the
United States. This definition includes San Francisco Bay up to the mean higher high
water mark and adjacent wetlands, marshes, bogs, and similar areas. The Corps'
principal concerns are the impacts that dredging or filling would have on water quality
and marine life, erosion potential, and water supplies. Any person or public agency
proposing to locate a stracture, excavate, or discharge dredged or fill material into

- waters of the US or to transport dredged material for the purpose of dumping it into
ocean waters must obtain a "404" permit. The construction of the Seaplane Harbor
dock facility may fall under the jurisdiction of the COE and evoke the "404" permit

requiremenit.
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SFIA MASTER PLAN IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE AND COSTS

Near-term SFIA Master Plan projects would commence upon certification of the Final
Environmental Impact Report and approval of the Master Plan, in antumn of 1991, or
later. The bulk of demolition and construction would be completed within the first
~ four to five years of SFIA Master Plan implementation. Total SFIA Master Plan costs
~ are estimated at approximately $1.7 billion, with near-term demolition and
construction projects representing nearly 70 percent of total costs.

NOTES - Project Description

/1/  Costas, John, Assistant Administrator, Planning and Construction, San Francisco
International Airport, letter to Barbara Sahm, San Franmsco Environmental
Review Officer, dated October 15, 1990. -

f2f  Airports Commission, San Francisco International Airport, Final Draft Master
Plan, November 1989. (1989 figures have becn used as approximations of 1990,
the base year.)

/3/ 1989 aviation actmty ﬁgures are pnmanly from "San Francisco International
Airport Comparative Traffic Report " December 1989. Unrounded figures are
presented in Table 1. _ _

ission, San Francisco International Airport, "Information
Packagc," September 1989. -

/5/  Military aircraft operations are limited to the U.S. Coast Guard heliport facﬂﬂy in |
- the East Field area of SFIA, which is Federal Government property. '

/6/ 1986 and 1989 passenger figures are from "San Francisco International Airport
Comparative Traffic Report,” December 1987 and December 1989. SFIA Master
Plan passenger forecasts were developed by Thompson Consultants International,
in E%FIA Master Plan Working Paper A, San Francisco Axrports Commission,
19 '

@ /7/  Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Draft Regmnal Airport System Plan
- Update Inventory, May 22, 1991, Military airfields include: Hamilton Air Force

Base/Army Airfield (surplus); Travis Air Force Base; Alameda Naval Air ,
Station; and Moffett Field Naval Air Station (potential surplus). Public use
General Aviation airfields include: Hayward Air Terminal, Livermore Municipal
Airport and Oakland North Airfield in Alameda County, Buchanan Field, and
Byron Airport in Contra Costa County; Gnoss Field in Marin County; Napa
County Airport and Parrett Field in Napa County; Half Moon Bay and San
Carlos Airports in San Mateo County; Palo Alto, Reid-Hillview and South
County Airports in Santa Clara County; Nut Tree and Rio Vista Airports in
Solano County; and Cloverdale, Healdsburg, Petaluma, Santa Rosa Air Center,
Sonoma Sky Park and Sonoma Valley Airport in Sonoma County. Private use
General Aviation airfields include: Fremont (closed), Meadow Lark and Sky
Soaring Airports in Alameda County; Antioch and Delta Airports in Contra
Costa County; Marin Airport and Commodore Seaplane Base in Marin County;
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@ Calistoga (closed), Inglenook Ranch, Moskowite, Mysterious Valley and Pope
Valley Airports in Napa County; Blake, Garibaldi, Maine Prairie, Travis Air
Force Base Aero Club, Vaca-Dixon (closed), and Vacaville Airports in Solano
County; and Graywood and Sea Ranch Airports in Sonoma County.
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. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

INFRODUCTION
This chapter contains a rather extensive description of San Francisco International
Airport and its surroundings. Even so, much of the quantitative data for issues such as
transportation, noise and air quality, have been placed in Chapter IV. Environmental
Impacts. This has been done to make comparison of existing and future conditions

‘easier. |
A. LAND USE AND PLAN
EXISTING AIRPORT LAND USE/1/

Land use at the San Francisco International Airport (SFIA) is governed principally by
the City and County of San Francisco. Although SFIA is located in unincorporated
San Mateo County, SFIA is owned by the City and County of San.Francisco and is
therefore niot subject to the land use regulations of the County of San Mateo. Other
agencies that have planning or regulatory powers in portions of SFLA are the Bay
Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
U.S. Coast Guard and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).

SFIA covers approximately 5,200 acres. About 2,700 acres have been develi)ped for
airport use and 2,500 acres are tideland, which have not been developed. Land uses at
SFIA are categorized broadly into airside and landside land uses. The airside category
consists of the runway and taxiway systems and occupies approximately 1,700 acres.
The Iandside category is divided into twelve functional classes: terminal complex,
non-terminal airline support, airline maintenance, General Aviation, air freight, airport
support, commercial, administration/office, transportation, miscellaneous, parking and
roads. These categories of land uses occupy approximately 1,000 acres and are shown

in Figure 10.
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IH. r.avironmental Setting '
A. Land Use

Airside Land Uses /2/

There are four intersecting runways, two parallel east-west runways and two parallel
north-south runways. All runways. are 200 feet wide. Three runways are equipped
with instrument landing systems for arrivals. East-west runway 28R-10L is
11,870 feet long, paved, and instrument-rated Category [IIA. The parallel is 281.-10R,
which is 10,600 feet long, paved, and instrument-rated Categor'y 1. North-south
runway 1R-19L is 9,500 feet Iong, paved and instrument-rated Category I. The
parallel is 11.-19R, which is 7,000 feet long, pavéd, and not instrument-rated. The
runways are built on land that was reclaimed from bay tidelands during and shortly
after Workd War I1. '

Existing runways and taxiways are depicted in Figure 2 in Chapter !1. Project
Description .

Landside I_and Uses

The terminal complex (terminal and garage buildings) covers approximately 6,320,000
sg. ft. The terminal compiex includes a central garage, six terminal buildings and the
terminal apron. The terminals are built in a six-pier configuration with several
pedestrian bridges and tunnels cohnccting the terminal to a central garage. The -
terminal complex is divided into North, South and Central (International) Terminals
which house the ticket and boarding areas for domestic and internationat flights. The’
terminal apron frontage has a capacity of 80 gates to accommodate a mix of aircraft.
The central garage is a five-level structure with about 6,800 parking stalls.

Alrline support land uses consist of in-flight kitchens, catering services, employee
cafeterias and parking lots, offices, storage facilities, ground transportation, non-
aircraft maintenance facilities, and an airline training school. About 60 acres are
committed to this land use. With a few exceptions, these aviation support facilities are
intermingled with airline, air cargo, and maintenance facilities.

Airline maintenance land uses are those buildings, facilities and land areas used for
routine maintenance or major overhaul of air carrier aircraft, engines, parts,
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accessories, and equipment. Approxirﬁately 3.9 million sq. ft. of building space is
used for aircraft maintenance. Nine airlines have maintenance hangars at the airport.
United Airlines provides maintenance services to other carriers as well as its own fleet.
The United Airlines Maintenance Center alone has over 2.8 million sg. ft. of building
space, accounting for over half the space dedicated to aircraft maintenance.
Approximately 262 acres, including parking, are devoted to aircraft maintenance
operations.

General Aviation land uses involve commercial General Aviation services offered to
the general public. These services include aircraft storage, servicing, repair,
maintenance, fueling and charter services. Approximately five acres of land are
devoted to these General Aviation land uses.

Air freight land uses include the buildings, facilities and land areas involved in the
handling and storage of air cargo and mail. Existing air cargo functions are _
accommodated in over 11 buildings, totaling approximately 868,000 sq. ft. of building
area. The associated land area covers approximately 90 acres. |

Aifport support tand uses are differentiated from airline support land uses in that they

serve public interests as well as private interests. Airport support includes
crash/fire/rescue (CFR) stauons facilities relatmg to utility supplies and distribution;
storm and sewer drainage fac111t1es, airport administration; airport engineering,
maintenance, and storage facilities; public parking; and bank and hotel services. Bulk
storage facilities for aviation operations are on the north side of the airport and are
also considered as airport support land uses. Airport administration facilities are
within the existing terminal complex. Approximately 87 acres are devoted to airport
support land vses.

The U.S. Coast Guard operates a 21-acre air station as a helicopter base on federally

owned land at the west end of the Seaplane Harbor, and leases approximately two

more adjacent acres for parking. Buﬂdmgs, shops and hangars contam approximately
88,400 sg. ft./3/

The San Francisco Community College District's Department of Aeronautics leases

3.5 acres of land at the extreme end of the North Access Road for its flight training
school.
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Over 700 acres of airport property are undeveloped. Approxim ately [80 of these acres
are west Of the Bayshore Freeway and not included in the SFIA Master Plan.

Auto parking facilities at SFIA include employee, rental-car and short- and lbng—term
public parking. SFIA parking, roadway and pedestrian facilities are detailed in EIR
Section IT1. B, Transportation. That section also covers details of SFIA roadway and
pedestrian facilities.

AIRPORT ENVIRONS CITIES LAND USE

Areas in San Mateo County within the 1987 65+ Community Noise Equivailent Level
~ {CNEL) cbntours and considered airport-infleenced are classified in the SFIA Master
Plan as Airpbrt_ Environs Areas. CNEL contours are contours of equal energy noise
exposures and are used as the basis for determination of noise/land-use compatibility.

. These areas include portions of the cities of: Brisbane, Burlingame, Colma, Daly City,
Foster City, Hillsborough, Millbrae, Pacifica, San Bruno, San Mateo, and South San
" Francisco. The locations of these cities relative to SFIA are shown in EIR Chapter 1L
Project Dcscnpnon Figure 1, p. 21. General Plan land use desxgnatwns 1mmed1ateiy
adjacent to SFIA are shown in Figure 11.

Cﬁmﬁﬂzisha_ﬂs: _
Community Setting and Land Use

The City of Brisbane is northwest of SFIA, with an estimated population of about
3,070 in 1990./4/ Brisbane is about 1,450 acres in size and was incorporated in 1961.
The Brisbane General Plan estimates a holding capacity of 3,600 persons, because of
*the physical constraints of development within the city limits./5/ Because of its
proximity to major transportation corridors, Brisbane is a gateway between San
Francisco and the urban areas of San Mateo and Santa Clara Counties. In 1990,
Brisbane had a population of about 2,950 persons, and about 1,390 households with a
mean household income of about $45,100, compared to a Countywide mean household

income of $55,100./4,6,7/
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Brisbane is a predominantly residential city, but most of the land has been zoned for
commercial or industrial uses. The General Plan states: "Light industrial nse
comprises 20.94 percent of the city's area, while streets account for 13.13%. Single-
family residential accounts for 5.13%, multi-family only 0.22% and duplexes
0.17%."/8! In 1980, over half of the city's land was vacant. The southeastern portion
of Brisbane, the Sierra Point area, is designated for commercial, retail, and office uses.
The General Plan states: |

"The City has reached a critical point in providing services that meet the demands
of its citizens. Either additional revenue must be found or lower levels of service
must be accepted by the public. For this reason City planning priorities are
oriented to the future development of Sierra Point and other lands in the eastern
portion of the City./9/. .. The Southern Pacific Switching Yard is planned to be
removed and the land developed as an industrial park with warehousing and
distribution centers."/10/

Land Use / Noise Compatibility

The General Plan states:

"The Noise Contour Map, contained in the 1976 Noise Element, shows the

- primary sources of surface noise in Brisbane to be vehicular traffic on US 101
and Bayshore Highway, aircraft, and trains . . . The Day-Night Average levels
range from 55 dB in the Candlestick Point and Brisbane Acres to almost 80 dB
along US 101. The 65 dB noise contour from the 1979 SFIA / San Mateo Joint
Land Use Study includes all of Sierra Point. The 70 dB noise contour parallels
the eastern edge of Sierra Point. Most of Brisbane is below the 60 dB
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), however, changes in San Francisco
International Airport flight paths or proposed levels of testing could raise the
CNEL. In addition, there is increasing awareness of low frequency noise
reverberations that affect central Brisbane because of its bowl-like terrain.

