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SECTION 1.0 INTRODUCTION

This document, together with the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR), constitutes the Final
Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the Amendment to Norman Y. Mineta San José
International Airport Master Plan (Project).

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE FINAL EIR

In conformance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines, this
Final EIR provides objective information regarding the environmental consequences of the proposed
project. The Final EIR also examines mitigation measures and alternatives to the project intended to
reduce or eliminate significant environmental impacts. The Final EIR is intended to be used by the
City of San José and any Responsible Agencies in making decisions regarding the project.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15090(a), prior to approving a project, the lead agency shall
certify that:

(1) The final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA;

(2) The final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency, and that the
decision-making body reviewed and considered the information contained in the final EIR
prior to approving the project; and

(3) The final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis.

1.2 CONTENTS OF THE FINAL EIR

CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 specify that the Final EIR shall consist of:

a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft;

b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary;

c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR;

d) The Lead Agency’s responses to significant environmental points raised in the review and
consultation process; and

e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.

1.3 PUBLIC REVIEW

In accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines (Public Resources Code Section 21092.5[a] and
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088[b]), the City shall provide a written response to a public agency on
comments made by that public agency at least 10 days prior to certifying the EIR. The Final EIR and
all documents referenced in the Final EIR are available for public review at the Department of Planning
Building & Code Enforcement, San José City Hall, 3" Floor, 200 East Santa Clara Street, San José on
weekdays during normal business hours. The Final EIR is also available for review on the City of San
José’s  website: https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/department-directory/planning-
building-code-enforcement/planning-division/environmental-planning/environmental-review/active-
eirs/sjc-airport-master-plan-update
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SECTION 2.0 DRAFT EIR PUBLIC REVIEW SUMMARY

The Draft EIR for the Amendment to Norman Y. Mineta San José International Airport Master Plan
Project, dated November 2019, was circulated to affected public agencies and interested parties for a
52-day review period from November 27, 2019 through January 17, 2020. The City of San José
undertook the following actions to inform the public of the availability of the Draft EIR:

. A Notice of Availability of Draft EIR was published on the City’s website and in the San José
Mercury-News;

. Notification of the availability of the Draft EIR was mailed to project-area residents and other
members of the public who had indicated interest in the Project;

° The Draft EIR was delivered to the State Clearinghouse on November 27, 2019 as well as sent
to various governmental agencies, organizations, businesses, and individuals (see Section 3.0
for a list of agencies, organizations, businesses, and individuals that received the Draft EIR) or
the Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR; and

o Copies of the Draft EIR were made available on the City’s website:
https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/department-directory/planning-building-code-
enforcement/planning-division/environmental-planning/environmental-review/active-eirs/sjc-
airport-master-plan-update
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SECTION 3.0 DRAFT EIR RECIPIENTS

CEQA Guidelines Section 15086 requires that a local lead agency consult with and request comments
on the Draft EIR prepared for a project of this type from responsible agencies (government agencies
that must approve or permit some aspect of the project), trustee agencies for resources affected by the
project, adjacent cities and counties, and transportation planning agencies.

The Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR was sent to the following:

Santa Clara County Agencies

. County of Santa Clara, Planning Department
. Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission
. Santa Clara County Roads & Airports

Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors
. Fifth District, S. Joseph Simitian

City of San José Internal Contacts

. Mayor and City Council

. Planning Commission

. Airport Commission

. Historic Landmarks Commission

Qutside Public Agencies

. Bay Area Air Quality Management District

. City of Campbell

. City of Cupertino

. City of Fremont

. City of Milpitas

. City of Morgan Hill

. City of Santa Clara

. City of Saratoga

. City of Sunnyvale

. City of Palo Alto

. City of Mountain View

. Town of Los Gatos

. Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority

. Santa Clara Valley Habitat Agency

. Metropolitan Transportation Commission/Association of Bay Area Governments
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Water Agencies
. Santa Clara Valley Water District
. San Jose Water Company

State Agencies

. California Department of Transportation, District 4

. California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics
. California Department of Transportation, Planning

. California Energy Commission

. California Environmental Protection Agency

. California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 3

. California Air Resources Board

. California Emergency Management Agency

. California Department of Housing and Community Development
. California Department of Toxic Substances Control

. Native American Heritage Commission

. State Office of Historic Preservation

. Regional Water Quality Control Board, District 2

. San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission

Tribal Representatives

. Andrew Galvin — The Ohlone Indian Tribe

. Valentin Lopez — Amah Mutsun Tribal Band

. Irenne Zwierlein — Amah Matsun Tribal Band of Mission San Juan Bautista
. Ann Marie Sayers — Indian Canyon Mustun Band of Costanoan

. Monica Arellano — Muwekma Ohlone Indian Tribe of the SF Bay Area

. Katherine Perez — North Valley Yokuts Tribe

Unions

. Janet Laurain, Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo

. Lozeau Drury LLP, Richard Drury

Community and Environmental Organizations

. Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation District, Larry Johmann
. Greenbelt Alliance

. PG&E — Land Rights Services

. Sierra Club — Loma Prieta Chapter

. California Native Plant Society, Santa Clara Valley Chapter

. San José Downtown Association

. Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society

. Transform

. Sunnyvale-Cupertino Airplane Noise Group

. SPUR
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. Santa Clara Valley Open Space Authority
. Preservation Action Council of San Jose

Individuals (contacts from Notice of Preparation, Scoping Meeting, or Public Correspondence)

. Ken Pyle

. Alec Banh

. Tess Da Silva

. Katja Irvin

. Darlene Yaplee

. Catherine Hendrix

. Robert Holbrook

. Tuyet Le

. Jean-Christophe Deprez
. Jennifer Trey

. Dan L. Connolly

. Marie-Jo Fremont

. Raymond Greenlee
. Zachary Kaufam

. Kevin Johnston

. Jean Dresden

. Dr. Lawrence Ames
. Erik Schoennauer

The Notification of Availability of the Draft EIR was also sent through a newsflash to the City’s
Planning Notification list, encompassing over 900 individuals.

Amendment to Airport Master Plan 5 First Amendment to Draft EIR
City of San José February 2020



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO DRAFT EIR COMMENTS

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, this document includes written responses to
comments received by the City of San José on the Draft EIR.

Comments are organized under headings containing the source of the letter and its date. The specific
comments from each of the letters and/or emails are presented with each response to that specific
comment directly following. Copies of the letters and emails received by the City are included in their
entirety in Appendix A of this document. Comments received on the Draft EIR are listed below.

Many of the comments received on the Draft EIR raised similar concerns regarding the issue of noise
from aircraft flights over the cities of Palo Alto, Mountain View, Cupertino, and Sunnyvale. To avoid
duplication and to provide one comprehensive response, a “Master Response on Noise Impacts in
Cupertino, Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo Alto” was prepared. The Master Response begins on
page 9 of this First Amendment to the DEIR.

Comment Letter and Commenter Page of Response
Federal and STAE AQENCIES .....cuiiieieiieie et see ettt ree st et e et e sbeeseesreebesreebesseesseaneessenneens 14
A. California Department of Fish and Wildlife (dated January 16, 2020) ...........cccceeuenee. 14
B. California Department of Transportation (dated January 3, 2020)........ccccceververeererene 22
Regional and LOCAI AQENCIES. ........ciiiiiiiieie ittt st bbbt st sbe b b sneenas 26
C. City of Santa Clara (dated January 13, 2020).........ccceruerierirrerierienienie e 26
D. County of Santa Clara Roads and Airports Department (dated January 14, 2020) ....... 33
E. Santa Clara Valley Habitat Agency (dated January 10, 2020) ........cccccoeevvevveieeriesreennn. 36
F. Santa Clara Valley Water District (Valley Water) (dated January 13, 2020)................ 36
Organizations, Businesses, and INAIVIAUAIS ..........c.cooveiiieiiiiecsiesesie e 40
G. Alex Logan (dated January 5, 2020).......ccccoiuerierierieiiieneeiesesie e eee e sree e s 40
H. Alexander Slobodov (dated January 5, 2020).........cccccviiriiiieiiierieiieie e 40
l. Alice Martineau (dated January 17, 2020 at 7:46 PM).......ccccooeiiniieiiiie e 41
J. Alice Martineau (dated January 17, 2020 at 8:26 PM).......cccceoeiiriieiieiie e seenie s 41
K. Alice Newton (dated January 3, 2020) .......cceverierieiiieneniesese e 41
L. Aimee Zhu (dated January 17, 2020) ........cccereriieieiiieiesie e 42
M. Barry Fitzgerald (dated January 17, 2020) ........cccoeverieiiniieiieie e se e 42
N. Ben Debolle (January 9, 2020) .......c.ooueiuiiieiiiieiesie e 43
0. Briggs Nisbet (dated January 10, 2020) ........cccooieiirieninie i e 43
P. Carrie A. Snyder (dated January 13, 2020) .......cccoceririeiiniienieie e 44
Q. Catherine Hung (dated January 17, 2020) .......cccoveiimiriinie e 44
R. Chen Yuxi (dated January 17, 2020) ......cccocurirreriieninie e 45
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S. Chuck Jacobson (dated December 30, 2019) ......cceeiieiiiiiieeceecee e 46
T. Claire (dated January 17, 2020)........cccceiieriiiieieniieniesiesie et sse e e 46
U. Clifford Reader (dated December 30, 2019) ......ccocoiiriieiiniieiieie e 46
V. Ellen Zhao (dated January 17, 2020) .......c.ccooeriiieiinie e 47
W.  Evelyn Breakstone (dated January 13, 2020) .......ccccooerieririeicieeieiereee e 48
X. Evelyn Breakstone (dated January 17, 2020) .......cccooeiiiirerienenie e 48
Y. Hans (dated January 17, 2020) ........ccocoeerireninenenie e 49
Z. lonut Constandache (dated January 17, 2020)........c.coerueieierieneieniere e 50
AA. Jack Yu (dated January 17, 2020) .......cccceeerereriniene e 50
BB. Jay and Sallie Whaley (dated January 10, 2020) .........cccoerererierieienienee e 51
CC. Jennie Dusheck (dated December 31, 2019) ......cccooeriiiiiienieneree e 51
DD. Jennifer Landesmann (dated January 17, 2020) .......ccccoeirieienenienienieeee e 51
EE. J.F Boyer (dated December 30, 2019) .......ccccooiiiiieiieiieiiene e 53
FF.  Joel Hayflick (dated December 30, 2019) ......ccccvviiiieieiieie e 53
GG. Justin Burks (dated January 12, 2020).........cccceiieriniienieniesesee e 54
HH. Karen Edwards (dated January 9, 2020).........cccccvrieiieiieiieniesiesie e 54
I. Karen Parker (dated December 30, 2019) ......ccooieiiiiieiiniin i 55
JJ. Kathy James (dated December 30, 2019) ......cccviieiiiiieiiiie i 55
KK. Kelly Hails (dated January 17, 2020) .......cccooierimieiieieiienieseenie e sie e e see e sseenees 55
LL. Ken Pyle (dated January 13, 2020) ........cccererererenenienienienie e sie e sie e sne e 56
MM. Ken Pyle (dated January 13, 2020 at 4:31PM) .....cccoiiiiirieieierierierie e 58
NN. Ken Pyle (dated January 17, 2020)........cccceerireminieninenesesesie et 58
00. Kim Lemmer (dated January 9, 2020) ........cccccirereriniiienenene e 60
PP.  Laura Robinson (dated January 17, 2020) ........ccccurerirerenienenenenesese s 60
QQ. Liang Tang (dated January 17, 2020) ........ccccerererererenenesiese et 61
RR.  Lois Shore (dated January 11, 2020) .......ccccuremirineninenenesesese e 61
SS.  Louise Band (January 14, 2020) ........cccooererirerenienienie et 62
TT. Marko Radojicic (dated January 17, 2020)........ccccererieremreeiiniieseenieseesieseesie e ssesneens 63
UU. Marie-Francoise Bertrand (dated January 9, 2020) ........ccccoveiinieiieieseenie e 63
VV. Marie-Jo Fremont and Darlene Yaplee (dated January 6, 2020).........ccccecvrvveivnrienennnnn. 63
WW. Mark Shull (dated January 9, 2020) .........ccceriuereiiieiiiiesieie e 63
XX.  MaryJane Donofrio (dated January 17, 2020) .......cccoovuereiiiereiiienesiese e 65
YY. Pamela Kittler (dated January 17, 2020) ........cccoeiuereiiiereniieieerieseesieseese e see e seeenaens 67
ZZ. Paul Buxton (dated December 30, 2019)........cccviiiiiiiiiiiieiie e 68
AAA. Peter E Huston (dated January 13, 2020) ........cccereerimieniniieniieieseesiesee e 68
BBB. Qian Li (dated January 17, 2020) .......cccovueieriieiiiie e 69
CCC. Rebecca Ward (dated January 9, 2020) .........cccorurririmninieniesie et 70
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DDD. Richard Kittler (dated January 17, 2020) .......cccueiiieieeiiieiieesiee e 71

EEE. Rita Vrhel (dated January 9, 2020)........ccccveiieiieiiiie e 72
FFF. Robert Holbrook (combined comments dated January 10 and January 17, 2020)........ 72
GGG. Robert Watkins (dated December 30, 2019) ......ccocviiviiiiiniinie s 81
HHH. Ron and Carol Ruth (dated January 13, 2020) .........coceierriieieieieee e 82
I1l.  Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society and the Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter (dated
JANUANY 17, 2020) ..ocvveiieiieiieeie sttt e e ae e 85
JJJ.  Sarah Xu (dated January 17, 2020)........ccccoeriririiineniesenese e 90
KKK. Sierra Club (dated January 17, 2020) .......cccooiiereiiieieie st 90
LLL. Sky Posse Palo Alto (dated January 8, 2020) ........ccoouereerieiienierierienierie e 94
MMM. Stephen Boyer (dated January 18, 2020) ........cccceierereninierieiene e 98
NNN. Steve Dippert (dated December 30, 2019) ......ccoovieririeniiiinene e 98
OO0O0. Subodh lyengar (dated January 11, 2020) ........ccceerererererenienenie e 98
PPP. Susumu Agari (dated January 17, 2020)........ccccurireririnienienenese e 102
QQQ. Tod Williams (dated January 6, 2020) ........cccovveeriierieiierie e 102
RRR. Tony Guan, Jennifer Tasseff and members of the Sunnyvale-Cupertino Airplane Noise
Group Over 500 MemMDEIS SLIONQ ....ccvoveiiririiiieeeie et 103
SSS.  Tony Guan (dated January 17, 2020) .......cccoererreeiierieiieie e 114
TTT. Vicci Hult (dated January 17, 2020).......ccccviieiimiieiieieiienieseesiesee e sessieseesseessesseenns 115
UUU. Vicki Miller (dated January 13, 2020).......cccciviiiiimrieiieieieenieseesieseesiesseesie e ssesneens 115
VVV. Xuanran Zong (dated January 17, 2020) .......cccocereriieieniinienieseeiesieeseeseesee e e 115
WWW. Y Chia (dated January 18, 2020) .......cccooiverieiieriiiere e s 116
XXX. Yao Wang (dated January 18, 2020) ........ccccveiiriieiieieiienieseesiesee e s 116
YYY. Yingnan Xiao (dated January 17, 2020) .......cccccurveriereiienieiieneseesiesee s s 117
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MASTER RESPONSE:

AIRCRAFT NOISE IMPACTS IN CUPERTINO, SUNNYVALE,
MOUNTAIN VIEW, AND PALO ALTO

Introduction and Background

The City received multiple comments on the DEIR from residents in Cupertino, Sunnyvale, Mountain
View, and Palo Alto regarding the aircraft-related noise impacts of the project. The comments all
expressed the same sentiment, namely a frustration associated with being exposed in the authors’
opinions to excessive noise from aircraft overflights. The comments state that the problem of aircraft
noise impacts is exacerbated due to the following:

e The presence of multiple airports in the region, including San José (SJC), San Francisco (SFO),
Oakland (OAK), Palo Alto (PAO), and Moffett Federal Airfield (NUQ), flight tracks to/from
all of which pass over Palo Alto, Cupertino, Mountain View, and Sunnyvale to varying degrees.

e FAA’s 2015 implementation of its NextGen Program for the Northern California Metroplex
(NextGen), which concentrated flight paths over certain corridors in which residents bear the
brunt of aircraft noise. Prior to the implementation of NextGen, aircraft flight tracks were
dispersed over a broader area thereby limiting the noise impacts on individual homes. NextGen
switched from a radar-based approach to a GPS approach, which also resulted in the use of
Required Navigation Performance (RNP) and Optimal Profile Descent (OPD). These tools
and procedures create a concentration of flight paths over specific neighborhoods and homes.!

e The increase in the number of flights in recent years due to regional growth, an increase that,
as described in the DEIR, is projected to continue.

