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Approval with Conditions

On October 5, 2017, the Planning Commission (“Commission”) will consider a series of approval actions
related to the proposed Mission Rock Project (“Project”). The Commission has previously reviewed the
Project as part of: 1) informational hearings on December 8, 2016; and 2) the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (“DEIR”) on June 1, 2017. The Commission has also heard about the Project in the context of the
Southern Bayfront Strategy in informational hearings on March 9, 2017 and May 5, 2016. The following is
a summary of actions that the Commission will consider at this public hearing, all of which are required

to implement the Project:

1. Adoption of CEQA Findings, including a Mitigation and Monitoring Plan ("MMRP");

2. Recommendation to the Board of Supervisors to approve Zoning Map Amendments and
Planning Code Text Amendments to establish the Mission Rock Mixed Use District and the
Mission Rock Special Use District (“SUD”) and to make conforming changes to Planning Code
text regarding height and bulk controls and re Article 9 for Parcel P20;
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3. Approval of the Design Controls (“DC”); and
4. Approval of the Development Agreement (“DA”)

Staff from the Planning Department, the Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD), Port
of San Francisco (Port) and other agencies have worked extensively with the developer, Seawall Lot 337
Associates, LLC, to formulate a comprehensive plan, entitlement structure and implementation program
for the site.

The Project outlines a vision to reintegrate and restore the 28.1-Acre Site into the fabric of San Francisco to
create an active, sustainable neighborhood. As set forth in greater detail in the Design Controls, Mission
Rock will provide a concentration of City life and waterfront activity for the larger Mission Bay district,
the Central Bayfront, SOMA and the City, providing a place for people to live and work in a mixed use,
urban neighborhood. It will transform a surface parking lot into a neighborhood that prioritizes
pedestrians, bikes and transit and water edge access. The Project will also deliver major new public
spaces, including, among others, China Basin Park, a year-round regional facility that will serve greater
San Francisco and the Bay Area community and Mission Rock Square, a focal point of the overall district,
transitioning from the larger blocks of surrounding Mission Bay to an intimate scale similar to other San
Francisco neighborhood spaces. It is proposed as a major civic space, with active space along its
perimeter. The Project includes a re-imagined Terry A Francois Boulevard that supports an active
working waterfront connects the Blue Greenway to China Basin Park and the Embarcadero, and
establishes uninterrupted public waterfront access from Fisherman’s Wharf to Candlestick Point.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

As envisioned, the proposed project would entail development of a mixed-use, multi-phase project at
Seawall Lot 337 and Parcel P20, rehabilitation and reuse of Pier 48, and construction of approximately 5.4
acres of net new open space, for a total of approximately 8 acres of open space on the project site. The
project would include up to 2.7 to 2.8 million gross square feet (gsf) of mixed uses on 11 proposed
development blocks. The mixed-use development would comprise approximately 1.1 to 1.6 million gsf of
residential uses (estimated at 1,000 to 1,600 units, 40% of which would be designated as below market
rate), approximately 972,000 to 1.4 million gsf of commercial/office uses, and 241,000 to 244,800 gsf of
active/retail and production uses on the lower floors of each block. Additionally, the project would
include up to approximately 1.1 million gsf of above- and below-ground parking (approximately 3,000
spaces) in one or two centralized garages; 100 additional parking spaces would be allowed throughout
the remaining parcels on the site. Also as part of the project, 242,500 gsf at Pier 48 would be rehabilitated
for industrial, restaurant, active/retail, tour, exhibition, and meeting space use. The 11 blocks on Seawall
Lot 337 would be developed with building heights ranging from 90 feet to a maximum of 240 feet for the
tallest building, excluding the mechanical and other accessory penthouse roof enclosures and unoccupied
building tops, subject to specified standards. The project would be built in several phases.