"Since the residential section of Brisbane is contained primarily in central
Brisbane, nearly all of the population lives in a relatively quiet environment.

"Viewing future noise levels indicates that State and Federal requirements to
reduce noise from vehicles and reductions in energy consumption will result in
reduction in surface traffic noise levels by 5 dB in 1985 and an additional 7 dB
" by 1995. The reduction in aircraft noise is less easy to determine. Proposed
shifts of flights over the industrial area of Brisbane and the Bay could raise
CNEL noise levels above 65 dB by 1986. These shifts are an environmental
constraint that could affect land use policies on Sierra Point."/11/
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, 1
The SFFA Master Plan would accommodate more aircraft traffic in the future and
could contribute to environmental constraints affecting land use policies in Brisbane.
However, Brisbane is currently outside the 65 dBA, CNEL contour and will continue
to be so with or without implementation of the project.

Safety

The Safety Element of the General Plan discusses the Southern Pacific Tank Farm,
Iocated northwest of the Tunnel Avenuve / Lagoon Way intersection between the
railroad tracks and Tunnel Avenue in Brisbane's Baylands Subarea. The tank farm has
two pipelines, one 10-inch pipeline and one 12-inch pipeline coming from-the oil
refineries in the Richmond / Benicia / Martinez area. There are also two 8-inch lines
exiting the tank farm, one which earlier served the Southern Pacific Roundhouse and
the other which carries jet fuel to SFLA. The Southern Pacific Roundhouse is no
longer in operation. The Southem Pacific Tank Farm facilitates onward transportation
of jet fuel to SFIA./12/

ity of Burlinga
Community Setting and Land Use

The City of Burlingame is south of San Francisco and had an estimated population of
about 27,400 in 1990./4/ It is surrounded by the cities of Hillsborough and San Mateo
to the south; San Francisco Bay to the east; and Millbrae to the north and west.

| Buriingame does not share a common land boundary with SFIA. Its northern border is
about one-half mile south of the southern boundary of the airport. Burlingame had a-
population of about 26,800 persons in 1990./6/ Mean household income in 1990 was
about $52,700, and the total number of households was estimated to be about

12,840./4,7/

‘Major transportation facilities serving Burlingame are U.S. Highway 101 (US 101),
Interstate Highway 280 (1-280), State Route 82 (El Camino Real), Southern Pacific
Railroad and CalTrain, and SFIA.

The city is almost built-out as predominantly residential. New land developments in
the city are concentrated in the Bayfront planning area, a strip of land at the
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northeastern corner of the city adjacent to SFIA./13/ The Bayfront is bounded on the
east by San Francisco Bay and on the west by US 101. Airport operations and land use
developments affect the pattern of land use in Burlingame; airport-oriented hotels,
restaurants, and airport parking are within the northern portion of the city./13,14/

The Bayfront Specific Plan contains a policy recommendation that recognizes the
special locational value of proximity to SF1IA./14/ The Specific Plan encourages
accommodation of expansion at SFIA, citing the relationship between the vol‘uine of
air travel and the demand for hotel space. It also recommends development of
waterfront-commercial uses that either depend on, or benefit directly from, waterfront
location. Recommended waterfront uses include airport-dependent activities such as
hotels and restaurants. The SFIA Master Plan would not conflict with the Bayfront
Specific Plan. '

Land Use / Noise Compatibility

According to the Burlingame General Plan, SFIA noise affects industrial, commercial,
and residential land uses in Burhngame Residential areas are most affected during the

San Francisco Airport Env&onmcntal Impact Assessmcnt Report (EIAR), the city's
General Plan states: »

"These seasonal contours were based upon runway uatilization distributions during
the months of May and June; the worst-case months during which Burlingame is
affected by airport noise are historically October, December, Janvary, February,
and March. During these latter five months, sontherly and southwesterly winds
necessitate takeoff and landing patierns to shift so tha]: a:rcraft arrive and depart
over the City of Burlingame.

"These calculations indicate that while these worst-case months are not reflected
in the average annual impact of airport noise in Burlingame and do not show up
on average annual noise contours, the City of Burlingarme is more heavily
affected by noise for certain months of each year than others, During these
months, some aircraft take off over Burlingame's industrial area, make a left turn
over Peninsula Hospital and fly south above El Camino Real; other aircraft land
in approximately the reverse pattern.

"Although the worst-case months were not able to be monitored during this
study, many measurements were taken fo assess the airport’s contribution to
Burlingame's noise climate.,"/15/ '
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Adirport L.and Use Commission (ALUC) height restrictions for development m areas
- beneath flight paths into and out of SFIA are in effect in Burlingame. (See discussion
of ALUC height limitations beginning on p. 104.)

Safety

The most likely hazard relating to SFIA is danger of a plane crash. According to the
city's 1975 Safety Element; Burlingame has not studied fire department and medical
aid response to an airplane crash within a residential district of the city. The City of
Burlingame has not issued a study regarding fire department and medical aid response
in the case of an airplane crash. However, since 1975, the Burlingame Fire and Police
Departments have entered into contractual rautual aid and automatic response
agreements with San Mateo County and with surrounding cities. These agreements
allow the City of Burlingame to respond to a disaster such as an airplane crash. The
City of Burlingame also participates in mock plane-cfash drills sponsored by SFIA so '
that it can better respond in case of air-crash emergency./16/

'IMMLIE&_

~ Community Setting and Land Use

The Town of Cohna:was incorporated in 1924 and is approxirnatf:l}}r two miles from
the southern border of San Francisco./17/ "Colma is a greenbelt community with
attractive cemeteries and agricultural fields surrounding a regionally oriented core
commercial area."/16/ The town, with a total area of 1.95 square miles, is bounded on
the north and west by Daly City, on the south by South San Francisco, and on the east
by San Bruno Mountain Park in unincorporated San Mateo County. The population of
Colma in 1990 was about 1,100 persons; the mean household income was about |

$41,700./4,6,7/

The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) projects steady growth in
population and employment for all Bay Area cities to the year 2000. Although ABAG
estimates that the population of Colma could reach 2,500 by the year 2000, the Colma
City Council has adopted a goal of no more than 1,500 (a doubling of the population)
in the same time period.
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About 1.5 percent of the area within the town limits is currently committed to
residential uses. Historically, the town has emphasized cemetery land uses and
interests in its planning policy. Currently, about 15 percent of the land area is
designated as industrial and about 77 percent as cemetery and agricuitural. Regional
commercial facilities, including two shopping cexiters, are centered along Serramonte
Boulevard, with a concentration of antomobile and truck dealerships./18/ Aircraft
noise is not identified as a constraint to housing development./18/ Thus,
implementatioﬁ of the SF1A Master Plan would not conflict with Town of Colma noise
policies.

ity of D ity
Community Setting and Land Use .

Daly City was incorporatcd in 1911 and is immediately south of the City and County
of San Francisco. The 1990 population was estimated to be about 92,310 persons; the
meéan household income was about $48,600./6,7/ The city was 96 percent built-out-in
1987./19/

Daly City's predominant land use is residential. In 1987, approximately 53 percent of
the land was in residential use, 10 percent in commercial use, 13 percent in public use,
16 percent open space, and 8 percent vacant. The majority of commercial land uses

" are retail and neighborhood-serving establishments along transportation cortidors./19/

Land Use / Noise Compatibility

‘The city considers land uses in the southeastern tip of the city, the Serramonte
neighborhiood, which is largely single-family residential and adjacent to Pacifica, to be-
airport-influenced, because of the frequency of flights over that area./19/ Daly City's
Land Use Policy 10.4 states: '

"The City shall encourage San Francisco International A:rport to increase the use

of the shoreline take off route and discourage the use of the gap departure route.
From a land use standpoint, however, increases in air traffic would affect all
types of land uses within the City. Depending on the usage of a particular
departure route, there could be a negative impact in terms of safety and noise on
the residential section of the City."/19/
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- Impleme atation of the SFIA Master Plan would accommodate additional aircraft
flights arxd could be in conflict with this policy. '

Land Use Policy 11.1 states that "the City should actively participate in land use

" decisions that are made by the County, adjacent cities, and jurisdictions that have
regional influence, when these decisions affect Daly City." The Land Use Element of
the General Plan recognizes that "land use plans for the San Francisco Airport have

- regional implications for the entire County"./19/ o

The following objectives and policies are from the Noise Element of the city's General
Plan: _ '

"Oby jective 2, Ensure that noise levels appropriate to protect the public health and
well-being are maintained.

- "Policy 2.7: Avoid noise impacts from intensification or alteration of existing
- land uses.

- "Objective 3. Reduce aircraft noise exposure by five decibels.
“Policy 3.1: Participate in Regional Planning Committee activities.

"The City is currently a member of the Regional Planning Committee which is
the designated Airport Land Use Commission for the County of San Mateo, The
RPC responds to airport matters, produces an airport land use plan, and develops
pelicy in order to provide for the safe and orderly growth around airports. The
City shoulid continue this activity.

"Policy 3.2: Parﬁci;iatc in the airport planning process.

"Active participation by affected municipalities and citizenry driving the airport
planning processes will assist in reducing noise impacts. The City has
participated in airport planning processes by commenting on draft noise
regulations, the proposed amendments to Title 21, the Airport Master Plan, and .
through the Regional Planning Committee. Participation such as this should be
continued. The City shouid actively encourage the citizenry of Daly City to
actively participate in the process.

"Policy 3.3: Coordinate, as appropriate, with other municipalities to facilitate an
integrated effort to reduce airport related noise.

"Airport noise affects many cities in San Mateo County. Hours of airport :
operation and selection of flight paths used will affect different cities in different
ways and to various levels of impact. There does exist, however, in some areas
commonalities of impact, either in the types of noise regulation adopted by the
airport or by the operating hours of the airport. Whenever possible these -
commonalities should be identified through staff meetings with various cities in
order to develop an integrated approach to airport noise issues. Daly City, has in
the past, worked with other cities such as South San Francisco, in responding to
airport operations; this cooperative action should be continued."/20/
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City of Foster City

Community Profile

Foster City was incorporated in 1971 and is bordered by the City of San Mateo on the
west, Belmont on the south, and Redwood City to the southeast. The city is built on
about 2,592 acres (approximately four square miles) of reclaimed tidal marsh of San
‘Francisco Bay. The 1990 population was about 30,140./4/ Because of the limited
remaining land area of the city, a total residential population of 31,300 is projected.
The estimated jfear of build-out is the end of 1990./21/ |

There were about 11.‘,340' households and about 28,180 persons in Foster City in
1990./4,6/ ‘The mean household income was $65,600, compared to $55,100 for all of
San Mateo County./7/ '

Land Use

The city's predominant land use is residential, with commercial development occurring .
in the northern section./21/ When the city is fully builtout, approximately 53 percent

of the land will be in _residential use, 18 percent in commercial / industrial use,
5 percent in public use, and 24 percent will be open space./21/

Land Use / Noise Compatibility

Pﬁges 19 and 20 of the Noise Element of the Foster City General Plan state:

“The most pervading noise source within Foster City is from aircraft using San
Francisco International Airport and San Carlos Airport. Aircraft noise is found in
varying degrees within every neighborhood. The most adversely affected area is
Neighborhood 2 which is located almost directly under the approach to runway
28 L to San Francisco International Airport. The frequency of this approach
pattern is such that this is considered as a major noise problem for most people in
this area, Flights from San Carlos Airport have less effect upon the community
as a whole but do have a greater impact upon the residents of Neighborhood §
which is located at the northern end of the runway approach to that facility. The
City has extremely limited ability in the control of noise generated by these
sources, The regulation of these noise sources is administered by Federal
agencies and the City is restricted only to controlling the noise by requiting
insulation of buildings and regulating land use patterns."/22/
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Furtherm ore, recommendations listed under "Findings and Recommendations” of the
Noise Element include the following: '

"Standards for the control of the most significant noise sources, aircraft and
motor vehicles are established by Federal and State regulations. Noise impacts of
aircraft operations can be mitigated by cooperative efforts of local governments
and aircraft, airline and airport officials.”