The comments argue that the projected increase in flights at SJC that are disclosed in the DEIR will by
themselves, as well as in combination with flights to/from other nearby airports, result in significant
noise impacts in their communities.

! Prior to implementation of NextGen, the FAA prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 2014 to comply with
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). For noise, the analysis in the EA concluded that no populations
would be exposed to the following increases in noise if NextGen was implemented: 1) an increase in DNL of 1.5-dB
or greater where the DNL would equal or exceed 65 dB; 2) an increase in DNL of 3.0-dB or greater where the DNL
would be in the range of 60 - 65 dB; or 3) an increase in DNL of 5.0-dB or greater where the DNL would be in the
range of 45-60 dB. Therefore, the EA concluded that the noise effects of NextGen would not be significant. [Source:
FAA, Final Environmental Assessment for Northern California Optimization of Airspace and Procedures in the
Metroplex, July 2014.]
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Purpose of the EIR

The purpose of the EIR is to disclose the environmental impacts of the proposed Amendment to the
Airport Master Plan should the Amendment be approved and to determine which impacts, if any, are
significant. CEQA requires that such impacts be disclosed relative to existing/baseline conditions,
which in this case includes NextGen. CEQA also requires that cumulative impacts be discussed in an
EIR “when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable.” (CEQA Guidelines Section
15130).

Although existing conditions form the baseline against which a project’s impacts are evaluated, it is
not the job of an EIR to evaluate those existing baseline conditions. As an example, it is not the purpose
of the EIR for the proposed Amendment to the Airport Master Plan to evaluate or mitigate the existing
changes in noise levels that have resulted from FAA’s NextGen implementation, changes that are
outside the City’s control and included as part of the existing baseline. While such existing impacts
have generated extensive controversy and there are ongoing efforts to try to address the effects, those
factors are not germane to this EIR because they are not a result of the Project.

DEIR Conclusion Regarding the Noise Impacts of the Project

Section 4.13 of the DEIR, which is based primarily on a technical noise analysis prepared for the
project (DEIR Appendix J), discloses the project’s noise impacts using the standard methodologies
employed for such purposes. The noise impacts from the forecasted increase in aircraft operations at
SJC by 2037, such increase that will occur with or without the project, were quantified in the DEIR
using multiple descriptors (e.g., CNEL, SEL, Time-Above). The results were compared to
existing/baseline conditions, with conclusions of significance based on the thresholds established by
the FAA, State of California, ALUC, and the City of San José.

The analysis concluded that increases in aircraft-generated noise between 2018 (baseline) and 2037
(horizon year) would not be significant. As explained on page 278 of the DEIR, a key reason for this
conclusion is that the additional noise associated with an increase in the number of aircraft operations
is largely being offset by the phase out over time of older noisier aircraft with newer aircraft with
quieter engines. In addition, as stated on page 280 of the DEIR, there will be no incompatible land
uses within the Project’s 2037 65-dB CNEL contour.

Figure 4.13-4 of the DEIR shows that the locations where aircraft noise from SJC operations will
exceed 60-dB CNEL will be limited to those within the cities of San José and Santa Clara. SJC
operations will produce noise levels below 60-dB CNEL in Sunnyvale, Cupertino, Mountain View,
and Palo Alto, which are located to the west of the area depicted on Figure 4.13-4.

The communities in Sunnyvale, Cupertino, Mountain View, and Palo Alto are not exposed to
significant noise from SJC operations given the flight tracks associated with SJC, summarized as
follows:
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¢ North-Flow Configuration: Based on the prevailing winds, on an annual average, air traffic
to/from SJC operates in a north-flow configuration more than 87% of the time.? As shown on
Figure 2 of Appendix J of the DEIR, aircraft arriving at SJC do not overfly Palo Alto,
Cupertino, Sunnyvale, or Mountain View under north-flow conditions. As shown on Figure 3
of Appendix J of the DEIR, only a few aircraft departing from SJC overfly Cupertino, Palo
Alto, Sunnyvale, or Mountain View under north-flow conditions, mainly departures from SJC
to Asia (approximately two flights per day).

e South-Flow Configuration: On an annual average, weather conditions require that SJIC operate
in a south-flow configuration approximately 13% of the time. As shown on the following
figure, aircraft arriving at SJIC overfly portions of Cupertino, Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and
Palo Alto under south-flow conditions. Aircraft departing from SJC under south-flow
conditions fly over Downtown, Central and South San José, but not over Sunnyvale, Cupertino,
Mountain View, or Palo Alto.

SJC Arrival Flight Tracks on a South-Flow Day (5/1/2018)

g

San José Airport is indicated by SJC. The other callouts are waypoints used for navigation by aircraft.

Source: FAA; Available at:
https://www.flysanjose.com/sites/default/files/commission/SJC%20Ad%20Hoc%20Committee%205
-1-18%20SF%20Data.pdf

To summarize, only in periods of south-flow arrivals do SJC aircraft operations overfly certain areas
of Palo Alto, Cupertino, Mountain View, and Sunnyvale. Noise from those overflights do not
constitute a significant noise impact of the proposed Amendment to the Airport Master Plan as those
locations are well outside SJC’s 60-dB CNEL.

2 Source: FAA, Northern California NextGen EA, page 1-20.
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DEIR Conclusion Regarding Cumulative Noise Impacts

Cumulative aircraft-related noise impacts are addressed on page 286 of the DEIR and are summarized
on DEIR page xxxiii under the heading of “Areas of Public Controversy.” The analysis acknowledges
that under existing conditions, noise from aircraft overflights to/from the region’s multiple airports is
audible at numerous locations, including in the cities of Palo Alto, Mountain View, Cupertino, and
Sunnyvale. However, for the reasons listed on those pages, the DEIR concludes that cumulative
aircraft-generated noise impacts of the project would not be significant based on the thresholds
established by the FAA, State of California, ALUC, and City regulations and policies.

Supplemental Information and Data

In response to the numerous comments received on the subject of aircraft noise impacts in Palo Alto,
Mountain View, Cupertino, and Sunnyvale, the City is highlighting the following existing information
and data, which support the conclusion that the cumulative aircraft-related noise impacts associated
with the project are not significant:

e While audible to many residents, cumulative aircraft-generated noise from all flights over Palo
Alto, Mountain View, Cupertino, and Sunnyvale does not exceed the land use compatibility
standards of the FAA, State of California, or ALUC. This conclusion is supported by the
results of the Palo Alto Aircraft Noise Measurements Study (July 2019).% The study was based
on two months of continuous measurements in late 2018 of aircraft noise at four sites in Palo
Alto, which included operations under both north-flow and south-flow conditions. For the
following reasons, measurements in Palo Alto can be considered to represent a worst-case
assessment of aircraft noise in the area:

o Among Palo Alto, Mountain View, Cupertino, and Sunnyvale, Palo Alto is overflown
by the greatest number of SFO aircraft, which constitute the majority of total
overflights. Palo Alto is also overflown by aircraft from other airports.

o Since SFO-related aircraft are lower in altitude over Palo Alto than over Sunnyvale
Cupertino, or Mountain View, noise levels on the ground from those flights are higher.
For example, arrivals to SFO from the south are above 5,000 feet over Mountain View
but have descended to below 5,000 feet as they pass over Palo Alto.*

The measured noise at the four sites in Palo Alto ranged from 51 to 53 dB CNEL for SFO
aircraft and from 50 to 52 dB CNEL for non-SFO aircraft. The CNEL for all noise combined
(i.e., aircraft, traffic, and background) ranged from 54 to 57 dB. These measured noise levels
are substantially below the land use compatibility standards of the FAA, State of California,
and ALUC. CNEL levels below 60 dB are also considered acceptable for residential land uses
in Palo Alto (Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan, page 126), Sunnyvale (Sunnyvale General Plan,
page 6-32), and Cupertino (Cupertino General Plan, page HS-23). These levels are consistent
with the following text on page 161 of the Mountain View General Plan: “Mountain View does

3 Available for downloading at: https://media.flysfo.com/sfo_PaloAltoNoiseReport 2019-007.pdf
4 Source: SJC Flight Tracking System. Available at www.flysanjose.com/noise/web-trak , accessed 1/26/2020.
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not have much airport noise. The city is outside the 55 dBA CNEL noise contour of the Palo
Alto Airport, the San José International Airport and the San Francisco International Airport.
These last two occasionally produce aircraft noise, but not a significant amount.”

e The contribution of noise from SJC flights to cumulative aircraft noise over Palo Alto,
Mountain View, Cupertino, and Sunnyvale is not cumulatively considerable. This statement
reflects the fact that, as stated above, except for south-flow arrivals, SJC aircraft do not overfly
Palo Alto, Mountain View, Cupertino, or Sunnyvale. Further, unlike departures where aircraft
engines are operating at or near maximum power, engines on arrivals operate at reduced power.
Thus, noise from arriving aircraft, such as those from SJC’s south-flow arrivals over
Sunnyvale, Cupertino, Mountain View, and Palo Alto is substantially lower than a comparable
overflight by a departing aircraft at the same altitude.

Conclusion

Ongoing concerns regarding noise produced by existing aircraft overflights in Cupertino,
Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo Alto notwithstanding, there is no basis to conclude that the
proposed Amendment to the Airport Master Plan will result in significant noise impacts in those
cities. Further, cumulative noise impacts will not be significant.

---- End of Master Response ----
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FEDERAL AND STATE AGENCIES

A California Department of Fish and Wildlife (dated January 16, 2020)

Comment A.1: The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received the draft
Environmental Impact Report (draft EIR) from the City of San José (City) for the Amendment to
Norman Y. Mineta San José International Airport Master Plan (San José Airport or Project) pursuant
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines. The deadline to submit
comments on the draft EI R was January 13, 2020 but has been extended to January 17, 2020.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding those activities
involved in the Project that may affect California fish and wildlife resources. Likewise, we appreciate
the opportunity to provide comments regarding those aspects of the Project that CDFW, by law, may
be required to carry out or approve through the exercise of its own regulatory authority under the Fish
and Game Code.

CDFW is California's Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those resources in trust
by statute for all the people of the state. [Fish and Game Code, 88 711.7, subd. (a) and 1802; Pub.
Resources Code,§ 21070; CEQA Guidelines§ 15386, subd. (a)]. CDFW, in its trustee capacity, has
jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and
habitat necessary for biologically sustainable populations of those species. (Id., § 1802). Similarly, for
purposes of CEQA, CDFW is charged by law to provide, as available, biological expertise during
public agency environmental review efforts, focusing specifically on projects and related activities that
have the potential to adversely affect fish and wildlife resources. CDFW is also considered a
Responsible Agency if a project would require discretionary approval, such as permits issued under
the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), the Native Plant Protection Act, the Lake and
Streambed Alteration (LSA) Program, and other provisions of the Fish and Game Code that afford
protection to the State's fish and wildlife trust resources.

BACKGROUND: Western burrowing owls (Athene cunicularia) are a State Species of Special
Concern. Burrowing owl populations have been greatly reduced or extirpated from most of the San
Francisco Bay Area and along the California coast to Los Angeles and there have been overall declines
in the number of nesting pairs in Santa Clara County as a whole.

In the past, the San José Airport was a key nesting area for burrowing owls in San José that was central
to maintaining the regional population (draft EIR, Appendix E Biological Resources Report, page 82).
However, there has been an overall gradual decline in burrowing owl abundance at the Airport since
approximately 2002 (draft EIR, Figure 4.2-2 Summary of Burrowing Owl Monitoring Results at the
Airport 1997-2018) and nesting abundance from 2016-2018 was the lowest during all years monitored
(draft EIR, 4.4.1.2 Existing Conditions, page 111).

The Project is a continuation and expansion of an existing project that had previous CEQA
environmental review. In 1980, a Master Plan was developed for the San José Airport. In 1997, an EIR
for San José International Airport Master Plan Update (1997 EIR, SCH #95073066) was prepared,
which included an impact analysis for the construction of buildings, parking lots, paved taxiways, and
other facilities within the San José Airport. Appendix 3.8.B of the 1997 EIR, the Burrowing Owl
Management Plan (BOMP), included measures for management of burrowing owls on the airfield (i.e.

Amendment to Airport Master Plan 14 First Amendment to Draft EIR
City of San José February 2020



passive relocation within Runway Safety Areas) and established Burrowing Owl Management Areas
within the airfield where burrowing owls would not be passively relocated (i.e. ruderal grassland areas
not designated as Runway Safety Areas).

Overall, the draft EIR states that the proposed Project impacts exacerbate regional declines and impacts
are significant under CEQA (draft EIR, 4.4.2.1 Impacts on Special-Status or Protected Species, page
126).

Response A.1: This comment is an introductory statement to the detailed comments
provided below by CDFW. The introductory statement does not raise any specific
environmental issue under CEQA and, therefore, no response is warranted.

Comment A.2: 4.4.2.1 Impacts on Special-Status or Protected Species, Impacts to the Burrowing Owl,
Mitigation Measure 810-4.1 Provide Compensatory Mitigation for Permanent Impacts on Burrowing
Owl Nesting Habitat, Page 127.

Approximately 277.4 acres of ruderal grassland habitat within the Airport (draft EIR Figure 4.1-1
Existing Biological Habitats) are potential burrowing owl nesting, roosting, or foraging habitat. The
draft IER states that the Project will permanently impact ruderal grassland through construction of
hardscape (buildings, structures, paving with asphalt, or other facilities) including 32.4 acres of
nesting/roosting habitat (24.4% of the existing nesting and roosting habitat at the airfield) and 2.1
acres of foraging habitat within the airfield (4.4.2.1 Impacts on Special-Status or Protected Species,
page 124). There would also be 19.9 acres of permanent impacts to Burrowing Owl Management
Areas (BOMA, 4.4.2.1 Impacts on Special Status or Protected Species, page 124).

The 2.1 acres of ruderal grass permanently impacted are considered to be foraging habitat because
nesting has not occurred within these fields since 2012 (draft EIR, 4.4.2.1 Impacts on Special-Status
or Protected Species, page 122). However, there has been nesting within these areas in the past (at
a minimum in 1994 and 2012) and, thus, these areas serve as nesting sites in the future. The draft
EIR stated that there are little, if any, California ground squirrel (Otospermophilus beecheyi)
burrows within these infields (4.4.1.2 Existing Conditions, page 111). There has been past and
ongoing ground squirrel control and closing of burrows throughout the airfield (see additional
information below) that may have contributed to lack of burrowing owl nesting within these 2.1
acres.

Draft EIR Appendix E Biological Resources Report (6.6 Impact due to Conflicts with an Adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan) states that the Project conflicts with the goals of the Santa Clara Valley
Habitat Plan Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan (Habitat Plan), and
the Project will hinder conservation efforts undertaken by the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Agency
(Habitat Agency). The draft EIR proposes to provide compensatory mitigation for the permanent
impacts to 32.4 acres of nesting/roosting habitat through payment of burrowing owl fees to the
Habitat Agency through the Habitat Agency's Voluntary Fee Payments Policy (Voluntary Fees).
This Voluntary Fee payment will also reduce the conflict with the Habitat Plan to less-than-
significant levels (draft EIR Appendix E Biological Resources Report (6.6 Impact due to Conflicts
with an Adopted Habitat Conservation Plan). The Habitat Agency may then use the Voluntary Fees
for burrowing owl management agreements, burrowing owl habitat management and monitoring,
as well as burrowing owl habitat restoration and land acquisition.
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To reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels, CDFW recommends the three following
mitigation measures be included in the EIR:

1. Evaluation of Alternatives to Avoid or Reduce Permanent Impacts: The City should analyze
reasonable Project alternatives that reduce or avoid the area (e.g. acres) of burrowing owl nesting,
roosting, and foraging habitat. Alternatives that complete avoid or greatly reduce permanent impacts
to burrowing owl habitat should be chosen for implementation.

Response A.2: With the exception of the No Project Alternative, there is no feasible
alternative that would reduce the identified impacts to burrowing owls. However, as
described on pages 127-130 of the DEIR, mitigation measures included in the Project
will reduce those impacts to less-than-significant. Project alternatives evaluated in the
DEIR included the relocation of Airport operations to other airports in the region, the
relocation of the Airport to a new site in the greater San José area, and two no-project
alternatives. See Section 8 of the DEIR for a discussion of these alternatives and the
reasons for their rejection.