"The control of noise along its path or at the receiver places the burden of
attenuation on those who do niot produce the noise. It is therefore most desirable
to the City of Foster City to control noise at its source."/22/

Implcmentanon of the SFIA Master Plan would not COI‘IﬂICt w1th the N oise Element of
the Foster City General Plan. '

Safety

The entire area of Foster City is flown over by aircraft and is therefore at risk of _
aircraft accidents. Section 8200 of the Safety Element of the Foster City General Plan
states:

"In the event of a major air disaster occurring in San Mateo County, the County
Civil Defense organization has prepared an emergency plan called Code 1000. It
involves interjurisdictional Iesponse to.a major air disaster in San Mateo County.
If Foster City were to experience a major air disaster, Foster City would notify
the Redwood Fire Control Center via radio and advise the Control Center of the
approximate location of the air disaster. Once the initial communication has
been made, the next step involves the establishment of 2 command post to direct
operations. In the event of an air disaster striking Foster City, the Cities of
Brisbane, Burlingame, Daly City, Hillsborough, Millbrae, San Bruno and San
Carlos will send one engine each to the City; the Cities of Belmont, Menlo Park
and Redwood City will send two engines each to the City; the California Division

_ of Porestry will send two engines. In addition to these, the City of Foster City
currently has three engines and one truck, all of which have purnping capabilities
avaﬂable in the event of an air disaster."/23/

- Town of Hillsborough
Community Setting and Land Use

The Town of Hillsborough is approximately 12 miles south of San Francisco.
Hillsborough is bordered by Burlingame on the north; San Mateo on the east and
south; and the San Francisco Fish and Game Refuge on the west. With the exception
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of assorted public facilities, Hillsborough is exclusively a single-family residential
community. It was incorporated in 1910. The population of Hillsborough in 1990 was
about 10,670./6/ Mean household incorne was about $140,700, the highest in San
Mateo County./7/ | |

Hillsborough comprises over 4,000 acres of incorporated land, of which 68 percent is
single-family residential, 17 percent is occupied by public uses, and approximately
15 percent is developable vacant land.

Land Use / Noise Compatibility

Airport and aircraft noise is identified as a source of noise pollution by the Town of -
Hilisborough. Part "A" under Proposed Remedial Action on (Noise) Sources in the
Noise Element of Hillsborough's General Plan states:

"Maintain active status in planning to stay aware of developments and exert a
continuing effort to see that existing standards are enforced and reasonable
compliance maintained. Assist in promoting and supporting relevant legislation
for proper planmng of land use and noise reduction through joint efforts with

adjacent jurisdictions,"/24/

Under Projected Conditions, Part "A", the Noise Element states that there would be
"expected increase in Aircraft activities and a limited decrease in source noise."/23/

Implementation of the SFIA Master plan would not conflict with the Noise Element of
- the Hillsborough General Plan. :

City of
Community Setting and Land Use

The City of Millbrae is bordered by both San Francisco Bay and the San Francisco
International Airport, whose boundaries it overlaps, to the east; San Francisco
Watershed lands, owned by the Water Department of the City and County of San
Francisco, to the west; the City of San Bruno to the north;t and the City of Burlingame
to the south. Millbrae occupies approximately 2,050 acres or about 3.2 square miles.
The population in 1990 was about 20,410 persons, and the mean household income
was $60,600./6,7/ Almost all developable land in Milibrae has been developed. The
estimated build-out population is 25,000./26/
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The city’s General Plan was adopted in 1974./25/ Emphasis of the General Plan is on
preservation of the residential character of the City. To the west of the airport along
the Bayshore Freeway are three residential subdivisions, Bayside Manor, Marina Vista,
and the orth Millbrae Subdivision./26/ To the south and east, along the old Bayshore

. @ Highway, the land is zoned for industrial uses. SFIA lands within the City of Millbrae
are designated Industrial/Utility east of US 101, and des1gnated Open Space west of
US 101, by the City of Millbrae General Plan.” These lands are zoned Industrial east of
US 101, and zoned Open Space west of US 101, by the City of Millbrae Zoning
Ordinance./26a/ These SFIA lands are within the City of Millbrae's Sphere-of
Influence.

The Airport Land Use Commission height restrictions for development in areas
beneath flight paths into and out of SF1A are in effect in the city. (See disc‘ussion of
ALUC height limitations beginning on p. 104.)

The City of Millbrae General Plan lists the following land-use recom mendations for
the San Francisco International Airport under Recommendations, AreaD:

"10. The Ci_ty should negotiate for the use of the Airport—ownéd property,
between the Airport and Old Bayshore, for use as an airplane viewing area.

"13 Any development of the Airport property should rcsult in an attracuve
appearance from the freeway, , ,

"14. Signson Airport property should be strictly regutated as to size, he:ght
type, and locatlon 126/ _

In addition, Policy 13 under Environmental Resources Management of the General
Plan states:

"The Airport should be encouraged to contmua]]y monitor the level of pollutant
emissions generated by Airport activity. All possible reductions in these
emissions should be encouraged."/27/ .

SFIA does not currently monitor pollutant emissions nor is air monitoring proposed as
part of the SFIA Master Plan.
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Land Use / Noisé Compatibility

According to Recommendation 5 of the Community Development Section of the 1974
City of Millbrae General Plan, :

"Noise levels should be monitored by the Airport Land Use Commission and the
City to determine the effectiveness of remedial practices. This informatien should
be requested and reviewed by the City on a regular basis to insure conformance .
with State law requiring reduction of 15 dBA by 1985."
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. Community Development Policies 18 and 19 of the General Plan state:

"18. The City should incorporate noise standards in zoning ordinances and
building codes which are consistent with the Airport Land Use Plan
recommendations. :

"19. The Airport, the FAA and othef State and Federal agencies should be
' encouraged to use all operative controls under thcxr _]llI‘lSdlCthl‘l to reduce
aircraft noise Ievels 1261

City of Pacifica

Comm pnity Setting and Land Use

The City of Pacifica is on the Pacific Ocean side of San Mateo County, approximately
three miles south of San Francisco. It is bordered by Daly City on the north; San
Bruno and South San Francisco on the east; uniﬁcorporated areas of San Mateo County
~ on the south; and the Pacific Ocean on the west. The City of Pacifica was incorporated
in 1957. The city comprises 7,800 acres (about 12.2 square miles), about haif of which
had been developed by 1980. The population of Pacifica in 1990 was about 37,670
persons, and the mean household income was $51,100./6,7/

In 1980, almost 40 percént of the approximately 3,870 acres of developed land within
the city limits was single-family residences. - Parks and public areas occupy 28 percent -
of the developed land, while streets and other public uses constitute about 25 percent.
Slightly more than half of Pacifica’s total acreage is vacant or in agricultural use. Of
the approximate 3,930 acres of underdeveloped land, almost 3,300 acres are within the
Hillside Preservation District. Although some of this vacant land is suitable for
~development, most is too sfcep under current regulations to permit development./28/

Land Use / Noise Compatibility

@ The adopted Noise Element of the General Plan states that aircraft noise is not
considered a problem for the City of Pacifica./29/ The SFIA 1976 65 dB CNEL
contour did not cross into Pacifica's city limits. However, participation in the
Airport/Community Roundtable (see p. 167) and at other community meetings
concerned with aircraft noise has indicated that noise, particularly single-evert noise
levels and overflight patterns, is currently perceived as a problem by some City of
Pacifica residents./29a/
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@ Nevertheless, the primary source of surface noise in Pacifica is the arterial / collector
street system. According to the Noise Element of the 1980 City of Pacifica General
Plan:
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"Highest levels, 75 dB, are generated by Highway 1. No stationary noise sources
have been identified, since Pacifica has no significant mdustna] areas where fixed

noise sources are usually located.

“Wheen looking at the number of people exposed to higher noise levels (above 60
dB) the Noise Inventory Chart shows that 79 percent of the population lives in a
relatively quiet environment, Of the remaining 21 percent, 13 percent are subject
to 60-65 dB, 7 percent are subject to 65-70 dB, and less than one percent are
subject to over 70 dB. :

"A look at future noise levels indicates that State and Federal requirements to
reduce noise from vehicles and reduction in energy consumption will result in.
reductions in surface traffic noise levels by 5 dB in 1985 and an additional 7 dB
by 1995. The reduction in aircraft noise is less easy to determine, although
studies for San Francisco Airport indicate a 5 dB reduction by 1986.

"Assuming a fairly conservative reduction of 5 dB in surface and aircraft noise, a
marked improvement is achieved in Pacifica's noise environment. Less than one-
percent of the 1995 population will be subject to noise greater than 65 dB, as

- compared to 8 percent in 1977. The propotrtion of the City population living in a
noise environment of less than 60 dB will increase from 79 to 93 percent over the
1977-1995 period. The major noise source will continue to be the Route 1 and
Skyline Boulevard corridors, but noise levels will be lower."/29/

Implementatlon of the SFIA Master Plan would not conflict with the Noise Element of
" the Pacifica General Plan.

Safety
The Safety Element of the Pacifica General Plan addresses the City's Emergency Plan:

"The City's emergency plan is regularly updated and improved. Because of State
requirements, the focus of the Emergency Plan is on preparedness for a natural
disaster. Since a natural disaster is more likely to occur in Pacifica, the City has
included preparedness for nataral disasters, including earthquakes, unconfined
fire, major flooding, tsunami, airplane accidents and landslides. The City is
currently updating the emergency plan and is including more specific standard
operating procedures for natural disasters. The City monitors changes in the
Federal Disaster Act regulations. Public awareness and disaster planning for
individual neighborhoods has been included in disaster preparedness. A Disaster
Preparedness Commission has been established by the City Council."/30,31/
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City of San Bruno
Community Setting and Land Use

The City of San Bruno is approximately five miles south of the San Francisco County
line and is immediately west of SFIA. San Bruno was incorporated in 1914 and
occupies approximately 3,760 actes (5.87 square miles). San Bruno is bordered by
San Francisco International Airport on the east; the City of South San Francisco on the
north, the City of Millbrae on the south; and the City of Pacifica and San Francisco
Watershed lands to the west./32/ | '

The city is.a suburban residential community, predominantly single-family homes, and
was approximately 96 percent built-out in 1984, The population of San Bruno was
about 38,960 in 1990, with a mean household income of about $51,400./6,7/
Commercial development is concentrated along El Camino Real, San Bruno Avenue
and San Maieo Avenue, and in the Tanforan Shopping Center.

* The 80+ acres of SFIA land within the San Bruno sphere of influence is designated for

light industrial use in the City's Generai Plan./32/
Land Use / Noise Compatibility

Airpott noise is considered to be an environmental constraint to development,
Approximately one-quarter of the housing units are subject to CNEL greater than 65
dB, primarily from airport noise in the north-gasterly portion of the City. These areas
include the neighborhoods of San Bruno Park, Lomita Park, Bel Air, and Tanforan./33/

The ALUC has developed height restrictions for development in areas beneath flight
paths into and out of SFIA. These restrictions are incorporated into the City of San
Bruno's development review process./34/ According to the Honsing Element of the
1984 City of San Bruno General Plan: '

"The airport lands, also known as the eastern sphere of influence, are
unincorporated and not presently served with urban services. The 11-acre site is
designated for industrial use in the City's and County's General Plans. The .
property is subject to noise levels of up to 75 CNEL from the San Francisco
Airport, and is also subject to freeway and train noise. Residential development
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within 65-70 CNEL requires special noise insulation features. In areas subject to
70+ CNEL, residential development is not considered appropriate. Other
constraints to development of the airport lands are flooding hazards, the presence
of power lines and high pressure underground pipes crossing the site, an :
environmentally sensitive habitat area for the San Francisco garter snake, and
poor vehicular access from collectors and arterials. Mitigation of these
constraints would be costly, thus it does not seem feasible to construct affordable

housing."/34/

In regard to lands surrounding th_e airport, the General Plan Land Use Element
comments that:

"Approximately 80 acres of vacant land lie between San Bruno's eastern city
limits and the freeway. This land is commonly known as the airport lands, since
until recently it was under the control of the San Francisco International Airport.
The land is owned by the City and County of San Francisco and is included in
San Bruno's Sphere of Influence. The City of San Francisco has no definite
plars for the property at this time. Alternatives considered include a regional |
transportation center and uses associated with the airport. The lands south of San
Bruno Channel have no road access and are subject {0 excessive noise from the
airport. Height reéstrictions in airplane take-off paths also limit development,
The site contains habitat areas of the endangered San Francisco garter snake
protected under State and Federal law. Pacific Gas and Electric power lines and
underground cables bisect this property from north to south and must be
relocated prior to development. This site is subject to flooding and
liguefaction."/32/ -

Noise
'T'he Neise Element of the 1984 City of San Bruno General Plan states:

"The northeasterly portion of San Bruno is within the 65 dB to 70 dB CNEL

- from San Francisco Intemational Airport noise contours. Much of central San
Bruno is within the 60 to 65 dB CNEL contours. The San Mateo County Airport
Land Use Commission has published standards for airport noise/land use
compatibility. These standards indicate that new residential, school, library,
church, hospital, nursing home and auditorium uses should not be developed in
areas greater than 70 dB and should include noise reduction features between 65
dB and 70 dB. Commercial uses should not be developed in areas above 80 dB -
and should include necessary neise reduction in areas between 70 dB and 80 dB.
Industrial nses should not be developed in areas above 835 dB unless related to
airport activities or services; noise reducing measures should be included in new
development in areas between 75 dB and 85 dB. These standards are -
incorporated in the Noise Element as Noise/Land Use Compatibility Standards.

"The ALUC [Airport Land Use Com'mission] has developed height restrictions

for development in areas beneath flight paths. These restrictions will be
incorporated into the City's development review process.

o
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"There are approximately 14,650 housing units in San Bruno. Approximately
96% of the houses are subject to noise levels of 60 dB or greater. Areas outside
the 60 dB contour are the scuthwestern and western portions of San Bruno, those
areas furthest from the airport. Approximately one-quarter of the total units are
subject to CNEL in excess of 65 dB, primarily from airport noise. These units
are located mainly in the north-westerly portion of the City. Residents in this area
are also subject to highway noise levels above 60 dB Aircraft no:se is the -
dominant neise factor, however

"Certain land uses are defined in the state law as 'noise sensitive,’ These 1nclude
schools, hospitals, and other health care facilities, San Bruno hasno hospitals.
‘Schools are shown on the noise contour map. Noise levels near these uses are
based upon monitoring of airport noise or calculated using a standardmed
formula."

"Future Noise

"The prevailing environmental noise in San Bruno is generated by aircraft

departing from San Francisco Airport. Except for noise levels generated by

automotive vehicles on the Junipero Serra Freeway, almost all other highway

» » noise is masked in terms of annual levels, by aircraft noise. Highway noise is

- expected to be reduced in the future, in spite of increased traffic, due to

' technological changes in vehicles stimulated by national and State pohmes

Aircraft noise is also subject to Federal regulations which mandate quieter
aircraft in the future. The San Francisco Airport Land Use Commission adopted

a target of reducmg the number of dwe]jmg units Wlthlﬂ the 65 CNEL contour to

units affected by noise levels of 65 CNEL from 15 400 to 8,200 units between
1980 and mid-1983, a 47% reduction. The results of constant monitoring will
indicate whether or not the beneﬂts of quieter aircraft will be offset by increased

number of fhghts "33/ _

Implementation of the SFIA Master Plan would have vnmaﬂy no effect on the future
noise contours in San Bruno

Safety
The Safety Element of the 1984 City of San Bruno General Plan states:

"Industrial fire hazards are associated with the transmission of jet fuel to San
Francisco International Airport. Industrial chemicals and processing contribute
to fire hazards, compounded by the crowded conditions, old buildings, and
narrow streets in the Fifth Addition. Structures along San Mateo Avenue, built
prior to fire safety codes, without adequate separaﬁon between buildings, or good
access, are also hazardous. -

"Qutside of these areas, San Bruno has a very good overall fire rating, The fire
rating is based upon, among other things, the type and amount of fire fighting

equipment, number of fire fighters, water flow and pressure, The fire department
has adequate staff and equipment. The City’s water system is not in optimum
condition, Old or worn water lines and connections in some parts of the City
need vpgrading or replacement to uphold sausfactory water flow and pressure
requirements
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"The City of San Bruno has an Emergency Response Plan, adopted in 1980,
‘which identified City officials’ responsibilities in case of emergency. The plan
establishes contingency organizational plans and assngns responsibility among
City departments for transportation, communication, food and shelter health and
other emergency needs."/35/

City of M,
Community Setting and Land Use

The City of San Mateo is approximately ten miles south of the San Francisco County
line. It is bordered by San Francisco Bay on the north; Foster City on the east;
Belmont on the south; and Hillsborongh and unincerporated County areas on the west.

Incorporatéd in 1894, San Mateo had a 1990 population of about 85,490./6/ The City - |
expects full build-ount by the year 2000 and a population of approximately 115,000 to
120,000/36/ The mean household income in 1990 was about $54.500./7/

Land Use / Noise Compatibility

The Noise Element of the 1990 City of San Mateo General Plan states:

"A noise measurement survey was conducted in San Mateo during October, 1987
to determine noise levels throughout the community. Noise exposure in San

 Mateo is dominated by traffic and the SP rail line. Aircraft operation associated
with San Francisco Intemational Airport does not significantly affect noise levels
throughout San Mateo, although some neighborhoods in the northeastern portion
of the City are impacted by the airport approach path."/37/

‘The General Plan offers the following mitigating policies:

"Adoption and enforcement of a noise control ordinance can reduce nuisance
noise generated by commercial uses or from residential sources such as amplified
music, parties, leaf blowers or barking dogs. Construction activities also
generate substantial short-term noise impacts which can be limited to specified
hours and days of the week.

"N 2.2: Mmzngmmag Protect all "noise sensitive™ land uses from
adverse impacts caused by noise generated on-site by new

developments. Incorporatc necessary mltlgatlon measures into
development design to minimize noise impacts. Prohibit long-term
exposure increases of 3 dB (L4,,) or above at the common property
line, or new uses which generate noise levels of 60 dB (Lgy) or above
at the property line, excluding ambient noise levels. -
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“Noise sensitive land uses, such as residential neighborhoods, hotels, hospitals,
schools and outdoor recreation areas, must be protected from new development
which causes discernible increases in noise levels as a result of on-siie activities.
Noise generators such as machinery or parking lots must be mitigated through
physical or operational limits. .

"N2.3: Mg‘m‘r_m';e g:omzercml Noise. Protect land uses other than those listed
as "noise sensitive" from adverse impacts caused by on-site noise '
generated by new developments. Incorporate necessary mitigation
measures into development design to minimize noise impacts.

Prohibit new uses which generate noise levels of 65 dBA (Lgp) or
above at the property line, excluding ambient noise levels.”

'Commercial and industrial areas typically tolerate a higher noise level than
residential neighborhoods. However, some contrel is necessary for new

development within non-residential areas so that exceptionally noisy uses are
restricted."/37/

Implementation of the SFIA Master Plan would not conflict with the Noise Element of
the City of San Mateo General Plan.

f NCIS

Comrmunity Setting and Land Use

The City of South San Francisco was incorporated in 1908 and contains approximately
5,250 acres. The city had 54,310 residents in 1990 and 100,000 employees./4,6/ The
mean honsehold income was $45,900./7/

The City is bordered by San Bruno Mountain on the north; San Francisco Bay on the
east; San Bruno and SFIA on the south; and Daly City and Colma on the west.

. There are more airport-related structures (cargo facilities and maintenance buildings)
within South San Francisco's city limits than within the city Kmits of any other city
adjacent to SFIA. For planning purposes, the South San Francisco portion adjacent to
SFIA is designated as the South Airport Boulevard Planning Area. This planning area
includes all land east of US 101 between SFIA and East Grand Avenue./38/

Land Use / Noise Compatibility

The Noise Element of the City of South San Francisco describes aircraft noise in South
San Francisco as follows: '
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“The single major source of noise community-wide is San Francisco International:
Airport. Aircraft departing Runways 28 Left and 28 Right overfly South San
Francisco resulting in significant noise impacts to a number of noise-sensitive
land nses. Aircraft departing from Runways 1 Left and 1 Right bound for the
south overfly various parts of the City. While these overflights are at sormewhat
higher altitudes than the aircraft departing Runways 28, they also impact various
noise-sensitive land uses within the City. Aircraft departing from Oakland
International Airport also overfly South San Francisco but these aircraft are
usually at altitudes above 4,000 feet and, thus, have minimal impacts on the

City."/39/

The overall goal of the Draft Noise Element is to "provide a safe and pleasant
environment for all citizens, workers, and visitors of South San Francisco."/39/ To
achieve this, the Draft Noise Element advances.the following objectives and policies:

"OBJECTIVE:

"Policy N-1
"Policy N-2

"Policy N-3

"Policy N-4

“Policy N-5

"OBJECTIVE:

"Policy N-6

To mitigate and reduce noise impacts from aircraft
generated sources. -

"As ;ippropriate, the City of South San Francisco shall
continue to participate in the various regional and local
bodies to reduce aircraft noise impacts to the Cxty

The City of South San Francisco shall continue to support

the concept of not shifting noise from one 1mpacted

commumty to another.

The City shall oppose inordinate expansion of international
traffic at San Francisco International Airport and shall
support the concept presented in the Regional Airport Plan
that traffic of all types should be distributed between the
three regional international airports and not concentrated at
one facility, specifically San Francisco Intematlonal

Axrport

The City shall urgc adoption of strong enforceable noise
regulations by the San Francisco Airports Commission that
eliminate nighttime departures by Stage 2 aircraft.