Comment A.3: 2. Payment of Voluntary Fees at 3:1 for Nesting/Roosting Habitat and BOMA:
Payment of Voluntary Fees per acre should be calculated and include the 32.4 acres of nesting/roosting
habitat plus the 19.9 acres of BOMA permanently impacted, at a 3:1 ratio (area of mitigation: area
impacted), totaling 156.9 acres.

Response A.3: As described in Section 4.4.2.1 of the DEIR, impacts of Amendment
projects within 19.9 acres of burrowing owl management areas are encompassed within
the 32.4 acres of nesting/roosting habitat and 2.1 acres of foraging habitat (i.e., these
acreages are inclusive, not additive). Table 1 provides a summary of the breakdown
of these acreages for clarification. Because the locations of active/recently occupied
burrowing owl burrows and suitable habitat for burrowing owls did not necessarily
correspond with the management areas, impacts were assessed based on whether or not
suitable owl habitat was present rather than whether an area was designated as a
“management area”.

Table 1. Summary of Amendment Impacts on Bunrowing Owl Habitat

Nesting/Roosting Foraging
Habitat {acres)  Habitat (acres) Total {acres)

Impacts located within burrowing owl 18.1 18 19.9
management arecs

Impacts located outside of burrowing 14.3 03 14.6
owl management areas

Total: 32.4 2.1 34.5

The City proposes to compensate for permanent impacts on 32.4 acres of occupied
burrowing owl nesting/roosting habitat via the payment of Santa Clara Valley Habitat
Plan (VHP) burrowing owl impact fees. This mitigation approach is consistent with
the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Agency’s (Habitat Agency’s) Voluntary Fee Payments
Policy for projects located within the VHP area but not covered under the VHP, and
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the Habitat Agency has expressed its support for this approach for the Amendment’s
impacts (see Comment E). The VHP burrowing owl impact fee takes into account the
total acreage of breeding and foraging habitat needed to support impacted burrowing
owls, which is consistent with CDFW’s guidance on providing mitigation for
permanent impacts on occupied burrowing owl nesting habitat. Thus, VHP fees for
impacts on burrowing owl habitat are assessed on the basis of the acreage of impacted
habitat, and do not require multiplication of that acreage by any ratio (e.g., the 3:1 ratio
suggested by CDFW) to provide adequate mitigation.

Comment A.4: Analysis of Potential Nesting/Roosting Habitat within Infields E13 through E19 and
Payment of VVoluntary Fees: An analysis should be conducted to determine the reason why burrows
are not present within infields E13 through E19. If California ground squirrel burrow closures
conducted by the City are the primary reason for burrows not being present for use by burrowing owl
than the permanent loss of this habitat should be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio (area of mitigation: area
impacted).

Response A.4: The DEIR’s assessment of baseline conditions for infields E13—E19
on pages 122-124 determined that these infields are small, narrow grassland areas that
provide few, if any, ground squirrel burrows and have not been used for nesting by
owls since 2012. These areas currently provide potential foraging habitat for
burrowing owls due to their grassland land cover, though these grassland patches likely
have very limited foraging habitat value to burrowing owls due to their small size.

Any ongoing control of California ground squirrels that removes burrows within
infields E13—E19 is not part of the proposed project; rather, these activities are part of
baseline operations on the airfield. These activities likely contribute to a lack of
burrowing owl nesting within a number of areas on the airfield; however, they represent
ongoing operations necessary for airfield safety, and are considered part of the site’s
baseline condition. Under CEQA, the nature and consequences of prior conduct of a
project applicant (e.g., burrow closures) are not applicable to baseline conditions, and
lead agencies must evaluate project impacts based on actual conditions existing at the
time of CEQA review. Thus, under CEQA, the assessment that infields E13-E19
currently provide only foraging habitat for burrowing owls is appropriate regardless of
whether or not California ground squirrel burrow closures are ongoing at these
locations. As a result, no further analysis of these areas is needed to support CEQA
review of the project.

Comment A.5: 4.4.2.1 Impacts on Special-Status or Protected Species: Impacts to the Burrowing Owl,
Mitigation Measure B10-4.2 Update and Implement the BOMP, Pages 127 — 130: This Mitigation
Measure describes updates to be made to the BOMP and continued implementation of the plan. The
BOMP includes construction measures to minimize impacts to burrowing owls due to disturbance,
passive relocation of burrowing owls from construction areas and Runway Safety Areas (burrows are
subsequently excavated and closed), providing artificial burrows with BOMAs at a 2:1 ratio (number
of artificial burrows: number of burrows impacted), and delineation of BOMA where burrowing owls
are not passively relocated. The BOMP also includes monitoring and reporting regarding the
population of burrowing owls within the San José Airport. The draft EIR does not include any
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discussion within the BOMP as to actions to implement should the population of burrowing owls at
the San José Airport decline even further.

The Burrowing Owl Monitoring and Management 2013 Annual Report (2013 Report) describes the
inclusion of the VOR (very high frequency omni-directional range) Site into the BOMA. The VOR
Site is a 23.6-acre area where VOR facilities are present, as well as surrounding ruderal grassland
(draft EIR, Figure 4.1-1 Existing Biological Habitats and 4.4.1.2 Existing Conditions, page 106)
that is potential burrowing owl nesting, roosting, and foraging habitat.

In 2012, 8.9 acres of the VOR Site was converted to a BOMA in order to accommodate the need
for artificial burrow installment (2013 Report, page 10 and 4.4.2.1 Impacts on Special- Status or
Protected Species, page 124). There have been 99 artificial burrows installed within the VOR Site
BOMA (draft EIR, 4.4.1.2 Existing Conditions, page 115). The 2013 Report shows a map of the
artificial burrows installed in a very dense configuration (Artificial Burrow Locations, page 20).

Burrowing owls have not been known to be present within the VOR Site since 2014 (draft EIR,
Existing Conditions, page 115). The VOR Site is not frequently mowed and in January 2019, the
vegetation within the BOMA was several feet tall (draft EIR, 4.4.1.2 Existing Conditions, page
115). Artificial burrows within the VOR Site have not been regularly maintained and during
January 2019, artificial burrows at the VOR site were found to be entirely or partially blocked by
vegetation and dirt, making them inaccessible to owls (draft EIR, 4.4.1.2 Existing Conditions, page
115). California ground squirrel burrows were not observed within the VOR Site during January
2019 (draft EIR, Appendix E Biological Resources Report, Table 3. Special- Status Animal Species,
Their Status, and Potential Occurrence in the Study Area, page 34).

The draft EIR (4.4.2.1 Impacts on Special-Status or Protected Species, Impacts to the Burrowing
Owl, Mitigation Measure BI1O-4.2, Pages 129) states that the number of burrows that are present
within the San José Airport does not appear to limit the existing population of burrowing owls within
the San José Airport; therefore, compensatory mitigation for the eviction of owls would be provided
as described in MM B10-4.1.

The intent of the BOMP is to continue maintenance of burrowing owl populations at the San José
Airport (1997 EIR, 3.83. Mitigation Measure for Significant Biological Resources Impacts, page
3.8-31) and to provide a long-term maintenance of a stable burrowing owl population (1997 EIR,
3.8.1.4 "Special Status™ Species, page 3.8-18). However, neither the 1997 EIR nor draft EIR include
a discussion as to how this goal will be obtained.

Response A.5: As discussed above and described in the DEIR, the population of
burrowing owls at the Airport has declined substantially in recent years, and only a few
nesting pairs of owls remain. This population level may be below the threshold for
potential recovery of the airport sub-population. As a result, the long-term goal of
maintaining a burrowing owl population at the San José Airport may no longer be
feasible. However, the burrowing owl management plan continues to be useful for
providing measures to avoid and minimize impacts on burrowing owls as a result of
Amendment projects (see response to Comment A.9 below).
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Because the City proposes to mitigate for permanent impacts on occupied burrowing
ow! nesting/roosting habitat via the payment of Valley Habitat Plan (VHP) burrowing
owl impact fees, the objectives for compensating for Amendment impacts on
burrowing owls and maintaining a burrowing owl population in the South Bay will be
achieved via the conservation actions that the Habitat Agency deems most appropriate.

The Airport recognizes that maintenance of the burrowing owl management area on
the VOR site has not been adequate. The update to the Airport’s Burrowing Owl
Management Plan (BOMP) will more specifically address ongoing maintenance.

Comment A.6: To reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels, CDFW recommends the four
following mitigation measures be included in the draft EIR:

1. Compensatory Mitigation for Permanent Loss of Burrows: Compensatory mitigation at a 3:1 ratio
should be provided for burrowing owl-occupied burrows that are permanently removed. The City
should investigate the potential for all grassland within the VOR Site to be designated as a BOMA.
If mitigation areas within the San José Airport cannot be established (VOR Site), then the City could
pay Voluntary Fees for the burrowing owl to the Habitat Agency as compensation for impacts.

Response A.6: As discussed above and described in the DEIR, the City proposes to
compensate for permanent impacts on occupied burrowing owl nesting/roosting habitat
via the payment of VHP burrowing owl impact fees. The VHP burrowing owl impact
fee was determined based on the cost to implement a variety of conservation actions
for the burrowing owl, including ensuring that suitable burrows are present at
mitigation sites. The VHP reserve system lands are selected based on the presence of
suitable burrows, and if California ground squirrels are absent from reserve lands then
these lands are enhanced with artificial burrows and by relocating California ground
squirrels to ensure that these areas provide habitat for burrowing owls over the long
term. As a result, compensation for the removal of occupied burrows is accounted for
in the payment of VHP fees, and no additional mitigation for impacts on occupied
burrows is needed to reduce project impacts to less-than-significant levels under
CEQA.

Comment A.7: 2. Implementation of BOMP - Maintenance of VOR Site: Project mitigation includes
continued implementation of the BOMP and should, thus, also include management within the VOR
Site. A management plan should be developed for review and approval by CDFW. The management
plan should include the following considerations: preclusion of California ground squirrel control,
removal or relocation of existing artificial burrows to allow for appropriate spacing between burrows,
repair or replacement of existing artificial burrows, use of the latest scientific techniques in artificial
burrow design, ongoing maintenance of artificial burrows, and ongoing maintenance of vegetation (i.e.
mowing) to promote use of burrowing owls for nesting and foraging while also leaving areas of tall
vegetation to potentially increase prey availability.

Response A.7: An existing 8.9-acre burrowing owl management area is present at the
VOR site, which includes a 4.0-acre mitigation site with artificial burrows that was
established as compensatory mitigation for impacts on 4.0 acres of burrowing owl
habitat at the airfield, as well as a 4.9-acre area that supports all of the artificial burrows
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that were relocated from the 64.0 acres of management areas on the airfield in
approximately 2012-2014. These areas are subject to the Airport’s burrowing owl
management plan, which has been approved by the CDFW and prescribes mowing of
these areas according to the regular mowing regime used through the Airport infields
and monitoring of burrowing owl use of the management areas. The remaining 15.2
acres of grassland habitat at the VOR site have not been appropriated for mitigation.

Mitigation Measure BlO-4.2 in the DEIR specifies updates to the burrowing owl
management plan (these updates are detailed in the response to Comment #8 below)
consisting of preconstruction surveys, the implementation of disturbance-free buffers
around active owl burrows during project work, monitoring owls during construction,
passive relocation of owls during the non-nesting season, and a provision that
compensatory mitigation will be provided as described in Mitigation Measure B10-4.1
in the DEIR (i.e., via the payment of VHP burrowing owl impact fees on a per-acre
basis) rather than on a case-by-case basis each time an owl is evicted from a burrow.
The DEIR does not include any burrowing owl mitigation measures or updates to the
burrowing owl management plan that require the ongoing management of suitable
burrowing owl habitat at the VOR site to reduce impacts of the Amendment on
burrowing owls to less than significant levels under CEQA. Instead, these measures
specify that all future compensation for impacts on burrowing owls will be provided
via the payment of VHP burrowing owl impact fees.

Comment A.8: 3. Population Monitoring - Establish Success Criteria and Remediation Measures: The
monitoring portion of the BOMP should be updated to include significance criteria for the burrowing
owl population at the San José Airport. The BOMP should be updated to include actions that would
be implemented if the burrowing owl population falls below this significance criteria. Monitoring
reports should be sent to CDFW for review.

Response A.8: As discussed above and described in the DEIR, the burrowing owl
population at the Airport may have fallen to a level that is below any significance
criteria that could be included in the burrowing owl monitoring plan, and this
population may continue to decline. Further, remedial measures to help increase the
burrowing owl population on the airfield may not be possible due to airfield safety
concerns (i.e., the provision of owl habitat on the airfield would increase collisions of
owls with aircraft and prevent the City from addressing runway safety concerns
identified in the RIM Study). Pursuing mitigation options off-site via the payment of
VHP fees is in the best interest of the South Bay population of burrowing owls. As
discussed above, the City elected to pay VHP fees in recognition of the fact that the
Habitat Agency would be able to identify better conservation actions to support the
South Bay population of burrowing owls compared to the conservation options
available for these owls at the Airport.

Comment A.9: 4. Update to the BOMP Document: In order to make avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures clear and to ease in their implementation, the 1997 BOMP document should be
updated to include all measures included within the draft EIR and any subsequent mitigation measures
that may be included within the Final EIR. The updated BOMP should be an Appendix to the EIR.
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Response A.9: Per Mitigation Measure BIO-4.2 in the DEIR, the City will update the
burrowing owl management plan to incorporate the revisions listed on pages 127 — 130
of the DEIR. The City will continue to implement the burrowing owl management plan
at the Airport with these updates. It is not necessary to append the burrowing owl
management plan to the DEIR because the measures needed to reduce project impacts
to less than significant levels under CEQA are included in Mitigation Measure B1O-
4.2.

Comment A.10: BIOLOGICAL EXPERTISE SUPPORT AND AGENCY COORDINATION:
CDFW highly recommends that the City work with CDFW to obtain guidance on all aspects of
burrowing owl conservation and management, including development of recommended measures
above.

The Habitat Agency, in the past, has participated in several meetings pertaining to burrowing owl
management within the San José Airport. The Habitat Agency has informed CDFW that they have
a continued interest in providing assistance in implementation of burrowing owl conservation
actions at the San José Airport. The Habitat Agency implements a burrowing owl conservation
strategy as part of the Habitat Plan. The Habitat Agency uses permanent and temporary
management agreements to protect, manage, and enhance the burrowing owl populations. These
agreements are funded or have a cost share to augment actions already taking place for burrowing
owl management.

Response A.10: The City recognizes the expertise of the Habitat Agency with regard
to burrowing owl conservation and management. The City looks forward to
coordinating with the Habitat Agency to achieve the objectives of the BOMP, including
the implementation of the above-described amendments to the BOMP.

Comment A.11: ENVIRONMENTAL DATA: CEQA requires that information developed in
environmental impact reports and negative declarations be incorporated into a database which may be
used to make subsequent or supplemental environmental determinations. [Pub. Resources Code,§
21003, subd. (e)]. Accordingly, please report any special-status species and natural communities
detected during Project surveys to the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The CNNDB
field survey form can be found at the following link:
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Submitting- Data. The completed form can be submitted
online or emailed to CNDDB at the following email address: cnddb@wildlife.ca.gov. The types of
information  reported to CNDDB can be found at the following link:
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/ CNDDB/Plants-and-Animals

Response A.11: Any occurrences of special status species and/or natural communities
that are detected in surveys will be reported to the CNDDB.

Comment A.12: FILING FEES: The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or
wildlife, and assessment of filing fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of
Determination by the Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental review by
CDFW. Payment of the fee is required in order for the underlying project approval to be operative,
vested, and final. (Cal.Code Regs, tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish and Game Code, § 711.4; Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21089).
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Response A.12: The appropriate CDFW fee will be paid at the time the Notice of
Determination is filed at the County Clerk-Recorder’s Office.