The City of South San Francisco shall do all within its
power to ensure continued funding of the Noise
Insulation/Noise Easement Program and support the
concept that, even in the absence of any Federal funding,

- San Francisco International Airport provide matching

funding for the Noise Insulation Program.

To ensure adequate and correct evaluation of aircraft noise
impacts by the San Mateo Airport Land Use Commission.

The City shall urge adoption by the San Mateo Airport
Land Use Commission of a continually updated noise
exposure map for the San Franc1sco International A1rp0rt
environs."/39/
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Implementation of the SFLA Master Plan could conflict with policies of the Noise
Element of the City of South San Francisco General Plan. -

The Ci ounty of Franci
Land Use / Noise Compatibility

The City and County of San Francisco's Transportation Noise section within the
Environmentat Protection Element of its Master Plan provides a guide for development
and land use in relation to noise. The objectives and policies in this section are
intended for use within City of San Francisco limits only. However, they establish San
Francisco's general criteria for "achieving an environment in which noise levels will
not interfere with the health and welfare of people in their éveryday activities." The
section also states, "In San Francisco, major attention must be given to three main
aspects of the problem: the sources of the noise, the path it travels, and the receiver of
the noise. In general, techniques should be designed to quiet the noise at the source, to
block the path over which it is transmitted, and to shield or remove the receiver from
the noise."/40f

Listed objectives and pohc1es that relate to land use and noise compaublhty are as
foﬂows '

"Objective 10  Policy 1: Promote site planning, building orientation and
designing and interior layout that will lessen

noise intrusion.
"Objective 11 Policy 1. Discourage new uses in areas in which the
' noise level exceeds the noise compatibility
guidelines for that use.
Policy 2: “Consider the relocation to more appropriate

* areas of those land uses which need more quiet
and cannot be effectively insulated from noise
in their present location, as well as those Iand

uses which are noisy and are presentiy in
noise-sensitive areas.

Policy 3: "Locate new noise-generating clevclopment S0
that the noise impact is reduced."/40/

In addition, the "Land Use Compatibility Chart for Community Noise" outlines
acceptable noise levels by land use category. Under the heading "Commercial -
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Wholesale and Some Retail, Industrial/Manufacturing, Transportation,
Comrmumnications and Utilities", for noise levels above 83 dBA, Lgqp (see Sectlon II.C.
Noise for the definition of dBA and Ljy,), new construction or development should be
undertaken only if 4 detailed analysis of the noise-reduction requirements is made and
needed noise-insulation features are included in the design./40/

Implementation of the SFIA Master Plan would not conflict with policies of the
Environmental Protection Element of the City and County of San Francisco.

COUNTY OF SAN MATEO

While SFIA is located on unincorporated land within San Mateo County, SFIA is
owned by the City and County of San Francisco as a public utility and is, therefore,
under Section 53090 of the California Government Code, not subject to the land use
reguiatwns of the County of San Mateo./41/ -

However, SFIA is recognized as having an influence over surrounding areas and is in
the Urban Land Use Element of San Mateo County's 1986 General Plan and in the San
Mateo County Zoning Ordinance. The Urban Land Use Element designates SFIA as a
~ "Special Urban Area”, Airport, under the grouping of "Institutional Areas”. The
primary feasible uses associated with the Airport designation are "(t)ransportation uses
including air transportation and related terminal transfer, maintenance and loading area
facilities." The Urban Land Use Policy for "...San Francisco International Airport (is
to) maintain current uses and allow redevelopment and expansion if compatible with
adjacent land uses and other General Plan policies.” /Objective 8.4.b./ The element
indicates a development potential of 260 industrial acres./42/

The San Mateo County Zoning Ordinance designates airport land as primarily zoned
M-1 (Light Industrial} and C-1/58-1 (Neighborhood Commercial) and overall as an
Airport Overlay District (A-O). The A-O district limits the concentration of people
where hazards from aircraft are considered to be greatest. Permitted uses are not
specified; however, preference is given to uses that are anticipated to attract no more
than ten persons per net acre at any one time. The requirements of the A-O district are
applied in addition to the requirements of the primary zoning designation./43/
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In the winter of 1990, the City / County Association of Govemments (CCAG) of San
Mateo County was formed by a joint powers agreement between the cities of San
Mateo County and the County of San Mateo. CCAG has created several committees to
address various issues and to assist in preparing state-mandated plans. One of the
committees created was the Airport Land Use Commission of San Mateo County.

County of e0 Ai d Use Commission (ALU

Airport Land Use Commissions (ALUCs) are established by California state law to
coordinate new development in the vicinity of public use and miilitary ajrports and to
make recommendations, which, by promoting the compatibility of new development
with existing and planned airport operations, will protect the welfare of nearby
inhabitants and the general public./44/ An ALUC does not have any authority over
airport operations, but it does have the authority to conduct land use planning for areas
around airports in the County. The ALUC must make a determination that generat
plans, zoning regulanons and any proposed new development in its planning area are
in conformance with its Airport Land Use Plan. However, local governments can
overturn decisions of the ALUC by a four-fifths vote. The 1981 San Mateo Airport
Land Use Plan requires that airport "approach zones” be kept free of structures

Nonstructoral uses may be permitted in approach zones if they do not cause a
concentration of more than ien persons per acre on a regular basis./45/ The San Mateo
ALUC was created to regulate land uses in areas that could be affected by the
operation of an airport and prepared an airport land use plan in 1973. All cities
‘affected by Half Moon Bay Airport, San Carlos Airport, and SFIA are represented. Of
. primary importance to the ALUC is the intensity of land uses under the flight paths,
the compatibility of projects under consideration by public agencies with current and
future airport operations, and the adequacy of construction material.

San Mateo Airport Land Use Plan regulations include the following:

"HEIGHT RESTRICTIONS, The ALUC Plan does not allow tall structures to
be built around the three airports if such buildings would be hazardous to flight,
Under these regulations, structures are prohibited above measured flat planes that
slope upward and outward from a runway. These are referred to as "approach
surfaces' and should not be confuscd with the approach zones described i in the
previous section. - :

"ALUC height restrictions are based pnmanly on Federal Aviation Regulations
Part 77, 'Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace'. Structures which would
penetrate Part 77 surfaces are prohibited. Maps defining these surfaces appear on
the 'SID' (Standard Instrument Departure) and 'TERPS’ (Termmai and Enroute

* Procedure Standards). Surfaces are subject to case-by-case review by ALUC,
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"The drawing below [Figure 12] illustrates a typical surface located in relation to
an airport runway and approach zone. The illustration also dermnonstrates how
34:1 slope would permit a structure to be built to a maximum height of 58.8' at
the end of a 2,000' approach zone."/45/ _

_ Joint Powers Board. San Francisco International Airport and San Mateo County
Environs Area : . )

" In 1976, a Joint Powers Board was created to undertake a comprehensive effort to
improve compatibility between San Francisco International Airport and the San Mateo
County Environs Area. With financial support from the City and County of San
Francisco, San Mateo County and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the
Joint Powers Board undertook a Joint Land Use Study that began in 1978 and
culminated in 1980 with the publication of the Joint Land Use Study Final Technical
Report. In addition to the Airports Commission, San Mateo County ALUC staff, iocal
governments and consultants to the Joint Powers Board, participants in the Joint Land
Use Study process included members of community groups, business, labor unions, |
~ and the aviation industry. Prior to the establishment of the Joint Powers Board,
resolution of compatibility problems between SFIA and surrounding communities was
undertaken on a piecemeal basis by the jurisdictions concerned: the Airports
Commission, San Mateo County, the San Mateo County ALUC and cities in the
vicinity of SFIA./46/ Thc ong.nal objectives of the Joint Land Use Study were as
follows: :

. "To provide for the orderly and timely growth of San Francisco International
Airport, adequate to meet present and future air transportation needs, but
consistent with the safety and general welfare of the inhabitants within the
vicinity of the Airport and the public in general.

. "To provide governmental jurisdictions in the vicinity of the airport with tools
for evaluating and implementing planning actions in a systematic fashion.

. "To inform public and private aviation interests, as well as the general public, of
Airport land requirements, and to create a general awareness of the need fora -
systematic approach to planning the Airport and its Environs

. "To optimize use of land and air space resources and guide commumty growth
patterns accordmg to comprehensive planning goals and objectives.

e "To provide for protection and enhancement of the environment through the
development of land use specifications, height restrictions and/or building
standards within the planning areas and through establishment of guidelines
consistent with Federal and State regulations to avoid intrusion of unacceptable
levels of noise and air pollution into the surrounding communities,"/46/
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During the course of the Joint Land Use Study, increasing interest in noise conditions
and mitigations led to a re-ordering of Study objectives and priorities te emphasizb
noise issues and de-emphasize land use planning, ground access and air quality issues.
Recommended Actions of the Joint Land Use Study focused on noise reduction and
mitigation measures, including improvement of airport noise monitoring and
mitigation programs; flight procedure changes; Airport noise limits, use restrictions
and economic incentives; off-Airport voluntary noise insulation and avigation
easement programs; neighborhood improvement programs; and preventive land vse
planning. Ground access and air quality recommendations included transit

improvements and continued joint study of Airport Environs traffic; development of an -
aircraft emissions control program; and submission of Study recommendations to the
Airports Commission for consideration in master planning studies./46/

Alternatives considered but not recommended by the Joint Land Use Study included
reduction of Airport operations, construction of new or extended runways, and
acquisition of noise-affected homes and schools. The Study concluded that a reduction
- in operations "would result in extreme economic, financial, and air service impacts,”
and that acquisition of noise-affected homes and schools "would resuilt in extreme
physical and social impacts to existing viable residential neighborhoods .. ." New or
extended runways, the Study concluded, "would result in extreme environmental
impacts to the ecosystem of San Francisco Bay if bayfill were required in sufficiently
large amounts to allow construction of new or extended runways solely for noise
abatement. "/46/

REGIONAL CONTEXT

~ Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and Metropolitan Transporiation
Commission (MTC) ' '

The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG)isa ﬁo]untary regional

- governmental body that inclndes the entire nine—cbunty Bay Area. ABAG is largely a
long-range planning agency that provides cities and counties with analytical research
and technical assistance. ABAG prepared and adopted a Regional Airport Plan as an
element of its Regional Plan 1970: 1990./47/ During the 1970s, ABAG also '
‘conducted a Regional Airport Systems Study, which it adopted as a special plan
element of the Regional Plan./48-51/
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In 1970, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) was established by the
California State Legislature as the comprehensive transportation planning and
programming agency for the nine San Francisco Bay Area counties. MTC has
authority to review local projects for consistency with regional transit/transportation
policies. MTC has authority to review and comment on SFIA Master Plan projects that
-could affect either regional ground transportation systems or regional aviation systerns.