B. California Department of Transportation (dated January 3, 2020)

Comment B.1: Thank you for continuing to include the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) in the environmental review process for the San José Airport Master Plan Project. We are
committed to ensuring that impacts to the State’s multimodal transportation system and to our natural
environment are identified and mitigated to support a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient
transportation system. The following comments are based on our review of the November 2019 Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)

Project Understanding. This is an amendment to the Airport Master Plan to 1) extend the horizon year
and demand forecasts from 2027 to 2037; 2) incorporate the set of airfield configuration changes
recommended in the Runway Incursion Mitigation/Design Standards Analysis Study; and 3) update
the layout and sizing of various landside facilities to adequately serve the projected 2037 demand.
Mineta San José International Airport is generally bounded by US-101 to the north, the Guadalupe
River and State Route (SR)-87 to the east, 1-880 to the south, and Coleman Avenue and De la Cruz
Boulevard to the west.

Response B.1: This is an introduction to the specific comments provided below. The
introductory statement does not raise any specific issue under CEQA and, therefore,
no response is required.

Comment B.2: Highway Operations. Please address the following: 1. Per the data provided in
Appendix A, Table 1, the forecasted 2037 annual air passengers and total annual aircraft operations
are increased from the actual 2017 data by 80% and 53%, respectively. With this increase in air
passengers and aircraft operations, more trips will be added in the studied roadway network. However,
the transportation analysis shows approximately 1% reduction of daily VMT per passenger from 2017
to 2037 for the same analysis period. Please provide an explanation for this discrepancy.

Response B.2: An increase in passengers and the total number of trips to the Airport
does not necessarily result in increases in per passenger VMT. In this case, as described
on page 315 of the DEIR, “the reduced trip length for Airport users in the future is
consistent with the goals of the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan to focus future
development in centralized, already developed areas rather, than on the outskirts of the
City. The Airport primarily serves the local market of San José and nearby cities since
there are also airports in San Francisco and Oakland to serve other Bay Area travelers.
The reason the Airport is predicting an increase in air travel is because of the expected
growth in households and jobs in the South Bay. Because that growth will be relatively
closer to the Airport in the future than it is today, the average trip lengths are expected
to be reduced.”

Comment B.3: 2. There are four State roadway systems: 1-880, US-101, SR-87, and SR-82, which
serve the San José International Airport. Appendix K, Table 7 shows that approximately 80% of the
project generated vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is from 9 miles and longer and the remaining 20%
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VMT (project generated) is within 9 miles of the project. 2,187 project generated trips (AM peak) will
be generated farther than 9 miles from the project. As a result, longer freeway segments need to be
analyzed.

Response B.3: As discussed in Section 4.17.2.2 of the DEIR, VMT per passenger is
the threshold used for determining a project’s transportation impacts under CEQA.
Although the analysis of Level; of Service (LOS) along freeway segments is no longer
a CEQA issue under State law, as a courtesy the following response is provided for
informational purposes:

The following table includes the analysis of additional freeway segments requested by
Caltrans:

Existing Conditions - Mixed Flow Lanes’ Project Conditions
Peak Avg. Speed #of . Density Project %
Y S e Hour (mph) Lanes Cepecity (pc/mifin) LEE Los? Trips Capacity
SR 87 NB Taylor St On-Ramp to Skyport Off- AM 32 2 4,400 55.0 3514 E 234 5.32%
Ramp PM 50 2 4,400 39.0 3,980 D 220 5.00%
SR 87 SB Skyport Dr On-Ramp to Taylor StOff  AM 58 2 4,400 32.0 3,730 D 225 5.11%
Ramp PM 19 2 4,400 69.0 2,666 F
SR 87 NB St James On-Rampto Taylor StOff- AM 22 2 4,400 65.0 2,892 F
Ramp PM 60 2 4,400 29.0 3,492 D 165 3.75%
SR 87 SB Taylor StOn-Ramp to St. James Off AM 63 2 4,400 23.0 2,920 C 169 3.84%
Ramp PM 21 2 4,400 66.0 2,830 F
SR 87 NB Curtner Ave On-Ramp to St. James AM 17 2 4,400 72.0 2,448 F 94 2.14%
Off-Ramp PM 52 2 4,400 38.0 3,964 D 88 2.00%
SR 87 SB St James On-Ramp to Curtner Ave AM 57 2 4,400 33.0 3,798 D 90 2.05%
Off-Ramp PM 31 2 4,400 56.0 3,454 E 88 2.00%
SR 87 NB Capitol ExOn-Ramp to Curtner Ave AM 15 2 4,400 75.0 2,250 F 59 1.34%
Off-Ramp PM 60 2 4,400 30.0 3,586 D 55 1.25%
SR 87 SB Curtner Ave On-Ramp to Capitol Ex AV 58 2 4,400 34.0 3,850 D 56 1.27%
Off-Ramp PM 56 2 4,400 35.0 3,868 D 44 1.00%
I-880 NB Bascom Ave On-Rampto The AM 22 3 6,900 66.0 4,269 F
Alameda Off-Ramp PM 8 3 6,900 87.0 2,100 F 95 1.38%
1-880 SB The Alameda On-Ramp toc Bascom AM 56 3 6,900 34.0 5775 D 91 1.32%
Ave Off-Ramp PM 32 3 6,900 55.0 5271 E 75 1.09%
1-880 NB 1st StOn-Ramp to US-101 Off- AM 18 3 6,900 70.0 3,867 F 32 0.48%
Ramp PM 34 3 6,900 52.0 5436 E 25 0.36%
1-880 SB US-101 On-Ramp to 1st St Off- AM 11 3 6,900 82.0 2,697 F 34 0.48%
Ramp PM 12 3 6,900 79.0 3,018 F 32 0.46%
US 101 NB Oakland Rd On-Ramp to I-880 Off AM 24 3 6,900 63.0 4,536 F 75 1.09%
Ramp PM 41 3 6,900 47.0 5,790 E 71 1.03%
US 101 SB [-880 On-Ramp to Oakland Rd Off AM 56 3 6,900 34.0 5,790 D 73 1.06%
Ramp PM 14 3 6,900 76.0 3,312 F 56 0.81%
US 101 NB Santa Clara St On-Ramp to AM 12 3 6,900 79.0 2,949 F 50 0.72%
Oakland Rd Of:Ramp PM 63 3 6,900 23.0 4,461 (o] 47 0.68%
US 101 SB Oakland Rd On-Ramp to Santa AM 66 3 6,900 15.0 2,804 B 49 0.71%
Clara St Off-Ramp PM 20 3 6,900 68.0 4,074 F 38 0.55%
US 101 NB De La CruzBivd On-Ramp to AM 17 3 6,900 72.0 3,702 F
Montague Ex OffRamp PM 59 3 6,900 31.0 5442 D 133 1.93%
US 101 SB Montague Ex On-Rampto De La AM 61 3 6,900 27.0 4,871 D 178 2.58%
Cruz Blvd Of-Ramp PM 8 3 6,900 87.0 2,184 F
US 101 NB Montague Ex On-Ramp to Bowers AM 16 3 6,900 74.0 3,468 F 86 1.25%
Ave Off-Ramp PM 44 3 6,900 45.0 5,883 D 67 0.97%
US 101 SB Bowers Ave On-Ramp to Montague AM 62 3 6,900 27.0 5,022 D 89 1.29%
Ex OffRamp PM 8 3 6,900 91.0 1,746 F 84 1.22%
US 101 NB Bowers Ave On-Ramp to Lawrence AM 15 3 6,900 75.0 3,345 F 43 0.62%
Ex OffRamp PM 47 3 6,900 43.0 5,949 D 33 0.48%
US 101 SB Lawrence Ex On-Ramp to Bowers AM 61 3 6,900 29.0 5,199 D 45 0.65%
Ave Off-Ramp PM 7 3 6,900 89.0 1,971 F 42 0.61%
Notes
Dir. = direction, NB = northbound, SB = southbound, mph = miles per hour, pc/miln = passenger cars per mile perlane
1 Existing freeway conditions information is published in the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Autharity (VTA) 2018 CMP Monitoring and Conformance Report.
2 The Santa Clara VTAreport references the Freeway LOS criteria presented in the Traffic Level of Service Analysis Guidelines (June 2003) published by Santa
Clara VTA
BOLD indicates substandard |evel of service.
BOLD indicates a 1% or more impact increase to freeway by project traffic

Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, February 2020.
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Comment B.4: 3. As noted in our previous letter dated October 11, 2019, please include the following
locations in the traffic analysis:
e Northbound (NB) and Southbound (SB) SR-87 ramps to and from West Taylor Street
Interchange;
e NB and SB US-101 on and off ramps from De La Cruz Blvd interchange; and
e NB and SB SR-82 and De La Cruz Blvd interchange

Response B.4: Although the analysis of freeway ramps is no longer a CEQA issue
under State law, the following response is provided for informational purposes:

The following table includes the freeway ramp analysis requested by Caltrans:

Existing Plus Project Freeway Ramp V/C Analysis

Existing Conditions Project Conditions
Peak Ramp Capacity 1 VIC LO Add. % vic
Freeway Interchange and Ramp Hour Dir Type Meter Lanes (vphpl) Volume 2Ratio S Vol. Capacity Ratio LOS
SR-87 & West Taylor Street
AM NB D Y 3 2,700 239 009 A 58 21% 0.1 A
NB SR-87 On-Ramp from West Talor Street o \g p -3 2000 342 047 A 55 28% 020 A
AM SB D - 3 2,000 284 014 A 56 28% 017 A
SB SR-87 Off-Ramp PM SB D - 3 2000 219 011 A 44 22% 013 A
US-101 & De La Cruz Boulevard
AM  NB L Y 2 1,800 697 039 B 10 06% 0.39 B
NB US-101 On-Loop from De La Cruz Boulevard PM  NB L i 5 1,800 465 0% A 8 04% 026 A
AM NB D - 2 4,000 1,973 049 B 81 2.0% 0.51 (63
NB US-101 Off-Ramp PM N8B D - 2 4000 889 022 A 63 16% 024 A
. AM  SB L 2 1,800 348 019 A 10 06% 020 A
SBUS-1010n-Ramp Loop from Trimble Road o, o |y 5 41800 885 050 B 10 06% 050 C
AM SB D - 3 2,000 1269 063 C 89 45% 068 C
SB US-101 On-Ramp from De La Cruz Boulevard PM SB D v 3 2700 2842 105 F 89 33% 100 F
AM SB D - 1 2,000 435 022 A 11 06% 022 A
SB US-101 Off-Ramp PM SB D 1 2000 123 006 A 10 05% 007 A
SR-82 & De La Cruz Boulevard
AM NB D 2 4,000 1,107 028 A 42 11% 029 A
NB De La Cruz Boulevard to SR-82 PM NB D 2 4000 923 023 A 39 10% 024 A
AM SB D - 2 4,000 749 019 A 40 10% 020 A
SB De La Cruz Boulevard to SR-82 PM SB D - 2 4000 1672 042 B 31 08% 043 B
Notes:
D = Diagonal ramp; L = Loop ramp
! Theoretical capacities of ramps per Exhibit 14-12 of HCM 2010: 2,000 vph for single-lane diagonal ramps, 1,800 vph for loop ramps, and 4,000 vph for
dual-lane ramps. Capacity for metered on-ramps are calculated by mulitplying the max metering rate (900 vphpl) by the number of lanes.
? Volumes derived from the latest available peak hour turning movement counts and from Caltrans PeMS website.

Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, February 2020.

Comment B.5: As the Lead agency, the City of San José is responsible for all project mitigation,
including any needed improvements to the State Transportation Network (STN). The project’s fair
share contribution, financing, scheduling, implementation responsibilities and lead agency monitoring
should be fully discussed for all proposed mitigation measures.

Response B.5: There were no significant transportation impacts identified in Section
4.17 of the DEIR for this Project requiring CEQA mitigation.
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Comment B.6: Please be advised that any work or traffic control that encroaches onto the State right-
of-way (ROW) requires a Caltrans-issued encroachment permit. To obtain an encroachment permit, a
completed encroachment permit application, environmental documentation, six (6) sets of plans clearly
indicating the State ROW, and six (6) copies of signed, dated and stamped (include stamp expiration
date) traffic control plans must be submitted to: Office of Encroachment Permits, California DOT,
District 4, P.O. Box 23660, Oakland, CA 94623-0660. To download the permit application and obtain
more information, visit https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-operations/ep/applications.

Response B.6: If any work associated with the Project encroaches into Caltrans’
ROW, an encroachment permit will be obtained.
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REGIONAL AND LOCAL AGENCIES

C. City of Santa Clara (dated January 13, 2020)

Comment C.1: Thank you for including the City of Santa Clara in the environmental review process
for the Amendment to the Norman Y. Mineta San José International Airport Master Plan. We have
reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the Master Plan Amendment,
which would amend the existing Airport Master Plan to modify certain airfield components, update
aviation demand forecasts and expand the horizon year from 2027 to 2037, and modify future facilities
requirements, including terminal projects, air cargo facilities projects, general aviation projects, and
aviation support projects, to reflect the updated demand forecasts.

Upon review of the Draft EIR, Santa Clara offers the following comments:

Project Description: Based on our review, we understand that proposed projects will modify or realign
various taxiways, runway pavement areas, and markings to reduce the potential for runway incursions
and to improve compliance with current FAA design standards, but that the length of existing runways
will not be expanded, nor will new runways be constructed. Given that the improvements to airfield
facilities will not include such expansion, please confirm as correct our understanding that the
Amendment should not result in the need for restrictions on land use in the surrounding vicinity beyond
those that already exist, and should not require amendment to existing safety zones, as identified in the
Santa Clara Airports Land Use Commission (ALUC) Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) for the
Airport. The Project Description states that the Santa Clara County ALUC will review the proposed
amendment to the Airport Master Plan for consistency with the CLUP, and will amend the CLUP as
necessary to maintain consistency. Please provide additional information about what types of
amendments might be necessary for the CLUP as a result of the Master Plan Amendment.

Response C.1: The commenter is correct that the proposed amendment to the Airport
Master Plan does not include runway lengthening or new runways. However, neither
the Airport, nor the City of San José, have the purview to determine whether, how, or
when the Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) will change its
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) for SJC. The proposed amendment to the
Airport Master Plan was formally referred to the ALUC pursuant to State law in
December 2019. On January 22, 2020, the ALUC held a public hearing and approved
the acceptance of the Airport Master Plan Amendment, upon adoption by the City, for
use in potentially updating its CLUP. The ALUC may consider changes to its CLUP
Airport Influence Area boundary and safety/height/noise policies.

Comment C.2: Greenhouse Gas Emissions: The Draft EIR identifies a significant and unavoidable
impact related to an increase in operational greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions resulting from the
anticipated increases in aircraft operations. The EIR states that the Airport has no authority to directly
mitigation GHG emissions associated with aircraft operations, but acknowledges that the Airport
Carbon Accreditation Program, developed by the Airports Council International (ACI) in 2008,
provides a method for airports to voluntarily reduce GHG emissions. The Program includes four levels
of accreditation: Level 1 Mapping, Level 2 Reduction, Level 3 Optimization, and Level 3+ Neutrality.
The EIR notes that numerous airport operators worldwide have used, and are using the Program and
to date, Level 3+ Neutrality has been achieved by 55 airports globally, including two in North America.
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However, the EIR does not require mitigation to achieve Level 3+ Neutrality. Instead, the EIR includes
Mitigation Measure GHG-1.1, which requires that the Airport develop and implement a phased carbon
management program consistent with the standards of ACI Level 3, which would require calculating
annual carbon emissions from Airport activity, identifying emissions reduction targets, tracking
progress toward achieving effective carbon management procedures, and publishing an annual carbon
footprint report. Even with this measure, the EIR concludes that the project's incremental increase in
GHG emissions is considered significant and unavoidable. It is not clear why Level 3+ Neutrality is
not required, since this would neutralize any remaining emissions by requiring offsets.

Public Resources Code section 21002 states that "public agencies should not approve projects as
proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects.” Under Public Resources
Code section 21061.1, a mitigation measures is feasible if "capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
social, and technological factors."

Because mitigation in the form of offsets is available to reduce the impacts of increased GHG emissions
from aircraft operations, and has been feasible to implement in several other airports, the EIR should
be revised to require achievement of Level 3+ Neutrality or explain why such a measure is not feasible
at the San José Airport to mitigate the identified impact, which would increase GHG emissions by
approximately 51 percent when compared to existing conditions.

Response C.2: Although only two of the approximately 60 large and medium hub
airports in the U.S. have achieved ACI Level 3+ (Carbon Neutrality) standards to date,
the Airport agrees to commit to achieving Level 3+, or equivalent, as implementation
of the amended Airport Master Plan proceeds. Mitigation Measure GHG-1.1 is revised
accordingly, as shown in Section 5, Draft EIR Text Revisions.