Regional Airport Plan (RAP). This Plan was prepared by MTC and ABAG to guide
future aviation growth in the Bay Area, was adopted as an element of the MTC
| Regibnal Transportation Plan in March, 1975, and was subseguently revised as part of
@ the 1980 edition of MTC's Regional Transportation Plan./52,53/ Forecasts developed
. for the 1980 Regional Airport Plan have been periodically reviewed and revised./53a/
An update of the 1980 Regional Airport Plan, known as the Regional Airport System
Plan (RASP) Update, is currently in progress and slated for publication by the end of
'1992 An environmental impact report on the RASP Update is scheduled for
completion in early 1993./53b/ -

@ The RASP Update will include historical, current and forecast levels of éviation
activity in the Bay Area; data on Bay Area aviation facilities, capacities and

requirements, including ground access systerns, terminals, airfields, airspace, stc.;
environmental and other constraints affecting the regional airport/aviation system; and
a range of alternatives for coordinating regional aviation plamirig, investments in
capacity-increasing and other mrport projects, and operations./54,55/ The RASP
Update will examine airport system alternatives for 2005 and 2010. 15331

The alternative regional aviation system plans will range from no major infrastructure
improvements to construction of one or more new air carrier airports, and will also
include new technologies, the Master Plans of existing air carrier airports,
recommendations of other agencies and studies, and various combmauons of identified
actions./54,55,56/

Among the assumptions likely to influence the 1992 Regional Airport Plan forecasts is
whether growth in aviation activity between SFLA and Pacific Rim countries continues,
while the other Bay Area air carrier airports increase their shares of domestic passenger
traffic, particularly in the California Corridor (Southern California - Bay Area -
Sacramento)./54/
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The Regional Airporr Plan is the basis of MTC consistency determinations concernin g
airport plans and development proposals. Provisions of the 1980 Regional Airport
Plan include the following: - '
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Mmggt_JQn proposals. Regional policy calls for the development of airport
ground transportation improvement, noise abatement, and air quality
improvement programs by the airports prior to major expansion. One of the key
recommendations concerns the establishment of a regional airport noise
altocation system. This recommendation creates a noise "budget' for each airport
based on the airport's share of traffic in the RAP [Regional Airport Plan] and the
assumption that all aircraft using the Bay Area airports will meet Federal
~ Aviation Regulations—Part 36, Aircraft Noise Certification Requirements by
1987. Revised standards to achieve continuing reductions in the emissions from
aircraft engines are also supported to minimize local airport air quality problems.

"North Bay Airport. The regional plan has identified a demand of up to one (1)
million annual passengers in the North Bay who would need air service to cities
in California in the 1985-1989 time frame and up to two million annual
passengers in the 1994-2000 time frame. A joint policy study by regional and
Iocal governments has proposed that the need for a California Corridor Service
and/or regional airport (interstate and international airline service at Travis AFB
[Air Force Base) or a new airport} be reviewed around 1990. In the interim,
local governments should permit only compatible land uses around Travis AFB.
Also, it is recommended that responsible agencies look into management
techniques at existing airports to control noise and improve capacity, and thus
alleviate pressures for an airport in the North Bay.

"General Aviation. It will also be necessary to expand and improve the region’s

~ general aviation airports, particularly as general aviation becomes a more
important transportation mode for business and other travelers needing to reach
locations that are not served by the airlines. An efficient system of 'reliever'
general aviation airports is also needed in order to divert small aircraft away from
the crowded airspace in the central Bay and improve air safety. In the North
Bay, Hamilton AFB and Napa County Airport have the greatest potential to
relieve general aviation congestion around San Francisco and Oakiand Airports.
(Sonoma County and Nut Tree Airporis will provide relief by serving local
training demand.) In the South Bay, improvements to general aviation airports in’
the south county and Fremont area could substantially relieve San Jose Municipal
Airport, and the possxblhty of joint use of Moffett Fleld for training purposes
should also be explored . . .

"Expansion of major air carrier girports. Airline service at San Francisco
International Airport, Metropolitan Oakland International Airport, and San Jose

* Municipal Airport should be consistent with the regional plan and with master

- plans prepared for these airports. The regional plan recommends that airport
improvement programs and local land use decisions be guided by the ass1gnments
of air passengers shown in the following table:
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- Regional Passenger Assignments

Millions of ual Pass

Airport  1985-1989

-.8an Francisco 24-27
Oakland 7-8
San Jose 6-7

Total*. - 3742

1994-2000
27-31
10-13

8-10 .

45-54

* Tootal regional demand is projected to be 37-43 MAP [Million Annual
“Passengers] in 1985-1989 and 45-56 MAP [Million Annual Passengers] in
1994-2000. Some portion of the projected regional demand may remain

unserved, depending on the availability of air service in the North Bay."/53/

Source: Metropohtan Transportation Commissmn Regmnai Transporrarmn

 Plan, 1980.

@ A comparison of MTC's 1980 Région Airport Plan-recommended shares of regional
passenger activity and actual 1989 shares for the five Bay Area air carrier airports is -
presented in the discussion of regmnal aviation activity and regional capacity issues,

begmnmg onp. 118,

@ Tables 14A and 14B, below, reflect the most recent MTC regional airport plan

- passenger forecasts (revised in 1986) and airport traffic assignments (revised in 1987).
Anticipated total regional air passenger demand in the most recent forecasts is higher
than in MTC's 1980 Regional Airport Plan forecasts, and the most recent forecasts are
extended to 2005 (whereas the previous forecasts extended to 2000). The .
recommendation that SFIA's passenger share should decrease relative to shares of the
airports at Oakland, San Jose and Concord as total Bay Area air passenger demand
increases, is inherent in both the 1980 and the 1986-1987 Regional Airport Plan airport

traffic assignments.
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[TABLE 14A}

- PROJECTED BAY AREA AIR PASSENGER DEMAND
{(Millions of annual passengers - on & off)

_ Total Bay Area

Time Frame S Air Passengers
1995 o ' 40.8 -46.8
2005 48.7 - 58,7

Source: Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Regional Transportation Plan
for the Nine-County San Francisco Bay Area, 1988. :
[TABLE 14B]

~ AIRPORT TRAFFIC ASSIGNMENTS
(Millions of annual air passengers - on & off)

_Levell eve _Level3
Airport . Demand  Share  Demand  Share Demand  Share
San Francisco 199 78.7% 30.0 65.3% 31.0 " 55.1%
Oazkland 2.6 10.1 6.0 139 15.9 26.6
San lose 2.8 11.2 7.0 162 10.0 178
Buchanan Field = . 03 _06 _03 0.5
Total 253 100.0% 433 100.0% 56.3 100.0% .

Level 1 represents the 1981 traffic level and traffic distribution among the airports. Levels 2 and 3
represent shares derived from policies in the RAP and airport master plans. Air passenger
assignments for intermediate levels of Bay Area demand may be determined by interpolation
between the three Jevels of demand shown in the table,

* Source: Metropolitan Transportation Comumission, Regional Transportation Plan for the Nine-
County San Francisco Bay Area, 1988. ’ '

In 1990, SFIA's actual passenger level (about 30.4 MAP) and regional share (about
70.4 percent) were relatively close to MTC's recommendations for SFIA's component
of regional passenger demand Level 2, shown in Table 14B. At regional demand
Level 2 (43.3 MAP for the region), MTC recommended 30 MAP and 69.3 percent of
the regional passenger market for SFIA. The actual regional total in 1990 was about
43.8 MAP. Thus, SFIA's 1990 passenger level and regional market share were
consiétent with MTC'’s most recent (1987) airport traffic aséignments.

- 8



101 huvirbnmcmal Settirig
A. Land Use

@ However, the passeﬂgcr levels and market shares anticipated in the SFIA Master Plan

are not consistent with MTC's airport traffic assignments. "As shown in Table 14B,

"~ MTC assumed a 13 MAP or 30 percent increase in total passengers for the region
between demand Levels 2 and 3, but recommended that SFIA's passenger total increase

* by only one MAP (to 31 MAP) and that its market share decline from 69.3 percent to
55.1 percent of the regional total. The SFIA Master Plan, in contrast, assurnes that
SFIA would serve between 70.5 and 72.8 percent of regional passenger demand at
Level 3, or 56.3 MAP. (The basis of this comparison is SFIA Master Plan Table 7.1,
“Total Passengers -- Regional San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose Area Passenger
Forecasts' and Tabie 7.2, “Total Passengers--San Francisco Airport Pas_senger
Forecasts.” Forecasts in SFIA Master Plan Table 7.1 show the 56.3 MAP level being
reached between 1954 and 1995; according to SFIA Master Plan Table 7.2, SFIA's
“unconstrained” passenger total would be about 39.7 MAP in 1994 and about 41 MAP
in 1995. Thus, the data in the two tables reflect an expected regional share under the
SFIA Master Plan of 70.5 to 72.8 percent for a regional passenger level-of 56.3 MAP,

- MTC's Level 3.) ' ' :

® MTC’s most recent (1986)‘ regional air passenger demand forecasts and most recent
(1987) airport traffic assignments are being revised as part of the RASP Update.

SCR 74 Pé;u‘nsula Mass Transit Study. Since the late 1970s, MTC has undertaken
several studies of the Peninsula Route 101 corridor between San Francisco and San
Jose, one of the most congested and heavily travelled corridors in the Bay Area. In
1984, MTC was directed by the State Legislature, Senate Concurrent Resolution
Number 74, to develop a mass transit plan for the San Francisco - San Jose corridor in
cooperation with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), transit
operators, and local governments. The SCR 74 Peninsula Mass Transit Study
identified a range of transit system alternatives, including improvements in the
commuter rail (CalTrain) service and extension of CalTrain to a downtown San
Francisco station; several possible BART extensions (Colma and San Jose); a possible’
light-rail system between San Francisco and San Jose; a "major System transfer
facility" (BART or light-rail station) at SFIA; addition of high-occupancy vehicle

R (HOV) lanes on US 101; and alternatives combining BART and light-rail transit,
CalTrain or buses./56/ '
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Me : litan O d Internati i O i

Ozkland Airport, managed and operated by the Port of Oakland, has prepared a draft
Master Plan Update (1988). The Osakland Airport drafi Master Plan Update is
currently undergoing environmental review as required by both the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act
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(NEPA). Draft elements of the Oakland Airport Master Plan Update include Chapter
IT: Introduction; Chapter HI: Inventory; Chapter IV: Aviation Demand Forecast;

Chapter V: Capacity Analysis; and Chapter VI: Facility Requirements./57/

Goals of the Port of Oakland pertaining fo the Oakland Airport draft Master Plan
Update are as follows: '

. "To provide comprehensive and convenient air travel services for Oakland and
 the East Bay Area. :

. "To increase Metropohtan Oakland International Ax:port s share of the Bay Area
passenger market.

« "To encourage Metropolitan Oakland International Airport to become a major
west coast center for ajr cargo activity.

. "To increase Metropolitan Qakland Internationial Airport's share of the Bay Area
air cargo market."/59/

Issues identified in the Oa_kland Airport draft Master Plan Update that pertain to
development of Oakland Airport include the regional role of the airport, the airport's
role in the community, role of North Field and South Field (the facility is now
d1v1ded) airspace capacity, airport airside capacity and facilities development, airport
landside accessibility and circulation, passenger terminal development, environmental

. effects of airport operatlons and dcvelopmcnt and compatible development of
adjoining land oses.

According to the Oakiand Airport draft Master Plan Update, "Bay Area airspace is

perhaps the most complex in the nation and may be the most significant factor in

determining the capacity of the Airport. Close coordination with the FAA and area
@ zirports will be required in determining airspace impacts."/57/

® Fluctuations in the aviation industry, as well as potential environmental controversy

‘and other institutional changes, caused the Port of Oakland to re-scope the Master Plan
update program and scale back the plan time frame, a process which has culminated in
the development of the 10-year 2002 Airport Development Program. Among the
projects under consideration in the 2002 Airport Development Plan are the
modification of existing terminal facilities, w1den1ng of existing airport access roads
and construction of new airport access roads, construction of a ground transportation
center/parking structure and remote parking lots, enhancements and additions to
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existing airline §upport and air cargo facilities, improvements to taxiway and runway
facilities, and restoration of wettands as mitigation for a previous 33-acre fill on
Oakland Airport lands. The improvements to the airfield facilitiés are intended to
enhance the current level of safe and efficient operations of aircraft and would not
expand the overall capacity‘ of the Oakland Airport airfield.