Comment C.3: Hazards and Hazardous Materials: The Draft EIR states that the Project would double
the Airport’s fuel storage, by expanding the fuel storage facility from 2,000,000 gallons to 4,000,000
gallons. Mitigation Measures Haz-1.1 in part states that the “Airport and Airport tenants will continue
to implement its program to minimize accident risks at the fuel handling and storage facilities.” Please
clarify what the applicable “program” is. Further, please clarify whether the program will be updated
to account for the fuel storage facility doubling in size.

Response C.3: The applicable programs at the Airport include a Spill Prevention
Control & Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan, Hazardous Materials Business Plans, and
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPP). These plans will be updated, as
necessary, to reflect the expanded fuel storage facility when such expansion occurs.

Comment C.4: If the relevant “program” 1is the Airport’s Spill Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan, prepared pursuant to 40 C.F.R. Part 112 and/or California Health and
Safety Code, Chapter 6.67, Santa Clara additionally seeks clarification regarding why the 2015 SPCC
Plan does not account for the existing 2,000,000 gallon fuel storage capacity. (See SPCC Plan,
Attachment 3 [total reportable oil storage capacity listed as 43,516 gallons].) Please confirm whether
the 2015 SPCC Plan will be amended to address this omission and to include the Project’s additional
2,000,000 gallons in storage capacity, or whether a 2020 SPCC Plan update will do so.
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Response C.4: The Airport’s SPCC Plan is for Airport/City-owned above-ground
storage tanks only. Tanks owned and operated by other parties (i.e., Airport tenant
lessees) have their own SPCC Plans. The jet fuel storage facility is currently operated
by Swissport, which has a required SPCC Plan, which will need to be updated if and
when any new storage tank is added.

Comment C.5: Noise: The City of Santa Clara retained Wilson Ihrig letter, the Draft EIR and Noise
Assessment prepared for the Airport Master Plan Amendment, and their analysis is attached to this
letter. Wilson Ihrig identifies the following issues:

As stated in the Wilson Ihrig letter, the Draft EIR considers the noise level from a single aircraft flyover
without regard for the time of day and does not consider the potential impact of increased night
operations. For residents of Santa Clara that live near the airport, the potential impact of increased
night operations warrants analysis of single event noise and the potential for sleep disturbance to
provide a meaningful analysis.

Response C.5: The DEIR noise analysis accounts for aircraft operations occurring at
nighttime (see DEIR Section 4.13). The CNEL metric is a time-weighted average noise
level based on the A-weighted decibel. Time-weighted refers to the fact that noise
which occurs during certain sensitive time periods is penalized for occurring at these
times. As described on page 255 of the DEIR, the evening time period is penalized by
5dB (7 p.m. to 10 p.m.) while the nighttime period (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) is penalized by
10 dB. This penalty and these time periods account for increased human sensitivity to
noise during the quieter periods of the day, where sleep is the most common activity.

Within the noise modeling analysis, which was conducted using the FAA’s approved
Aviation Environmental Design Tool (AEDT) model, aircraft flights were modeled
during the evening and nighttime periods as shown in Tables 4, 5, 7, and 8 of DEIR
Appendix J. Forecast increases in operations included increases in evening and
nighttime operations as appropriate. Further, the measurement data presented in the
DEIR also use the CNEL metric, which applies the evening and nighttime penalties to
the measured aircraft noise overflight events. Therefore, the DEIR sufficiently
accounts for nighttime noise exposure, by using the approved regulatory metric and
following the California guidelines and standards for airport noise analysis. The
analysis concluded that the Project would not result in significant noise impacts (see
DEIR Section 4.13).

Comment C.6: Use of Relative CNEL Threshold: The EIR relies on a relative threshold of
significance (CNEL), which the Wilson Ihrig letter explains could lead to ever increasing noise levels.
We understand that CNEL is a commonly used metric for determining the significance of impacts.
However, as explained in the Wilson Ihrig letter, if the noise level today is 65.0 CNEL and an increase
to 66.4 CNEL with this project is found to be a less than significant impact, then the next Master Plan
project will take 66.4 CNEL as the baseline and an increase to 67.8 CNEL will be found to be a less
than significant impact. The total increase would be 2.8 dB, which would be deemed a significant
impact if it resulted from either project individually, but would probably not be in the two-project
scenario because the baseline for the second project will be the noise level resulting from the first
project. Because of this, and the fact that the Airport will likely continue to operate beyond the 2037

Amendment to Airport Master Plan 28 First Amendment to Draft EIR
City of San José February 2020



and future amendments to the Master Plan are foreseeable, we request that an absolute criteria also be
considered, as described in the Wilson lhrig letter.

Response C.6: It is not possible to foresee today the potential future development of
the Airport beyond 2037. Such an exercise would require numerous assumptions
regarding the long-term future growth of the region and the future characteristics of air
travel. Such forecasting would constitute speculation, which is specifically excluded
from CEQA. The noise analysis was undertaken using the best available knowledge
and information about the Airport’s current development plans. Although other
projects may occur in the future, the DEIR’s use of the California airport noise
standards and guidelines was appropriate.

If the existing conditions or future no project scenarios indicate a CNEL of 65 dB or
greater, an increase of CNEL 1.5 dB or more due to the implementation of the project
would be considered significant. Of note, these noise level increases are only
considered significant when impacting a noise-sensitive land use (e.g., residence,
school, place of worship, etc.). The DEIR found that there are no increases of 1.5 dB
or more within the CNEL 65 dB contour at noise sensitive land uses, and therefore
there are no significant noise impacts.

It is also worth noting that, as shown on Figure 4.13-5 of the DEIR, even if the future
65-dB CNEL noise contour in Santa Clara were to increase in size beyond that shown
for 2037, a larger area has already been treated by the Airport’s Acoustical Treatment
(ACT) Program completed in 2009. Residences within that area are considered
compatible with the Airport.

Future changes in noise exposure due to aircraft operating at SJC will be subject to
many influences including number of aircraft operating, the types of aircraft in
operation, and the airlines operating at the Airport. Any future baseline noise modeling
would take all of these factors into account. The year 2037 scenarios presented in the
DEIR are a forecast based on today’s best available information. The actual noise
exposure levels in 2037 may vary.

Comment C.7: DEIR CNEL measured v. modeled data: The Wilson lhrig letter includes two
questions regarding differences in the modeled noise values versus measured noise values. We request
a response to those questions to ensure that any discrepancies are accounted for and do not have an
effect on the conclusions of the analysis.

Response C.7: The Noise Technical Report (Appendix J) shows that the difference in
CNEL between measured and modeled is within +/- 1 dB except at Terminal 107 (Fire
Station 6). At this location, the measured CNEL is 2 dB greater than the modeled
CNEL. However, this is likely due to a bias in the measured value, because the nearby
fire station generates high levels of background noise from sirens and trucks which can
occur at the same time aircraft are flying overhead.

When comparing the output of any aircraft noise model to field measurements, a certain
tolerance range is expected between the average measured and modeled noise level at
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any given receptor. Differences in field conditions and the inherent limitations of
computer modeling mean that an exact match is not expected. The technical literature
on this subject is clear that only a given amount of confidence can be placed in the
comparison of modeling and measurements of aircraft noise. As stated in SAE
ARP4721, Monitoring Aircraft Noise and Operations in The Vicinity of Airports:
“Analytical models often have a 95% confidence interval of +3 dB to +5 dB.
Therefore, a difference of 3 dB between an estimate from measurements and one from
an analytical model may not be significant.”

Therefore, when comparing a noise model output to a measurement, a difference of 3
dB or less is considered acceptable. The DEIR analysis is well within this range (as
discussed above).

Comment C.8: Supplement A-weighted (dBA) Analysis with C-weighted (dBC) Analysis: The
Wilson lhrig letter indicates the prevalence of low-frequency noise in jet aircraft operations, could be
best measured by a dBC analysis, and we request that the noise analysis that has been done using A-
weighted decibels (dBA) be supplemented with a similar analysis using C-weighted decibels (dBC)

Response C.8: A-weighted decibels are the accepted standard in California and at the
Federal level in the FAA’s noise policies. A-weighted decibels have been correlated
with human noise exposure to civilian aircraft noise levels dating back to the original
USEPA studies in the 1970’s following the establishment of NEPA. Since then, all
USEPA, FAA and California research and policy regarding civilian aircraft operations
have been in A-weighted decibels. An analysis using C-weighted decibels is not
appropriate for the DEIR because those results would not be able to be judged against
any relevant noise standards, policies, research or environmental laws which are
specific to civilian aircraft and airports.

Comment C.9: Corroboration of measured CNEL levels: The City of Santa Clara also requested that
Wilson Ihrig review noise levels at Noise Monitoring Stations located in Santa Clara near the locations
used to perform the analysis in the Draft EIR to corroborate the results. It appears that the values
described in the Draft EIR are in sufficient agreement with the results at the City’s monitoring sites.
The City of Santa Clara will continue to monitor noise at these locations to ensure that future noise
levels remain within the range of those reported in the Draft EIR.

Response C.9: The Wilson-lhrig Report acknowledges that differences between the
measurements ranging from -2.2 dB to +2.5 dB are in sufficient agreement, as
described in the DEIR. No further response is necessary.

Comment C.10: Transportation: Traffic Study Scope of intersection analysis: Please verify that the
intersections of Lafayette/Central, Scott/Central, and Lafayette/EI Camino should not be included in
the analysis. These intersections should be included if they meet the Santa Clara Valley Transportation
Authority Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines 10-trip rule.

Response C.10: A LOS analyses of these intersections is no longer required under
CEQA. However, as a courtesy, the information requested in this comment is provided
as follows:

Amendment to Airport Master Plan 30 First Amendment to Draft EIR
City of San José February 2020



Santa Clara Levels of Service Summary

Existing Conditions

Avg. Level

Inter- Peak Count Delay of

section Hour Date (sec) Service
Lafayette/ | AM 2/6/20 58.2 E+
Central PM 11/13/18 53.3 D-
Lafayette/ | AM 2/6/20 37.8 D+
El Camino | PM 11/15/18 39.8 D

Background Conditions
No Project With Project Mitigated
Avg. Level Avg. Level | Increase | Increase Avg. Level

Inter- Peak Delay of Delay of In Crit. in Crit. Delay of

section Hour (sec) Service (sec) Service | Delay VIC (sec) Service
Lafayette/ | AM 86.6 F 87.6 F 2.3 0.009 74.3 E
Central PM 101.8 F 104.6 F 4.0 0.011 59.6 E+
Lafayette/ | AM 40.3 D 40.5 D 0.5 0.006
El Camino | PM 42.4 D 425 D 0.3 0.006

Cumulative Conditions
No Project With Project Mitigated
Avg. Level Avg. Level | Increase | Increase Avg. Level

Inter- Peak Delay of Delay of In Crit. in Crit. Delay of

section Hour (sec) Service (sec) Service | Delay VIC (sec) Service
Lafayette/ | AM 108.3 F 109.1 F 1.2 0.013 99.2 F
Central PM 184.6 F 187.4 F 3.5 0.011 146.8 F
Lafayette/ | PM 46.1 D 46.3 D 0.3 0.004
El Camino | PM 76.3 E- 77.4 E- 2.2 0.006

Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, February 2020.

The Scott/Central intersection was not analyzed because the Project would add fewer
than ten trips to that intersection.

Comment C.11: Background Conditions. It is unclear what year background conditions occur in, as
this is not stated in the traffic study completed for this project. In addition, it does not seem that any
portion of the City Place project was included in background condition. Depending on what year was
used for the background conditions, either Phases 1-3 or full-buildout of City Place should be included
under background conditions.

Response C.11: City Place phases 1-3 are included in the City’s VMT model, and thus
were included in the background volumes prepared for the DEIR.

Comment C.12: Cumulative Conditions. The cumulative conditions for this project should include
full build-out of City Place, along with any applicable mitigation measures for which the City Place
project is 100% responsible.

Intersection Improvements: The intersections of De La Cruz/Central Expressway intersection will be
improved as part of the US 101/Trimble interchange project. The intersection will have the following
improvements:
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e 3 NB Lefts and 2 NB throughs,
e 3 SB throughs and 2 SB rights,
e 3 EB Lefts and 2 EB rights.

The project should be completed in Year 2023. Thus, thus should be included in the cumulative
condition and background, should background be after Year 2023. Please confirm with the
County/VTA that completion year for the interchange project is still Year 2023 and if so, the level of
service analysis will need to be revised for this intersection.

Response C.12: Pursuant to statutory and case laws, the analysis of intersection LOS
is no longer a CEQA issue. However, as a courtesy, the information requested in this
comment is provided as follows:

The City confirmed with VTA that the completion year is scheduled for 2023. The
table below shows the revised analysis at the De La Cruz Boulevard/Central
Expressway intersection with these improvements. Even with the improvements, the
intersection is projected to operate at LOS F under cumulative conditions, and the
Project would cause the delay to increase by 6 seconds, and the v/c ratio would increase
by 0.02. Thus, Project-generated traffic would exceed the CMP LOS criterion (non-
CEQA issue). Other improvements to this intersection beyond those planned by VTA
would not be feasible due to right-of-way constraints.

De La Cruz Boulevard/Central Ex

ressway Level of Service with Improvements

Background Conditions Cumulative Conditions
No Project with Project No Project with Project
Incr. in Incr. in Incr. in Incr. in
Peak Avg. Delay Avg. Delay Critical Delay Critical Avg. Delay Avg. Delay Critical Delay Critical
# Intersection Hour (sec) LOS (sec) LOS (sec) vic (sec) LOS (sec) LOS (sec) vic
De La Cruz Boulevard and Central ~ AM 30.5 c 308 Cc 03 0.022 424 D 458 D 5.5 0.026
Expressway (Sanfa Clara)* PM 40.5 D 41.9 D 20 0.025 197.9 F 202.1 F I 6.4 0.020 I

[Note:

* Denotes the CMP designated Intersection
Bold indicates a substandard level of senice.
indicates adverse effiect caused by the project.

Source: Hexagon Transportation Consultants, February 2020.

Comment C.13: Measures to address intersection of De La Cruz and Martin Avenue: The cumulative
mitigation measure for De La Cruz and Martin intersection requires restriping the EB lane
configuration to add an additional left-turn lane. Santa Clara requests additional information regarding
whether there is sufficient right-of-way to implement this measure, or whether this will require
reducing lane widths or removing parking. Please elaborate on this mitigation measure.

Response C.13: Pursuant to statutory and case laws, the analysis of intersection LOS
is no longer a CEQA issue, However, as a courtesy, the information requested in this
comment is provided as follows:

Martin Avenue has sufficient width for the addition of a second eastbound to
northbound left turn lane. On-street parking would need to be eliminated for about 175
feet on either the north side or south side of the street. About four parking spaces would
need to be removed.
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Comment C.14: Measures to address intersection of Coleman Avenue and Brokaw Road: The
cumulative mitigation measure for Coleman and Brokaw intersection states that signal phasing
modifications are needed at this intersection. However, the mitigation does not state what the phasing
requirement would be. Please elaborate. Inaddition, the removal of the pork chop island is not required
to add the third SB through lane, so please remove this language from the mitigation measure. Finally,
the project should be contributing a fair share toward funding of the improvements, but this type of
wording is not included in the mitigation measure language. Please revise.

Response C.14: The analysis of intersection LOS is no longer a CEQA issue,
However, as a courtesy, the additional analysis requested in this comment is provided
for informational purposes only as follows:

The DEIR transportation analysis identified adding a third southbound through lane on
Coleman Avenue and removing the pork chop island and squaring off the corner;
however, the removal of the pork chop island is not required to add the third
southbound through lane. Therefore, the improvement can be considered modified by
this comment. In addition, the transportation analysis says it would be necessary to
restripe the east and west legs to provide exclusive right turn lanes. However, the
transportation analysis incorrectly stated that signal phasing modifications would be
required; modifications to signal phasing would not be required with the restriping of
exclusive right turn lanes on the east and west legs. See Section 5, Draft EIR Text
Revisions.

Regarding funding of improvements, there are various improvements that are needed
along the Coleman Avenue/De La Cruz Boulevard corridor to support planned future
development, both in San José and Santa Clara. The City of San José will work with
Santa Clara to implement the necessary improvements.

D. County of Santa Clara Roads and Airports Department (dated January 14, 2020)

Comment D.1: The County of Santa Clara Roads and Airports Department appreciates the
opportunity to review the Mineta San José International Airport — Airport Master Plan Update Draft
EIR (DEIR) and is submitting the following comments:

For County facilities, the DEIR only included the study of Central/Delacruz and excluded all other
CMP facilities that we recommended during our review of the NOP. Please review attached previous
email for the NOP.

Response D.1: Please see the detailed responses, below.

Comment D.2: Study additional County intersections along expressways.
Response D.2: The transportation analysis in the DEIR used the VTA guidelines to
select study intersections. Intersections were selected where the Project would add 10

or more trips per lane. The Project would not add 10 or more trips per lane to most of
the expressways included in the County’s NOP letter. The exception is Central
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Expressway. In response to a City of Santa Clara comment, the intersection of
Lafayette Street and Central Expressway was added to the analysis; see Response C.10.

Comment D.3: The County requests a study of access to the airport from Reed St/Martin Av.

Response D.3: The Airport is not considering access from Reed Street/Martin Avenue.
Access at this location would not be compatible with the Master Plan. In addition, the
Coleman/De La Cruz corridor is congested during peak hours, which could be
exacerbated with an additional Airport access point.

Comment D.4: The proposed project significantly impacted Central and De La Cruz intersections and
needs to provide mitigations. The County has identified a ped/bike under-crossing as a possible safety
improvement project, and we believe that the proposed airport project can contribute to the cost of this
improvement.

Response D.4: While not a CEQA issue identified in the EIR, the Airport is open to
cooperating with the County on any potential future transportation improvement
affecting Airport property. For a number of years, the Airport has informally allowed
its restricted service road around the north end of the airfield (“Ewert Road”) to be used
for bike path access between De La Cruz and the Guadalupe River Trail. The Airport
is also currently participating in the VTA/Caltrans final design of the Highway 101/De
La Cruz/Trimble interchange upgrade project. While the expenditure of Airport funds
for off-Airport improvements is generally prohibited under federal law, use of Airport
property for a public purpose that does not conflict with any existing/future facilities,
or federal regulation or policy, may be feasible.

Comment D.5: Please provide TIA for T-16 Project, which is currently not under the Airport Master
Plan, Page 29 in the DEIR.

Response D.5: Project T-16 is the proposed on-Airport business hotel. The hotel
almost exclusively would serve airline travelers and employees. Thus, it would replace
trips that would otherwise travel off-Airport to other hotels. While there would be
some new trips for hotel employees, these would be more than offset by the reduction
in off-Airport trips to other hotels. Therefore, the hotel would not add trips to nearby
intersections and would also contribute to a decrease in VMT.

Comment D.6: Please provide measurement metrics for existing and proposed Travel Demand
Management (TDM) and details on how the TDM will be monitored.

Response D.6: As described in Section 4.17 of the DEIR, under its TDM program, the
Airport provides free transit passes to all airport employees and also provides secure
bicycle parking. The Airport also works with VTA to continue to provide bus access
to the airport from the nearest light rail stop on First Street and from the Santa Clara
transit center, which provides access to Caltrain, Amtrak, Altamont Commuter
Express, and the future BART system, as well as to the Milpitas BART Station and
Winchester light rail terminus. The DEIR identified a less-than-significant VMT
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impact for the Airport Master Plan, and, therefore, an enhanced TDM program is not a
required mitigation measure and formal monitoring is not warranted.

Comment D.7: Are there any proposed mitigations for project impacts on freeway segments?

Response D.7: Although the analysis of LOS on freeway segments is no longer a
CEQA issue, the following response is provided for informational purposes:

Freeway improvements are beyond the capability of the Airport and/or the City of San
Jose. However, VTA and Caltrans have proposed possible improvements to the
freeway segments that serve the Airport. Below is a list of the improvements,
schedules for many of which are underdetermined pending the availability of funding:

US 101
e US 101/0ld Oakland Road Interchange Improvements
e US 101/Zanker Road/Skyport Drive/Fourth Street Interchange
e Double Lane SB US 101 off-ramp to SB SR 87
e US 101 SB/Trimble Road/De La Cruz Boulevard/Central Expressway
Interchange Improvements
e Montague Expressway & US 101 Interchange Improvements
e US 101 Southbound Auxiliary Lane: Great American Pkwy to Lawrence
Expwy
e US 101 Southbound Auxiliary Lane Improvement Between Ellis Street and SR
237
e Convert existing HOV lanes to express lanes on US 101 from Whipple Avenue
in SMC to Cochrane Road in Morgan Hill
SR 87
e SR 87 Express Lanes: SR 85 to US 101
1-880
e |-880/Montague Expressway Interchange Improvement
e |-880 Express Lanes: Alameda County line to US 101

Comment D.8: Project Trip Distribution shown in Figure 7 of the Hexagon Transportation analysis
assumed high percentages on nearby freeways, which during peak hours are very congested, thereby
making airport travelers find alternate routes to get to the airport and use surface streets.

Response D.8: The transportation analysis described in Section 4.17 of the DEIR was
completed using the San José travel demand forecasting model. This model accounts
for route diversions due to congestion on freeways or other transportation facilities.
Therefore, the study already accounts for diversions due to congestion.
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E. Santa Clara Valley Habitat Agency (dated January 10, 2020)

Comment E.1: My comments on the San José Mineta International Airport (Airport) EIR are limited
to impacts to Western burrowing owl (BUOW), a Santa Clara Valley Habitat Plan (Habitat Plan)
covered species, nesting and foraging habitat as well as the nitrogen deposition impacts resulting from
the increase in nitrogen oxides emissions from 29,332 new vehicle trips projected to be generated by
the Airport’s proposed expansion. Though activities within the Airport boundaries are not covered by
the permits guiding development in the Habitat Plan area, the Airport is proposing to mitigate both
BUOW and nitrogen disposition impacts resulting from the proposed Airport expansion through the
Habitat Plan. The Santa Clara Valley Habitat Agency (SCVHA) supports and applauds this approach,
which is consistent with our Voluntary Fee Payments Policy established in 2014 for projects within
the Habitat Plan area but not covered by the Habitat Plan. MM BIO-4.1: Provide Compensatory
Mitigation for Permanent Impacts on 32.4 acres of BUOW Habitat and MM BIO-5.1: Payment of the
Nitrogen Disposition Habitat Plan Fees is consistent with covered project mitigation measures
administered through the Habitat Plan permit process. SCVHA looks forward to continuing to work
with the Airport managing and recovering the BUOW population in Santa Clara County.

Response E.1: The City/Airport looks forward to working with the SCVHA on issues
related to the BUOW.

F. Santa Clara Valley Water District (Valley Water) (dated January 13, 2020)

Comment F.1: The Guadalupe River is located along the easterly side of Airport Boulevard. Activities
that occur adjacent to Guadalupe River would include construction of 5 new fuel storage tanks, removal
of the economy lot (surface parking) and replacement with a long-term parking garage (6,000 spaces),
construction of a new short-term parking garage (5,000 spaces), and construction of a new 300,000
square foot business hotel. Valley Water has an easement over the Guadalupe River along Airport
Boulevard and owns the property along the river north of Hwy 101. In accordance with Valley Water's
Water Resources Protection Ordinance, any work within Valley Water right of way (fee and easement)
requires the issuance of a Valley Water permit and requires Valley Water to be considered a responsible
agency under CEQA.

Response F.1: None of the improvements to be constructed under the Project and
analyzed in the DEIR are anticipated to occur on Valley Water lands (fee title or
easement). Therefore, no permits from Valley Water will be required.

Comment F.2: Valley Water strongly advocates for maximizing the vegetated areas between the
developed portions of the site to enhance the riparian corridor by imposing a minimum 100-foot set
back from the existing creek top of bank to any hardscape, roadways, or parking areas associated with
the project. The amendment notes that the City's Riparian Corridor Policy will be used in the
assessment of the project's impacts to the Guadalupe River. To minimize impacts to the riparian
corridor the project should also be consistent with the Guidelines and Standards for Land Use Near
Streams.

Response F.2: As described in Section 4.4.2.5 of the DEIR, the City’s objective is to
design the additional tanks at the fuel farm and the parking garage at Economy Lot 1
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to avoid any encroachment within the 100-foot buffer of the Guadalupe River corridor,
which is consistent with the City’s Riparian Corridor Policy. In the unlikely event it is
not feasible to avoid encroachment into the buffer, compensatory mitigation will be
provided, as described on page 137 of the DEIR under MM BIO-13.2.

Comment F.3: To protect the genetic integrity of the riparian corridor and mitigation plants Valley
Water recommends replacement trees and landscaping within the riparian corridor be in accordance
with Design Guide 3 from the Guidelines and Standards for Land Use Near Streams. Design Guide 3
(enclosed)® will help ensure landscaping will be maintained in a manner consistent with the goals of
protecting the local natives and replacement plants consistent with this guide are commercially
available. This guide provides options for use of either non-invasive, drought-tolerant, non-native
ornamental plants that will not have the potential to cross pollinate with native riparian species or else
choosing non-invasive, drought-tolerant, non-local California natives (ornamental natives) with no
potential to cross- pollinate with the local native species.

Response F.3: As described in Section 4.4 of the DEIR, impacts to vegetation will be
limited to the removal of ruderal grassland and non-riparian trees. No replacement
planting within the riparian corridor of the Guadalupe River is planned. Also see
Response F.2.

Comment F.4: Please also note that Valley Water has easement along the Guadalupe River which
contain several native plant mitigation sites related to the flood protection improvements along the
river. The DEIR discussions related to riparian mitigation should note that no planting for mitigation
or replacement tree planting can occur on Valley Water property or within existing Valley Water
mitigation sites.

Response F.4: The City acknowledges the presence of the mitigation sites along the
Guadalupe River. As stated above, no impacts/mitigation within the riparian corridor
of the Guadalupe River will occur as part of the Project. Further, as noted in Response
F.2, the City’s intent is to avoid any construction within the 100-foot buffer along the
Guadalupe River.

Comment F.5: The discussion under Sections 4.10 Hydrology and Water Quality and Appendix |
should note that the Zone AH is a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) designated
Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) and that development in a SFHA is subject to City and FEMA
required building standards, including flood proofing.

Response F.5: The City will comply with all requirements related to floodproofing as
they pertain to this Project. The FEMA designations and requirements are also
standard permit conditions for the project.

Comment F.6: Valley Water records indicate that there are approximately 40 active and 4 abandoned
wells within the project site. If currently active wells will continue to be used following development

> Design Guide 3 can be found in the appendix of this document.
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of the site, they must be protected so that they do not become lost or damaged during construction. If
the wells will not be used following development of the site, they must be properly destroyed under
permit from Valley Water. The abandoned well if found during construction must be properly
destroyed under permit from Valley Water or registered with Valley Water and protected from damage.
It should be noted that while Valley Water has records for most wells located in the County, it is always
possible that a well exists that is not in Valley Water's records. All wells found at the site, must be
destroyed or registered with Valley Water as noted above. For questions about the wells, please contact
Valley Water's Wells and Water Measurement Unit at (408) 630-2660.

Response F.6: As astandard condition, the City will comply with the above-described
requirements of Valley Water as pertains to wells located on the Airport property.

Comment F.7: Page 233 Floodplain and Flood Management- The discussion under this section notes
that developments adjacent to creeks are required to dedicate flood protection easements. The
discussion implies Valley Water requires this; however, Valley Water does not have such a
requirement. Also, this discussion notes the City may require floodproofing for buildings in flood
hazard areas. Floodproofing is required for buildings in designated SFHA areas, such as Zone AH per
FEMA's Technical Bulletin 3-93 Non-Residential Floodproofing - Requirements and Certification for
Buildings Located in Special Flood Hazard Areas.

Response F.7: Thank you for the clarification of Valley Water’s policies regarding
easements. As stated above in Response F-5, the City will comply with all
requirements related to floodproofing as they pertain to this Project.

Comment F.8: The discussion under this section notes that the Rocky Pond doesn't meet Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) recommendations for drain down time but doesn't discuss if any
changes are proposed to make the pond meet the FAA recommendations.

Response F.8: This comment misinterprets the text. The first paragraph on page 239
of the DEIR states that Rocky Pond does conform to FAA drain time recommendations.

Comment F.9: Appendix | - Section 9.1 should also note the site is subject to inundation from the
Leroy Anderson Dam and the James J. Lenihan Dam on Lexington Reservoir in addition to the
Guadalupe Dam. The inundation areas for these dams would include the entire airport site not just the
mapped AH zones. Additionally, the inundation area for the Guadalupe Reservoir extends into areas
beyond the SFHA Zone AH. Please note the FEMA AH Zone reflects riverine flooding only and does
not reflect flooding from dam inundation.

Response F.9: Clarification included in the record. The City acknowledges that the
FEMA floodplain zones do not account for inundation under a dam failure scenario.

Comment F.10: The Hydrology and Water Quality section should include a discussion of the impacts
of increased runoff relative to impacts on the 1% design flow and water surface levels in Guadalupe
River in addition to impacts on the Airport property.

Response F.10: Based on the information in Appendix | of the DEIR, the Project
would increase runoff during the 100-year storm by approximately 2% over
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existing/baseline conditions. This increase is too small to result in a change in the water
surface level in the Guadalupe River.

Comment F.11: Please forward the DEIR when available for public comment and reference Valley
Water File No. 22275 on further correspondence regarding this project. If you have any questions or
need further information, you can reach me by email at LBrancatelli@valleywater.org or by phone at
(408) 630-2479.

Response F.11: A copy of the DEIR was provided to Valley Water and this First
Amendment to the DEIR was forwarded to Valley Water on 2/28/2020.
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ORGANIZATIONS, BUSINESSES, AND INDIVIDUALS

G. Alex Logan (dated January 5, 2020)

Comment G.1: As a long time San José resident and current Willow Glen resident, | have to say | am
very much against any significant airport expansion. The noise and pollution related to the airport is
already a huge detriment to the adjacent areas of San José. My daughter plays on playgrounds where
very loud airplanes roar just above us while taking off. Most mornings, we wake up to loud rocket-
sounding airplane engine noise. But the airport noise and pollution is a huge detriment to the
downtown SJ experience. If we really want a beautiful, vibrant San José downtown, we CANNOT
significantly expand airport activities. It is already a critical detriment to the quality of life in the
nearby area.

Response G.1: This comment expresses the opinion that the Airport should not
undergo significant expansion due to noise and pollution impacts. The comment is
included in the record and will be considered by the City Council. The comment does
not raise any specific environmental issues or concerns with the adequacy of the
analyses in the DEIR and, therefore, no further response is required.

Comment G.2: In my opinion, we need to expand capacity of an airport (or build a new airport) that
is away from the downtown and major SJ population areas. Something south between SJ and Milpitas
for example. The convenience of travelers is not a priority compared to the constant noise and pollution
created by any expansion to the SJ airport that would be experienced every day by San José residents.

Response G.2: Alternative locations for an airport are described and evaluated in
Section 8 of the DEIR. The analysis concluded that such alternatives are not considered
feasible under CEQA for the reasons described therein.

H. Alexander Slobodov (dated January 5, 2020)

Comment H.1: I have read article “New Concourse, Hotel, Parking Garage Envisioned for Mineta
SJC” by Maggie Angst. The most of discussion in it is about pollution/greenhouse gases and how
expansion will effect this. While the clean air is very important, the article failed to cover another
environmental parameter — NOISE. Today there are about 200 flight in and out of SJC and noise is
already unbearable. How are you going to deal with noise when number of flights will be doubled?
Do you think about people who live in proximity of SIC?

Response H.1: Section 4.13 of the DEIR includes a comprehensive analysis of noise
under existing conditions as well as under future conditions, both with and without the
Project. See also the Master Response to Noise Impacts in Cupertino, Sunnyvale,
Mountain View, and Palo Alto on page 9 of this First Amendment to the DEIR.
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l. Alice Martineau (dated January 17, 2020 at 7:46 PM)

Comment I.1: | am sending Robert Holbrook’s comments, printed up below, because | am in
agreement with them.

Response 1.1: Please see the Master Response to Noise Impacts in Cupertino,
Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo Alto on page 9 of this First Amendment to the
DEIR.

J. Alice Martineau (dated January 17, 2020 at 8:26 PM)

Comment J.1: | am sending comments from two of Robert’s colleagues from Palo Alto, focused
mostly on environmental effects printed up below, because | am also in agreement with them.

Response J.1: Please see the Master Response to Noise Impacts in Cupertino,
Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo Alto on page 9 of this First Amendment to the
DEIR.