Jose Internation i an Jose Ajrport

San Jose International Airport, owned and operated by the City of San Jose, is also
updating its Master Plan, a process that began in 1988 and will Iikely continue for
another two years (through 1994). -According to demand forecasts, total annual aircraft
operations at San Jose Airport are expected to increase by 90 percent between 1988

and 2010./58/ Land availability is considered a more unportant constraint at San Jose
Airport than ajrspace capacity. /59/

San Jose Airport staff and consultanrs are currently in the process of defining and
scoping four Master Plan alternatives that have been identified for consideration by the
San Jose City Council. An EIR will be prepared on the four alternatives, and selection

of a preferred altemative will occur after completion of the EIR (expectedinmid-——

1993). The first of the four alternatives would accommodate all of the air carrier

demand projected for San Jose Airport in the Master Plan technical analysis. The

second alternative, prehared by Citizens Against Airport Pollution, is an

~ environmental-performance-based alternative that would, at most, allow limited
eXpansion at San Jose Airport. The third, or moderate growth alternative, would fall
between the first and second alternatives in terms of the amount of expansion it would
allow at San Jose Airport. The fourth alternative is the No-Project alternative, defined
as continuation of the existing (1980) Master Plan.  Any of the four alternatives may

- ultimately be selected as the preferred alternative for San Jose Airport./59a/ -
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. California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)

In addition to it role in planning and 'operaﬁng the ground transportation Systems
serving SFIA (see Section II1.B. Transportation, p. 125 and Section TV.B.
Transportation, p. 265), Caltrans is involved in state aviation system planning and
research through its Division of Aeronautics and its Office of Research and New
Technology The Division of Aeronautics recently completed the Phase I update of its
California Aviation System Plan (CASP), begun in 1987. Phase I of the CASP
comprises six elements and a Status Report and Summary. The six Phase 1 CASP
elements include Elemenﬁ Inventory; Element II: Forecasts; Element IIT; Pohczes

Element I'V: System Reqmremems, Element V: Financial; and Element VI- Action
Plan. The Policy element was adopted by the California Transportation Commission
in November, 1990./60/. CASP forecasts of SFIA passenger levels and aircraft
operations are presented in the previons section (Project Description).

6



" IM. Environmental Setting
A. Land Use

@ Phase II of the CASP comprised in-depth studies of issues related to air cargo, airport
ground access and airspace utilization. These three Phase 0 CASP studies, and an
Executive Summary, were published in August, 1991./61/

Aviation-related policies of the California Department of Transportation are identified
in CASP Element 11I: Policies as follows:

" ciligy ]. The Department will identify a statewide zirport system to meet the
State's immediate and future air transportation needs and will promote
development and maintenance of the system.

"Policy 2. The Department will facilitate coordinated and comprehensive
statewide aviation system planning through continuous and active participation in
Federal, State, regional and local activities related to aviation.

"Policy 3. The Department will coordinate aviation system planning efforts with
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the military on airspace issues to
achieve efficient and safe use of aifspace in California.

"Policy 4. The Dcpartmcnt will strive for the safest possible public-use airport
facilities.

"Policy 5. The Department will encourage devclopment of an air transponauon

{ CASP)

"Policy 6. The Department will promote and assist in ensuring compatibility
“between airports and surrounding land uses.

"Policy 7. The Department will maintaiﬁ hazard-free approach surfaces at all
public-use airports, and will seek to 'achievc obstruction-free approach zones.

"Policy 8. The Department will promote and encourage development of
adequate ground access to public-use airports.

"Policy 9. The Department will promote adequate air transportation access to the
state and national air transportation systems for all the State's citizens.

"Policy 10. The Department will recommend funding in a manner that will
provide the optimum benefit to the State airport system. :

"Policy 11. The Department will provide aviation expertise to airports in
engineering, planning, and technical areas.

"Policy 12. The Department wﬂl assist airports in becommg economically viable
and self~susta1n1ng :

"Policy 13. The Department will promote awareness of the sociceconomic
benefits of aviation thronghout the State and will support aviation education."/62/
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In implernenting the above policies, the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics prepares the
CASP and participates in other aviation studies and programs; reviews and comments
on Regional Transportation Plans, Airport Master Pians, Compatible Land Use Flans,
and associated environmental documents; reviews and comments on Federal
rule-making and legislation; drafts and reviews proposed State legislation related to
aviation; and administers various State funding and loan programs for airports. The
Division also administers State Noise Standards, issues State permits for all atrports
and heliports, and has permitting authority for erection or extension of structures more
than 500 feet above ground or near-airport obstructions near airports declared a hazard
by the FAA./62/ - '

The Caltrans Division of Aeronautics is currently reviewing military airfields
scheduled for closure to determine their potential use as civilian airports. Two
Northern California facilities (Mather Air Force Base and Hamilton Air Force Base)
and two Southern California facilities (Norton Air Force Base and George Air Force
@ Base) were included in the first phase of this review./60/ A report on possible -
conversion of these four bases to civilian aviation was publishéd by Hodges & Shutt, a
consultant to the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics, in May 1991./60a/ Other Northern
California military airfields that may be studied by Caltrans for potential civilian use
include Alameda Naval Air Station, Moffett Naval Air Station and Fritzsche AAF

(Fort Ord)./63/

‘The Caltrans Office of Research and New Technology, in association with the Institute
of Transportation Studies at the University of California, Berkeley, is currently
studying the feasibility of locatimgr additional off-airport terminals in the Los Angeles

- Basin and the San Francisco Bay Area. Off-airport terminals provide regularly
scheduled bus or rail service to one or more airports from remote parking facilities.
Usually located about 15 to 20 miles from the airport(s), off-airport terminals may also

- include baggage check-in and airline ticket counters. Existing California off-airport
terminals include the Van Nuys FlyAway, which provides service to Los Angeles
International Airport and is operated by the Los Angeles Department of Airports, and
the Marin-Airporter, which provides service to SFIA from the Marin County
community of Larkspur./62/

@ The objective of the current study is to identify two potential sites - one inthe San
Francisco Bay Area and one in the Los Angeles Basin - and to develop a plan for a
Caltrans-sponsored off-airport terminal demonstration program. According to the
Institute of Transportation Studies and Caltrans studies, off-airport |
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terminals can benefit users in terms of cost savings and convenience, can contribute to
reductions in highway congesrioh and vehicle emissions by diverting airport traffic to
high-occupancy vehicles, and may also contribute to a more balanced use of regional
airport capacity by providing more ground transportation options in multiple-airport
regions./64,65/

The California Department of Transportation also led the Los Angeles -Fresno - Bay
Area / Sacramento High-Speed Rail Corridor Study, mandated by Assembly Bill
AB-971, passed into law in June, 1988, and submitied to the State Legislature in June,
1990. AB-971 called for the establishment of a 30-member Study Group to "study and
develop a plan for development of a high-speed rail corridor” in the Los Angeles
-Fresno - Sacramento / Bay Area corridor./66/ The Study Group s Final Report to the
Cahforma State Legislature stated that:

"On the air trip between the downtown parts of Los Angeles and San Francisco,
‘the majority of time and nearly all the stress is associated with ground access, not
with the air journey itself. The airports suffer from severe capacity limits on
landing slots, airplane space, fuel storage, parking and congested automobile
traffic. A1r travel is now less convement Iess p;easant and more costly....In its
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spme approxunately 425 mlcs long and an mterreglonal rail network with a total
- length of over 600 miles. Its gross pepulation catchment of more than 20 million
Californians will include more than two-thirds of all state residents. The
character of this state-wide corridor makes its full and early development, and the
- creation of the infrastructure to support it, a California state-wide priority of the
highest order."/67/ _

The objectives adopted by the Study Group are to:

"1. Reduce travel time and enhance speed for trips within the corridor.

"2, Prov1de additional passenger rail service and passenger—canymg capacity
within the corridor.

3. Extend direct rail service to Los Angeles and to Sacramento and the Bay
Area.

"4, Provide San Joaquin service between Fresno, Modesto, and Stockton on the
Southern Pacific Railroad on a schedule equivalent to running times
achievable on the parallel Santa Fe Railway.

"5,. Increase patronage potential and accessibility of rail service within the
corridor.
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. 1 . _
"6.  Improve the guality of passenger rail service within the corridor.

"7. Maintain capacity of freight operations.

"8.  Provide cost-effective improvements that maximize benefits in the corridor
relative to costs."/66/

In part of a long-term planning effort to develop rail service in the California Corridor,
the Study Group identified four levels of improvement for phased implementation.
Level 1is the status quo. Level 1a would expand 79 miles per hour {(mph) service and
extend direct rail service to Sacramento and Los Angeles. Level 2 wouldincludea
new high-speed (185 mph potential) electrified rail line between Bakersfield and

Los Angeles, 110-125 mph maximum speed service between Bakersfield and
Sacramento and 79 mph maximum speed service between Stockton and Qakland. |
Level 3 would include new high-speed rail links (185 mph maximum speeds) between
the Central Valley and the San Francisco Bay Arez, with state-of-the-art equipment
and dedicated passenger tracks. Level 4 would include Magnetic Levitation (Maglev)
".as an alternative to Level 3, built over the Level 2 alignment and having 300 mph
maximum speeds./66/ According to Study Group technology analysis, travel time
between San Francisco and Los Angeles (downtown to downtown) would be 3 hours,

. 21 minutes at 185 mph maximum spced and 2 hours, 13 minutes at 300 mph
mammum speed./65/

California Commission gn Aviation and

The 25-member California Commission on Aviation and Airports was established by
the State Legislature in 1986 to review, monitor and evaluate issues relevant to
aviation and airports in California. The Commission is composed of representatives of
the aviation industry, users of the air travel system and members of the Legislature.
The Commission's January, 1989 report to the Legislature stated that California is
facing an aviation capacity "crisis® with potentially severe consequences for the
viability and competitiveness of the State's economy. The report outlined the historic
and present role of the State in aviation system planning and developmment, Citing the
State's limited control relative to Rederal and local agencies and emphasizing the need
for a more proactive State involvement. The report also contained recommendations

- for addressing the "capacity crisis," including "development of a legislative program in -
" the State to encourage local communities, through monetary incentives, to build new
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public use airport facilities and heliports.” The report also advocated State
involvement in joint m1htary-c1v111an airport uses and civilian re-use of surplus
military airfields. Accordmg to the Report,

“Recently the Federal Base Realignment and Closure Commission recommended
the closure of a number of military airfields in California....It would behoove the
State of California to begin preliminary discussions with the appropriate federal
and local agencies as to the acquisition and operation of these bases for
commercial air carrier use. The cost, while not insignificant, would be much less
than the development of a brand new facility in the area."/68/

On matters related to the potential availability of surplus military airfields, the
Commission report included the following recommendations:

*  "Require the State to act as an interim operator of airports, including military
‘ bases being closed until a permanent opcrator can be found

. "Develop, on the state level, a plan to work with the mﬂ1tary and the fcderal
government on joint and/or shared use airports and on military airfields which
‘may become surplus and closed."/68/

B i 1 ] Commission (BCD:

The state Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), created by the

McAteer-Petris Act in 1965, has regulatory authority over development in two areas:
1) all areas of San Francisco Bay below the line of highest tidal action, and 2) the

~ 100-foot shoreline band inland of the line of highest tidal action. BCDC implements
the McAteer-Petris Act, the San Francisco Bay Plan, and the Federal Coastal Zone

Management Act./70/ BCDC's Sar Francisco Bay Plan contains two fundamental
objectives:

"1) To protect the Bay as a natural resource for the benefit of present and future
generations.