K. Alice Newton (dated January 3, 2020)

Comment K.1: Below are my comments regarding the proposed new terminal, parking garage, and
hotel at the San José airport. Please ensure that they are included in comments available for public
viewing. Thank you. | am also sending these comments to the editor of the S.J. Mercury News.

Should Norman Mineta Airport build a new terminal, parking garage, and hotel? This question will
be addressed by the San José City Council on January 14™ and provides an opportunity for San José to
take a significant national leadership position in deciding NO. According to the S.J. Mercury News
on Dec. 30" (Local News p.1), “The aviation industry accounts for 12% of all transportation-related
greenhouse gas emissions and 3% of total greenhouse gas emissions in the United States according to
the Environmental Protection Agency.” Additionally, an S.J. Mercury News article May 6,2019 (Local
News p.1) states that CO2 emissions from Silicon Valley and Salinas Valley blow west and are
absorbed in the ocean water causing acidification “unfavorable for many sea creatures.” Greta
Thunberg, Swedish activist, quoted [IPCC’s SR 15 report on global warming predictions in her speech
in Montreal on 9/27/19 saying, “With today’s emissions levels, that remaining CO2 budget will be
entirely gone within less than 8.5 years.” Everything possible by every country must be done to
decrease emissions. Airports around the Bay should be connected by electric high speed rail and flights
coordinated so that numbers of flights can be decreased rather than increased. Yes, reasons for flying
will have to be reevaluated and national and global aviation will have to adapt.

Cities, counties, and states should invest in electric public busses, trains, and charging stations for cars
as well as in solar and wind energy. We should mandate sustainable energy systems for all new
buildings, subsidize solar power for existing homes, subsidize changing from gas powered cars to
electric ones, ban fracking, and insist on other known ways to slow humanity’s contributions to global
warming. Every day now, every decision should be weighed against whether or not it contributes to
or lowers greenhouse gas emissions. The answers will be clear and we must not hesitate to do the right
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thing. Perhaps in an ideal future, we will have electric airplanes. For now, say NO to a new terminal
and parking garage at the airport. NO to increasing the numbers of flights there or elsewhere. Support
improved electric public transportation to the airports. The S.J. Mercury News article (12/20/19) says
you may submit comments on this subject by January 13 to David Keyon in the San José Dept. of
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement at David.Keyon@sanjoseca.gov or call 408-535-7898.
Request that your comments be available to the public.

Response K.1: This comment expresses the opinion that the Project should not be
approved due to greenhouse gas emissions impacts. The comment is included in the
record and will be considered by the City Council. The comment does not raise any
specific environmental issues or concerns with the adequacy of the analyses in the
DEIR and, therefore, no further response is required.

L. Aimee Zhu (dated January 17, 2020)

Comment L.1: I’m a resident lived in Sunnyvale over 15 years. From 2016, | have been suffering too
much noise from SJC flight. If SJC can’t solve the south flow operations, this expansion will make
our live environment worse. | definitely oppose the SJIC expansion plan before it solves the airplane
noise issue in the neighborhood.

Response L..1: Please see the Master Response to Noise Impacts in Cupertino,
Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo Alto on page 9 of this First Amendment to the
DEIR.

M. Barry Fitzgerald (dated January 17, 2020)

Comment M.1: | live in the Santa Cruz mountains. | moved here for the incredible quiet that
unfortunately was destroyed by the movement of flight patterns starting with SERFR and then
continuing with BRIXX shifting to accommodate. Add to that SJC traffic to Hawaii, China and Japan
at low levels and you have destroyed my living space.

Airports like to brag how many passengers they have in the air but 99% of the population at any
given time is UNDER it and many are suffering even as they never bought into this mess.

I have cut my flying back to the minimum largely due to how painful flying in the USA has become.
So I rarely enjoy the “benefit”.

The idea of expanding SJC further and destroying more people’s environment, not to mention the
pollution and GHGs that we have no choice but to receive, is something | oppose with every energy
| have. | helped organize the massive protests over SERFR and given the vastly more destructive
nature of these airport proposals, you can expect a far greater reaction.

Why waste the city’s money only to have to back down later? Stop further expansion. I really hope
for fast rail to replace most intra-California travel and totally support it.
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Response M.1: This comment expresses the opinion that the Airport should not be
expanded due to noise, air pollution, and GHG impacts. The comment is included in
the record and will be considered by the City Council. The comment does not raise
any specific environmental issues or concerns with the adequacy of the analyses in the
DEIR and, therefore, no further response is required.

N. Ben Debolle (January 9, 2020)

Comment N.1: Please help us significantly reduce the very low and extremely LOUD jet flights over
the Bay Area!

Response N.1: The flight tracks and altitudes of aircraft overflights are under the
jurisdiction of the FAA. The proposed Amendment to the Airport Master Plan will not
modify any existing flight tracks or procedures. See also the Master Response to Noise
Impacts in Cupertino, Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo Alto on page 9 of this First
Amendment to the DEIR.

0. Briggs Nisbet (dated January 10, 2020)

Comment O.1: | have lived in South Palo Alto since 2012 and have been terribly impacted by the
increase in concentrated air traffic over my house since 2014 as a result of FAA's Nextgen
implementation and changes to flight routes for both SFO and SJC. Increasingly, | am affected by
low-flying aircraft into and out of SJC, and these flights are reported, logged and submitted to SFO as
noise complaints. My comments on the SJC Draft EIR:

The City of San José and SJC must ensure that San José residents and neighboring communities have
full disclosure of noise and emissions impacts: Integrate analysis of noise and emissions impacts that
would result from airspace changes- FAA airspace actions to manage airport capacity increases and/or
other operational needs which have real impacts on people on the ground. Including foreseeable
impacts from the continued roll out of Nextgen's various Portfolios.6

Response O.1: This EIR provides extensive analysis of the noise and air emissions
impacts of the proposed Project; see DEIR Sections 4.13 and 4.3, respectively. No
changes to flight tracks or flight procedures are proposed by the Project. Changes to
Northern California flight tracks that were implemented by the FAA in 2015 as part of
its NextGen Program were evaluated in a 2014 Environmental Assessment prepared
under NEPA by the FAA. [For further discussion on the subject of San José Airport’s
contribution to aircraft noise in the cities of Cupertino, Sunnyvale, Mountain View,
and Palo Alto, please see the Master Response to Noise Impacts in Cupertino,
Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo Alto on page 9 of this First Amendment to the
DEIR.]

6 https://www.faa.gov/nextgen/media/NextGen Implementation Plan-2018-19.pdf
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P. Carrie A. Snyder (dated January 13, 2020)

Comment P.1: | live in Menlo Park and | hear that San José airport is expanding. I’m here to tell you
that we want the incessant, loud, endless airplane noise out of our homes, yards, neighborhoods and
lives. NO MORE AIRCRAFT NOISE!! So, whatever you do, get rid of aircraft noise. This is the
most important topic regarding living here in the Bay Area.

Response P.1: This comment expresses the opinion that the noise from aircraft
overflights is the most important issue for residents in the Bay Area and must be
addressed. The comment is included in the record and will be considered by the City
Council. The comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or concerns
with the adequacy of the analyses in the DEIR and, therefore, no further response is
required.

Q. Catherine Hung (dated January 17, 2020)
Comment Q.1: While | appreciate our local growth, | and several hundred other local residents hear

the unceasing, increasing daily noise of aircraft. Please help regulate airlines! Under 3000 ft is
Excessively Noisy. Over 6000 ft, still noisy.

I thought due to weather yesterday, seemed all the SJC flights flew over downtown Mountain View.
Today 1/17 less flights. Still | tagged 9 flights. Where I live from purchasing in 2004 with Caltrain
and Central Expressway auto noises, adding in airplane noises is disturbing. The 18 (tagged, Lots
of more noisy flights) reports: starting before 8 am, thru the day, & non-stop one after another from
7pm on till SFO after midnight:

e Thu, Jan 16, 11:38 PM Flight WN2381 [OGG-SJC] (B738; speed: 186 knots, altitude
2761.579206545067 ft, distance: 4 KM); Volume was “TOO LOUD”. Speedbrakes were
heard!

e Thu, Jan 16, 11:05 PM Flight WN1332 [SAN-SJC] (B737; speed 205 knots, altitude 2800
ft, distance: 3 KM); Volume was “TOO LOUD”. Speedbrakes were heard!

e Thu, Jan 16, 11:02 PM Personal notes: Flying right by, SO NOISY!!I! LOW!!!; VVolume
was “TOO LOUD”. Speedbrakes were heard!

e Thu, Jan 16, 10:48 PM Flight: WN2092 [LAX-SJC] (B737; speed: 202 knots, altitude 2850
ft, distance: 3 KM); Volume was “TOO LOUD”. Speedbrakes were heard!

e Thu, Jan 16, 10:42 PM Flight: AS 324 [SEA-SJC] (B738; speed: 175 knots, altitude: 2850
ft, distance: 4KM); Volume was “TOO LOUD”. Speedbrakes were heard!

e Thu,Jan 16, 10:41 PM; Volume was “TOO LOUD”. Speedbrakes were heard!

e Thu, Jan 16, 10:39 PM Flight HA 44 [HNL-SJC] (A21N; speed: 176 knots, altitude: 2850
ft, distance: 4 KM); Volume was “TOO LOUD”. Speedbrakes were heard!

e Thu, Jan 16, 10:37 PM; Volume was “TOO LOUD”. Speedbrakes were heard!

e ThulJan 16, 10:31 PM; Volume was “TOO LOUD”. Speedbrakes were heard!

e Thu, Jan 16, 08:02 PM Flight: WN2155 [LAX-SJC] (B737; speed: 192 knots, altitude:
2657.494411160533 ft, distance: 4 KM); Volume was “TOO LOUD”. Speedbrakes were
heard!
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e Thu, Jan 16, 08:02 PM Flight: WN2155 [LAX-SJC] (B737; speed: 192 knots, altitude:
2762.456734517333 ft, distance: 4 KM); Volume was “TOO LOUD”. Speedbrakes were
heard!

e Thu, Jan 16, 07:50 PM Flight: AA6015 [LAX-SJC] (E75L; speed: 192 knots, altitude:
2953.6263768181334 ft, distance: 3 KM); Volume was “TOO LOUD”. Speedbrakes were
heard!

e Thu, Jan 16, 07:28 PM; Volume was “TOO LOUD”. Speedbrakes were heard!

e Thu, Jan 16, 09:37 AM; Personal notes: Flying right by, SO NOISY!!! LOW!!!!: VVolume
was “TOO LOUD”. Speedbrakes were heard!

e Thu Jan 16, 09:33 AM Flight: Y4 930 [GDL-SJC] (A320; speed: 203 knots, altitude:
3228.9958976810667 ft, distance: 4 KM); Personal notes: Flying right by, SO NOISY!!!
Volume was “TOO LOUD”. Speedbrakes were heard!

e Thu, Jan 16, 09:25

Response Q.1: This comment expresses the opinion that noise from aircraft arrivals to
SJC during south flow conditions to too loud. To illustrate the point, the comment lists
multiple arrivals to SJIC on the evening of 16 January 2020 when weather conditions
dictated a south flow configuration. The comment is included in the record and will be
considered by the City Council. The comment does not raise any specific
environmental issues or concerns with the adequacy of the analyses in the DEIR and,
therefore, no further response is required. [For further discussion on the subject of San
José Airport’s contribution to aircraft noise in the cities of Cupertino, Sunnyvale,
Mountain View, and Palo Alto, please see the Master Response to Noise Impacts in
Cupertino, Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo Alto on page 9 of this First
Amendment to the DEIR.]

R. Chen Yuxi (dated January 17, 2020)

Comment R.1: My family and | strongly object to SJC expansion. There is already too much noise
from SJC south flow operations. The expansion will make it worse.

Response R.1: This comment expresses the opinion that the Airport should not be
expanded due to noise impacts. The comment is included in the record and will be
considered by the City Council. The comment does not raise any specific
environmental issues or concerns with the adequacy of the analyses in the DEIR and,
therefore, no further response is required. [For further discussion on the subject of San
José Airport’s contribution to aircraft noise in the cities of Cupertino, Sunnyvale,
Mountain View, and Palo Alto, please see the Master Response to Noise Impacts in
Cupertino, Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo Alto on page 9 of this First
Amendment to the DEIR.]
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S. Chuck Jacobson (dated December 30, 2019)

Comment S.1: Please include in your plans, making the SJ Airport more user friendly. Not every
traveler is up to walking the extreme distances required to fly out of Mineta Airport. Following are
areas that I personally have trouble with as an 87-year old Sr.

e Terminal needs people mover lanes to cover tremendous distances.

e Public transportation access needs to be more convenient to passengers. Now have walk to far
to get to public buses and shuttles. Public should be able to exit baggage area and have bus,
taxi, and shuttle service available right there, not a long walk away.

e Signage for parking, exiting, and directions to terminals needs improvement

Response S.1: These comments relate to the proposed Airport Master Plan
Amendment, rather than to the EIR. They will be taken into consideration by the
Airport during design of improvements to the terminal area. Therefore, because this
comment does not raise any issues or concerns with the adequacy of the analyses in the
DEIR, no further response is required.

T. Claire (dated January 17, 2020)

Comment T.1: Whenever airplane will fly over my roof and I will know today is south wind day, but
it’s getting more and more flights even it’s not south wind days. There is too much noise from SJC
south flow operations already, and this expansion will make things worse. Every voice counts and |
hope we can stop it if possible.

Response T.1: This comment expresses the opinion that the Airport should not be
expanded due to noise impacts. The comment is included in the record and will be
considered by the City Council. The comment does not raise any specific
environmental issues or concerns with the adequacy of the analyses in the DEIR and,
therefore, no further response is required. [For further discussion on the subject of San
José Airport’s contribution to aircraft noise in the cities of Cupertino, Sunnyvale,
Mountain View, and Palo Alto, please see the Master Response to Noise Impacts in
Cupertino, Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo Alto on page 9 of this First
Amendment to the DEIR.]

U. Clifford Reader (dated December 30, 2019)

Comment U.1: An increase in pollution, global warming, etc. caused by increased air traffic could be
offset by a reduction in environmental impact if passengers could get to the airport by rail. There are
two possibilities:

1. I never understood, a quarter of a century ago, why the light rail didn’t have another line that
bypassed downtown and served SJC. It could be built along Hwy. 87, between the existing track
downtown and 1% St. north of the airport, diverting on elevated track to pass directly outside of the
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airport terminals offering walking access for passengers with luggage. This would also have a major
side-benefit of offering an express light rail route for commuters who live in south San José and
work in north San Jose, because it would cut out the 10 mph crawl through downtown, and a large
number of intermediate stops. Little or no private land would need to be acquired and little or no
demolition would be required.

2. “Heavy” rail could also be connected to such elevated track past the terminals with a connection
from Santa Clara station across almost entirely open land, and a connection in the area of Bowes
Ave. that could be largely elevated above Walsh Ave., or perhaps Central Expy. A connection could
also be made to the East Bay line at Lafayette St. An issue is a need for dual-voltage trains.

These connections would mean airport passengers from South San José, Campbell, Morgan Hill,
Gilroy, the Peninsular and potentially Newark and Fremont could all quickly access SJC without
driving and parking. I can only think the taxi driver union’s influence over otherwise environment-
conscious politicians has prevented this. In my opinion as an airline passenger, it is critical to give
walking access with rolling luggage from public transport directly and immediately into airport
terminals. Shuttles, and connections like Oakland Airports BART connection are too much hassle
and add so much time they offset any gain against driving. The airport that did public transportation
perfectly is Hong Kong — please check it out. Stacking the tracks gives walking access into the
terminal for both arriving and departing passengers with no stairs. 80mph trains take you to
Kowloon and the heart if Hong Kong in 20 minutes. Runners up include Geneva, Zurich, Heathrow,
Beijing, Narita, Kansai and Chicago. Failures include the new subway connection at Dulles (really
dumb locating the tracks away from the terminal building), JFK, and Boston.

Response U.1: Various proposals for constructing direct rail service to the Airport
have been put forth by the City and VTA over the past several decades. These have
included BART, light rail, an automated people mover, and personal rapid transit. The
City is currently investigating the feasibility of building a direct transit connection
between the Diridon Station in Downtown San José and the Airport. Such projects
present many hurdles including high costs, environmental issues, and cost
effectiveness. Further, as noted in this comment, a rail connection is not always
successful, as evidenced by the $500 million BART-Oakland Airport Connection that
is experiencing very low ridership.’