“(2) To dcvclop the Bay and its shorchne to their hlghest potential with a
minimum of bay ﬁllmg _

Any fill or substantial change in use of any water, land, or structure within BCDC's
jurisdictional area is subject to a permit process established in the California
Government Code (Sections 66600 and following)./69/
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The San Francisco Bay Plan ﬁndmgs and policies pertinent to the SFIA Master Plan
include the following: :

"a)  The shoreline is a favored location for airports because the Bay provides an
open space for takeoffs and landings away from populated areas.

"By A regional airport system plan should be prepared w1th full pammpat:on of
affected public agencies and should include analyses of expected air traffic,
_alternauve sites and their alternative environmental conseguences, surface |
transportation, and the location of the jobs and homes within the Bay Area. _

"¢c)  Airports on the Bay shoreline should include terminals, parking areas, and
. Necessary supporting facﬂmes, but no fill shosld be permitted, dlrecﬂy or
1ndzrectly '

"d) In order to minimize additional filling of the Bay, tall buildings and
' residential developments should not be permitted within BCDC's area of
shoreline jurisdiction."/70/

A discussion of the Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) is included in Section
IIL.B. Transportation. ' '

- A discassion of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is
included in Section ILD. Air Quality.

A discussion of the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quaiity Control Board is
included in Section II.J. Public Utilities.

A discussion of the FAA is included in Section IIL.L. Aviation Safety.

REGIONAL AVIATION ACTIVITY AND REGIONAL CAPACITY

Shares of regional passenger activity for the five Bay Area Alrports recommended bj
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) in its 1980 Regional Airport Plan

(RAP) are shown in Table 15.

The 1980 Regional Airport Plan recommended that SFIA's relative share of passenger
activity continue to decline, while the relative shares of Oakland and San Jose '
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TABLE 15: 1980 RAP-RECOMMENDED SHARES OF TOTAL REGIGNAL

PASSENGER ACTIVITY

1985-1989 1985-1989  1994-2000  1994-2000

Airport - Zoflowla/  %ofHigh/b/ % ofLow/c/ %of High/d/
San Francisco  64.9% 628%  60.0%  55.4%
Oakland 18.9% | 18.6% 22%  232%
SanJose 162% 163%  1718%  17.9%

Tom - 1000% . 917%/  100.0% 96.5%/e!

Ja/  Low end of the three airports’ assignment ranges for 1985-1989, as percent of

o/

fdf

el

low regional forecast for 1985-1989 (37 million annual passengers).

High end of the three airports' assignment ranges for 1985-1989, as percent of
high regional forecast for 1985-1989 (43 million annual passengers).

low regional forecast for 1994-2000 (45 million annual passengers). -

~ High end of the three airports’ assignment ranges for 1994-2000, as percent of

high regional forecast for 1994-2000 (56 million annual passengers).
High-end percentages for the sums of the three airports' passenger shares do

- not total 100 percent of the high-end regional forecast because the Regional

Airport Plan assumed that some passenger demand could remain unmet,
depending on the availability of air service in the North Bay.

SOURCES: Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Regional Transportation

Plgn, 1980; Environmental Science Associates, Inc., 1991,

Airports, as well as one or more North Bay Airports, continue to increase. The 1980
Regional Airport Plan also recommended that, on the basis of the need to control and
abate airport noise and better utilize airport and airspace capacity in the Bay Area,
SFIA not exceed the level of 31 million annual passengers as a matter of policy./53/

Historical passenger totals and relative shares of regional passenger activity for the five
Bay Area air carrier airports are shown in Appendix B, Tables B-3 and B-4.
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The actual 1990 regional total of approximately 42,993,350 passengers was at the high
end of the 1985-1989 forecast range contained in the 1980 Regional Airport Plan (the
1990 regional total includes all five Bay Area air carrier airports: San Francisco,
Oakland, San Jose, Buchanan Field and Sonoma County). SFIA's actual passenger
total in 1990 was approximately 30,387,920, or 70.7 percent of the regional total,
compared to 62.8 percent recommended by the 1980 Regional Airport Plan for
1985-1989. Oakland Airport's 5,261,160 passengers represented about 12.2 percent of
the 1990 regional total, compared to 18.6 percent recommended by the 1980 Regional
Airport Pian for 1985-1989. San Jose Airport's 7,090,270 passengers represented
about 16.5 percent of the 1990 regional total, roughly equal to the 16.3 percent
recommended by the 1980 Regional Airport Plan for 1985-1989. Buchanan Field and
Sonoma County Airport together captured about 0.6 percent of the 1990 regional total,
whereas the 1980 Regional Airport Plan high-end forecast for 1985-1989 assumed that
up to 2.3 percent of the regional passenger total would need tc be served by North Bay
air service.f53,55/ C

NOTES - Land Usé and Plans

{1/ San Francisco Airports Commission, San Francisco International Airport Final
Draft Master Plan, 1989

{2/ San Francisco International Airport, "Information Package," September 12, 1989.

3/ Perkins, R.A., Lieutenant (jg), U.S. Coast Guard, by direction of the
Commandmg Officer, Coast Guard Air Stauon, San Francisco, letter dated June

8, 1990.

4/  California Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit, "Population and
Housing Estimates for California Cities and Counties: Summary Report E-5,"
San Mateo County Population and Housing Estimates, January 1, 1990, May 1,
1990,

/5/  City of Brisbane, General Plan, Introducion, March 1990.

- /6/ United States Bureau of Census, Census of Population and Housing 1990, .
published in 1991.

711 Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), Projections 90: Forecasts for
the San Francisco Bay Area to the Year 2005, Oakland, CA, December 1989.

- ABAG's estimates of mean household income, expressed in 1988 constant
dollars, were adjusted up by 5.6% to account for inflation between 1988 and
1990. "Consumer Price Indices, Pacific Cities and U.S. City Average: For the
San Francisco - Qakland - San Jose Area," U.S, Department of Labor, Bureau of
Labor Statistics, Washington, D.C., January 1990.
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18/ City of Brisbane, General Plan, Background, Existing Land Use and Zoning,
. Maich 1990.

19/ City of Brisbane, General Plan, Introduction, March 1990.

110/ (l:gi*':QYOOf Brisbane, General Plan, Land Use Description by Subarea, March
/117 City of Brisbane, General Plan, Noise Element, March 1990,

112/ City of Brisbane General Plan, Safety Element, Fire Hazard, March 1990.

113/ (1351)%y40f Burlingame, Geneml Plan, Land Use Element (Waterfront Element),
{14/  City of Burlingame, Specz’ﬁc Area Plan: The Burlingame Bayfront, May 198 1.

/15/  City of Burlingame, General Pzan, Noise Element, September 1975.

/16/  Monroe, Margaret, City Planner, City of Burlingame Planning Department,

~ telephone conversation, January 3, 1991. ,

/17/  Town of Colma, Geneml Plan Introduction - Regional and Local Setting,
September 1987. |

118/ Town of Colma, General Plan, Land Use Element, September 1987.

/19/  City of Daly City, General Plan, Land Use Element, November 1987.

/20/  City of Daly City, General Plan, Noise Element, April 1989,

/217 City of Foster City, General Plan, Housing Element, 1980,

122/ City of Foster City, General Plan, Noise Element, 1976.

123/ City of Foster City, General Plan, Safety Element, 1979.

/24/  Town of Hillsborough, General Plan, Noise Element, 1976.

{25/  Tronside, Robért, Millbrae Director of Community ijevelopment, telephone
conversation, Yanoary 9, 1991, There have been no amendments to the City of
Millbrae's General Plan since 1974. Asof January, 1991, the City is still in the
process of updating its genieral plan. _

26/ City of Millbrae, General Plan, "The Community" Section, 1974.

@ /26a/ Ironside, Robert, Milibrae Director of Community Dcvelopment, telephone
conversation, March 5, 1992.

1277 City of Miltbrae, General Plan, "Policies” Section, 1974.

128/ Ciﬁ of Pacifica, Pacifica General Plan, Planning Area, 1980.

129/ ' b

City of Pacifica, Pacifica General Plan, Noise Element, 1980.
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@ /29a/ Cosin, Wendy, Planning and Building Director, City of Pacifica, telephone
conversation, March 5, 1992, _

130/  City of Pacifica, Pacifica General Plan, Seismic Safety and Safety Elemént,
1983. -
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Thornton, Bany Associate Planner, City of Pacifica, telephone conversation,
Januvary 8, 1991. The Ciry of Pacifica Emergency Plan was completed in March
of 1984. The section called The Pacifica Air Crash Contingency Plan details
Pacifica's policies and procedures in the event of an air crash.

City of San Bruno, General Plan and Environmental Impact Report, Land Use
Element, 1984,

City of San Bruno, General Plan and Env:ronmental Impact Report Noise
Element, "Aircraft Noise," 1984.

City of San Bruno, General Plan and Environmental Impact Report, Housing
Element, 1984.
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City of San Mateo Geneml Plan, 1990,
City of San Matgo, General Plan, Noise Element, 1990.
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City of South San Francisco, General Plan, Noise Element, 1990.

City of San Francisco, Master Plan, Environmental Protection Element.

141/
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143/
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145/
146/
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149/

California Government _nge, Section 53090.

Department of Environmental Management, San Mateo County, General Plan
Land Use Designations, San Mateo County General Plan, November 1986.

San Mateo County Board of Supervisors, San Mateo County Zoning Ordinance
Regulations, Amended 1989. _

State of California, State Aeronautics Act Article 35, Section 21670, as
amended.

San Mateo Land Use Commission, Airport Land Use Plan, 1981,

Joint Powers Board, City/County of San Francisco and County of San Mateo,
Joint Land Use Study Final Technical Report, March, 1980.

Association of Bay Area Governments, Regional Plan 1970:1990, Yuly 1970.

Regional Airport Planning Committee of MTC and ABAG, Regional Airport
Plan: Update Program, "Phase I. Summary Report," 1976.

Regional Airport Planning Commitiee of MTC and ABAG, Regional Airport
Plan: Update Program, "Phase I1: Airport Facilities and Plans," 1976.
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Greene, Cary, Airport Planner, San Jose International Airport, telephone
conversation, December 31, 1990.

Greene, Cary, Airport Planner, San Jose International Airport, telephone
conversation, May 6, 1992,

California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, California
Aviation News, Winter 1990

Hodges & Shutt, Executive Summary: Study for Possible Conversion of
Military Airbases to Civilian Aviation, California Department of
Transportanon May 14, 1991. _

Benjamin, Nancy, Director, California Aviation System Plan (CASP),

‘telephone conversation, January 2, 1991.

Wilbur Smith Associates, Inc., in association with Landrum & Brown,
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Landrum & Brown, in association with Communiquest, Inc, Final Report:
California Aviation System Plan Airspace Element, prepared for the California
Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, August 31, 1991.

Manalytics, in association with Communiquest, Inc, Final Report: Cafifomfa
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Stewart, Fred, California Department of Transportation, Division of
Aeronautics, telephone conversation, February 15, 1991,

Ins