V. Ellen Zhao (dated January 17, 2020)

Comment V.1: There are too much noise from SJC south flow in Sunnyvale already. Unless the
current NextGen issue is fixed, | oppose the current expansion plan!

Response V.1: This comment expresses the opinion that the Airport should not be
expanded unless the NextGen issue is fixed. The comment is included in the record

" See “BART’s Oakland Airport Connector Turning into Big Money Loser,”
https://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/article/BART-s-Oakland-airport-connector-turning-into-10984679.php
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and will be considered by the City Council. The comment does not raise any specific
environmental issues or concerns with the adequacy of the analyses in the DEIR and,
therefore, no further response is required. [For further discussion on the subject of San
José Airport’s contribution to aircraft noise in the cities of Cupertino, Sunnyvale,
Mountain View, and Palo Alto, please see the Master Response to Noise Impacts in
Cupertino, Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo Alto on page 9 of this First
Amendment to the DEIR.]

W. Evelyn Breakstone (dated January 13, 2020)

Comment W.1: | live in Sunnyvale and am extremely concerned about the proposed airport
expansion. Currently, during South Flow days over 300 planes come directly over my home. This
began almost 6 years ago, when NextGen was initiated. The FAA continues to indicate that it is trying
to relieve us of the stressful noise and exhaust coming from the planes, but I do not believe it is sincere
in amending this terrible mistake.

Now we are talking about expanding the airport. The construction will spew more pollution during a
period when we are trying to clean the air. In addition, if the number of planes coming over our homes,
polluting our skies, causing health issues, reducing the quality of our lives, decreasing our property
values, and promoting even more stress from the noise is allowed, what can be the benefit of expanding
the airport? Currently, we need to keep our windows closed, even on the hottest days of summer.
Double pane windows do not eliminate the noise. We can no longer use our yards or be outdoors.
People’s patios are covered in black film from the exhaust.

It seems to me that the airport is more concerned about profit than it is about the citizens. Please
reconsider the extreme negative impact that this expansion is going to have on citizens before you
progress further.

Response W.1: This comment expresses concerns over the expansion of the Airport
due to ongoing noise and pollution issues associated with aircraft overflights in
Sunnyvale. The comment is included in the record and will be considered by the City
Council. The comment does not raise any specific environmental issues or concerns
with the adequacy of the analyses in the DEIR and, therefore, no further response is
required. [For further discussion on the subject of San José Airport’s contribution to
aircraft noise in the cities of Cupertino, Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo Alto,
please see the Master Response to Noise Impacts in Cupertino, Sunnyvale, Mountain
View, and Palo Alto on page 9 of this First Amendment to the DEIR.]

X. Evelyn Breakstone (dated January 17, 2020)

Comment X.1: | wish to reiterate my objections to the San José Airport Expansion. On South Flow
days (19 in December alone and many more in summer than we experienced previously), over 300
flights come over my home at altitudes of approximately 3000 feet. After 6 years of discussing this
problem, it has still not been resolved and now you are talking about expanding the airport and
consequently the number of flights.
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These flights spew exhaust and fumes that are very dangerous to our health. | assume that the amount
of these particulates is even worse than smoking cigarettes.

Further to this issue, is that the noise from these planes causes mental and physical stress. Adding
more flights will make this matter even worse. During South Flow days, | am fortunate if | am able to
sleep 3 hours. We cannot open our windows or hear the birds and we are afraid to breathe this dirty
air.

Response X.1: This comment expresses the opinion that the Airport should not be
expanded due to noise and air pollution impacts. The comment is included in the record
and will be considered by the City Council. The comment does not raise any specific
environmental issues or concerns with the adequacy of the analyses in the DEIR and,
therefore, no further response is required. [For further discussion on the subject of San
José Airport’s contribution to aircraft noise in the cities of Cupertino, Sunnyvale,
Mountain View, and Palo Alto, please see the Master Response to Noise Impacts in
Cupertino, Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo Alto on page 9 of this First
Amendment to the DEIR.]

Comment X.2: Based on the Environmental Impact Report, there are two false assumptions: 1) that
there will not be an even greater number of flights over my home, and 2) that there will not be an
environmental impact to add greenhouse gases to the air we breathe and cause further damage to our
health. These false assumptions are certainly reasons that | am requesting that this Airport expansion
project be rejected.

Response X.2: This comment is incorrect. Table 3.2-1 on page 22 of the DEIR
discloses that the annual number of flights at the Airport will increase from 173,389 in
2018 to 237,710 in 2037. Further, Table 4.8-3 on page 182 of the DEIR discloses the
increase in GHG emissions between 2018 and 2037. For the reasons described in
Section 8.5.1 of the DEIR, the increase in flights is projected to occur with or without
the expansion of facilities at the Airport.

Y. Hans (dated January 17, 2020)

Comment Y.1: | have been a Sunnyvale resident since 2000. For recent several years, we have been
noised by the SJC south flow too much. Silicon Valley is a very high density area, it is not right to
expand SJC further. Please do not expand SJC further. Instead, SJIC should reduce the daily flights
and improve the residential living environment.

Response Y.1: This comment expresses the opinion that the Airport should not be
expanded due to aircraft noise impacts. The comment is included in the record and
will be considered by the City Council. The comment does not raise any specific
environmental issues or concerns with the adequacy of the analyses in the DEIR and,
therefore, no further response is required. [For further discussion on the subject of San
José Airport’s contribution to aircraft noise in the cities of Cupertino, Sunnyvale,
Mountain View, and Palo Alto, please see the Master Response to Noise Impacts in
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Cupertino, Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo Alto on page 9 of this First
Amendment to the DEIR.]

The last part of the comment states that the Airport should reduce the number of daily
flights. As stated in the EIR Summary, under the Federal Airline Deregulation Act of
1978, the City cannot regulate the number of flights at the Airport.

Z. lonut Constandache (dated January 17, 2020)

Comment Z.1: Based on the November 2019 Draft of the Environmental Impact Report on the SJC
expansion (File PP18-103), we ask that the SJC expansion project be rejected for the following reasons:

The planned expansion of the SJ Airport will increase flight traffic. We already have a big issue with
loud airplane noise over Sunnyvale & Cupertino during south flow operations. These planned
expansions will only exacerbate an already serious noise issue that hasn’t been addressed in ANY
accommodating way. Despite residents’ efforts. There are real people including children hurting under
these airplane rails. Until the airport and SJ addresses these issues any expansion in the SJC airport is
an ill driven and ill-conceived goal. Please stop!

The noise is the immediate concern by as mentioned in the report there are serious environmental issues
as well, and long term the environmental impact is going to just compound. Let’s stop putting more
carbon into the skies, let’s do right by our neighbors.

Response Z.1: This comment expresses the opinion that the Airport should not be
expanded due to aircraft noise and air pollution impacts. The comment is included in
the record and will be considered by the City Council. The comment does not raise
any specific environmental issues or concerns with the adequacy of the analyses in the
DEIR and, therefore, no further response is required. [For further discussion on the
subject of San José Airport’s contribution to aircraft noise in the cities of Cupertino,
Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo Alto, please see the Master Response to Noise
Impacts in Cupertino, Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo Alto on page 9 of this First
Amendment to the DEIR.]

AA. Jack Yu (dated January 17, 2020)

Comment AA.1: Based on the November 2019 Draft of the Environmental Impact Report on the SJIC
expansion (File PP18-103), we ask that the SJC expansion project be rejected for the following reasons:

The planned expansion of the SJ Airport will increase flight traffic. We already have an issue with
loud airplane noise over cities like Sunnyvale & Cupertino during south flow operations. These
planned expansions will only exacerbate an already serious noise issue over our cities with significant
increases in the number of flights.

Response AA.1: This comment expresses the opinion that the Airport should not be
expanded due to aircraft noise impacts. The comment is included in the record and
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will be considered by the City Council. The comment does not raise any specific
environmental issues or concerns with the adequacy of the analyses in the DEIR and,
therefore, no further response is required. [For further discussion on the subject of San
José Airport’s contribution to aircraft noise in the cities of Cupertino, Sunnyvale,
Mountain View, and Palo Alto, please see the Master Response to Noise Impacts in
Cupertino, Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo Alto on page 9 of this First
Amendment to the DEIR.]

BB. Jay and Sallie Whaley (dated January 10, 2020)

Comment BB.1: We completely support the letter from Sky Posse dated January 8, 2020,
summarizing comments on the draft environmental impact report. We have been severely impacted
by the noise of aircraft landing at SFO, since implementation on Next Gen. We have been 2 of the
many residents who have reported 4,000 to 7,000 complaints PER DAY from our area. We must all
cooperate and work for a solution to this induced environmental negative impact, that is fair to all in
the entire community.

Response BB.1: This comment references comments submitted by Sky Posse. Those
comments and the corresponding responses are Comment KKK, below.

CC. Jennie Dusheck (dated December 31, 2019)

Comment CC.1: | read the recent Maggie Angst piece on plans to expand Mineta to accommodate
airlines’ growth plans. Stayin under 1.5 C to avoid the worst effects of climate change, means the
airline industry must not expand. Air traffic is a significant contributor to global warming both from
emissions and from the effects of contrails. | strongly opposed expanding Mineta and would like to
suggest devoting the funds allocated to Mineta be diverted to the California High Speed Rail Project
and, for example, the Diridon Station.

Response CC.1: This comment expresses the opinion that the Airport should not be
expanded due to climate change impacts. The comment is included in the record and
will be considered by the City Council. The comment does not raise any specific
environmental issues or concerns with the adequacy of the analyses in the DEIR and,
therefore, no further response is required.

DD. Jennifer Landesmann (dated January 17, 2020)

Comment DD.1: | am a resident of Palo Alto, among the many who witnessed a dramatic increase in
aircraft noise from both SFO and SJC since 2014. Neither the FAA or airports have been forthcoming
with information about risks from noise or emissions. On the contrary — there have been misleading
reports that planes are quieter — the engines are quieter but when hundreds of planes are repeatedly
flying at low altitudes over communities, it is neither quiet or clean and requires mitigations.
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I ask that you please respond to all the suggestions made in the recent letter from Sky Posse Palo Alto.
Install noise monitors where noise complaints have erupted since 2014.

Response DD.1: Please see the Master Response to Noise Impacts in Cupertino,
Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo Alto on page 9 of this First Amendment to the
DEIR. This comment also references comments submitted by Sky Posse. Those
comments and the corresponding responses are Comment KKK, below.

Comment DD.2: Produce noise maps to the 45 DNL level, validating FAA’s models with ground
measurements.

Response DD.2: A 45 DNL contour would not be useful because it would essentially
cover all of the urbanized areas in the Bay Area. In addition, none of the noise-land
use compatibility standards of local cities, as contained in their General Plans,
including Palo Alto, utilize an exterior threshold of 45 DNL.

Regarding noise model validation, please see Response C.7

Comment DD.3: Engage with the SCSC Roundtable http://scscroundtable.org

Response DD.3: The Santa Clara/Santa Cruz (SCSC) Roundtable, a permanent
aircraft noise mitigation entity that includes 21 cities within the counties of Santa Clara
and Santa Cruz, SFO, and the FAA, discusses ongoing issues related to the flight track
changes that were implemented in 2015 in Northern California under FAA’s NextGen
Program. The proposed Project would not modify any flight tracks or flight
procedures. Therefore, the question of the City’s participation in the Roundtable is
unrelated to the analysis of the Project in this EIR.

Comment DD.4: Also, please see recent report about aircraft releasing jet fuel over schools before an
emergency landing. The report states FAA protocol that jet fuel released above 5000 feet evaporates
which means there are serious risks with emissions and particulates BELOW 5000 feet.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uFptk0-Y2 E, and the January 15, 2020 meeting Video
http://spectrumstream.com/streaming/bgpaa/2020_01 15 taskforce.cfm includes a presentation by
children from Los Angeles Unified School District which mentions data on the higher amount of
asthma medications used in communities under flight paths compared to the national average.

Response DD.4: The cited incident in Southern California was an isolated and
unfortunate accident that occurred during an emergency.® The incident does not
represent normal procedures and, in any case, is unrelated to the proposed Project.

8 https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2020-01-15/jet-fuel-dump-on-cudahy-school-children-sparks-outrage-
anger
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Comment DD.5: The problems to children are real — Burbank for Quiet Skies Presentation
http://hollywoodburbankairport.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/01/Burbank-for-Quiet-Skies-
COmpressed.pdf If a citizen can come up with the data and analysis in this presentation, surely a
Silicon Valley Airport can do as well. The City of San José should not bank and profit from the
destruction of neighborhoods or early death of thousands of people. Full mitigation and AVOIDANCE
of causing harm is needed which begins with transparency and thoughtful study of all projected
impacts.

Response DD.5: As noted in the prior response, Section 4.3 of the DEIR fully
discloses the air quality impacts of the proposed Project. Table 4.3-5 contains an
extensive list of the emissions reduction measures that the City undertakes to reduce
the emissions from sources within its control. Emissions from aircraft engines are
regulated solely by the U.S. EPA.

EE. J.F Boyer (dated December 30, 2019)

Comment EE.1: An article (in today’s Mercury News) about airport pollution that doesn’t mention
the lack of ground transportation to & from the airport? BART is coming to San José but not to the
airport. Big mistake. A mistake first made with light rail and being repeated with BART. Provincial
San José and its airport are consigning themselves to the bush league of cities in the decision not to
bring in BART. The tenth-largest city in the nation? Not by any standards of efficient public
transportation to its international airport.

Do the math: how many solo car trips to SJIC would be replaced if a reasonable alternative existed.
Then write a credible article about airport pollution that does not overlook this critical component of
including SJC in BART’s routing.

Response EE.1: Please see Response U.1, which responds to a comment stating that
an increase in pollution, global warming, etc. caused by increased air traffic could be
offset by a reduction in environmental impact if passengers could get to the airport by
rail.

FF.  Joel Hayflick (dated December 30, 2019)

Comment FF.1: Today’s San José Mercury News ran a story by Maggie Angst on page B1 describing
the proposed expansion of SJC. 1 live in Palo Alto where the impact of low and loud jet aircraft noise
and 10 nm particulate exhaust from jet planes on approach to SJC has increased dramatically over the
past four years. The negative impact of chronic jet noise and exhaust exposure on human health is
well documented in peer-reviewed publications and includes cardiovascular toxicity and poor school
performance by children. Jets on approach to SJC routinely get routed over Palo Alto at or below 1800
ft elevation. On a recent day, at least 15 flights on approach to SJC were counted flying at or below
1800 feet over Palo Alto. These flights, combined with more than 300 daily low and loud flights on
approach to SFO flying over mid-town Palo Alto 24/7/365, have a chronic negative impact on health
and quality of life for residents of Palo Alto. The reason for this chronic human noise and exhaust
exposure is the FAA’s rollout of the Nor Cal Metroplex NextGen plan in 2014.
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Response FF.1: Please see the Master Response to Noise Impacts in Cupertino,
Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo Alto on page 9 of this First Amendment to the
DEIR.

Comment FF.2: The proposed expansion of SJC leading to projected 50% increases in air traffic does
not take into account the projected expansions in air traffic into and out of SFO and OAK. The
proposed expansion of SJC will have a regional impact. Therefore, this proposal must involve
stakeholders from across the region and importantly must include citizens on the ground in midtown
Palo Alto who will be negatively impacted to an even greater extent than we are today.

Response FF.2: Please see the Master Response to Noise Impacts in Cupertino,
Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo Alto on page 9 of this First Amendment to the
DEIR.

GG. Justin Burks (dated January 12, 2020)

Comment GG.1: The SJC Airport has insufficient public transit options. Expanding public transit
option should be addressed in the master plan update. For regional travelers, including those like
myself traveling from Santa Cruz County, Section 4.17.1.2 Existing Conditions and policy 1E-4.3 is
insufficient to encourage non-car transit to the airport. The existing conditions require me to buy up
to 4 separate fares to travel to the airport, with uncertainty that each of my transfers will get me to the
airport predictably and on time. When | take Hwy 17 express bus, | have two options to get to the
airport yet both require two transfers each (Diridon train station to LTR to route 60 or to Caltrain to
route 60). A direct shuttle to Diridon, an airport connector, transfers between those modes of public
transit without additional fees, and/or improved signage at Diridon to guide people to the airport is
essential with this expansion. More incentives and clear public transit connections to the airport while
minimizing transfers is essential with this expansion.

Response GG.1: Please see Response U.1, w