Of the 11 development blocks, 4 are designated as primarily residential, 4 as primarily commercial
development, with the remaining 3 designated as flex parcels, where either residential or commercial
could be emphasized (though total buildout by use would be limited to the overall ranges above as
evaluated in the EIR.)
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The project would introduce a new street grid with two new rights-of-way running north-south (one a
traditional street and the other a pedestrian-priority shared public way) and two new rights-of-way
running east-west. Streets would be designed to Better Streets standards and would feature robust
dedicated bicycle facilities assuring the continuity of the Bay Trail through the site. The Design Controls
(DC) document will assure that design of streets and of building frontages are well coordinated to create
a lively public realm. Retail would be allowed in all buildings, and would be focused on the north-south
pedestrian street (referred to in the DC as the “Shared Public Way”) and along the frontages facing China
Basin Park. Frontages along Terry Francois would feature light-industrial production and similar uses in
keeping with the established working waterfront.

Three parks would be incorporated into the project. China Basin Park would be enlarged to include 4.4
acres; facing China Basin on one side and the Bay on the other, the enlarged park would include a great
lawn, small ballfield, entry plazas, and waterfront trails and access points throughout. A second park,
1.1-acre Mission Rock Square, would act as a town square at the center of the site, while a third
waterfront open space, %2-acre Channel Wharf, would be established on a wharf between Pier 48 and 50.
Smaller plazas and pedestrian throughways that connect these opens paces with the street network are
also proposed at several locations, along with open space along the Pier 48 aprons, bringing the total
public open space to approximately 8 acres.

As noted above, building heights would range from 90 feet to 240 feet tall, consistent with voter approved
Proposition D (November 2015). Buildings would be required to step down at key locations, including to
60" along the main retail pedestrian throughway and to 40" along Terry Francois to assure that building
streetwalls are well-proportioned to the fronting streets, waterfront, and open spaces. Buildings reaching
up to 240-feet would be restricted to three specific locations. Parking would predominantly be provided
in one or two centralized parking facilities, including an above-grade garage on the south side of the site
along Mission Rock Street and possibly also in a below-grade facility underneath Mission Rock Square.
The Design Controls document requires that the above-grade garage be fronted with ground floor active
uses and residential use at all floors above the ground floor along Third Street, and at other key frontages
with active frontage at the ground level.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The project site currently includes an approximately 14.2-acre parking lot (referred to as “Lot A”), a 0.3-
acre strip of land on the south side of the lot (referred to as Mission Bay Parcel P20), the 6-acre Pier 48 and
the existing 2.2-acre China Basin Park. Existing streets, access areas, and a marginal wharf between Piers
48 and 50, bring the project site total to 28.1 acres. The existing Seawall Lot 337 site consists primarily of a
paved surface parking lot holding approximately 2,200 cars, and no permanent structures. Pier 48, with
sheds totaling approximately 181,000 gsf, is primarily used for indoor parking and storage/warehousing
uses.

The lot portion of the site is zoned MB-OS; Pier 48 is zoned M-2 (Heavy Industrial); Parcel P20 is within
the Mission Bay Redevelopment Project Area.

The site is located adjacent to the Mission Bay neighborhood, though not included within the Mission Bay
Redevelopment Project Area (with the exception of the 0.3-acre Parcel P20). The site is generally bounded
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on the west by Third Street, the City’s major thoroughfare for the southeast quadrant of the City, on the
north by China Basin Park, on the east by the Bay and Piers 48 and 50, and on the south by Mission Rock
Street. The Bay Trail alignment runs through the east side of the site.

Seawall lots are tidelands that were filled and cut off from the waterfront by the construction of the
seawall in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, and by the construction of the Embarcadero roadway
which lies, in part, over a portion of the seawall. Seawall Lot 337, the largest of the designated seawall
lots, is located just south of China Basin and for years has been used as a surface parking lot.

Through legislation, commonly known as SB 815, as amended by AB 2797, the California Legislature
found that the revitalization of Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 is of particular importance to the State of
California. Under SB 815, the Port is authorized to ground lease portions of the Project Site for the
development of improvements that may be used for non-trust uses to enable higher economic
development and revenues. Some of the revenues from these leases will be advanced initially to pay for
infrastructure serving the Project Site, then repaid with project-generated special taxes and property
taxes. The Port will use revenues from leases for non-trust uses, as well as its return on funds advanced
for infrastructure investment, to preserve its historic resources and for other public trust consistent uses
permitted under the state legislation.

Following a public solicitation process to implement goals and objectives developed through a multi-year
community process, the Port Commission awarded the Developer (an affiliate of the San Francisco
Giants) the opportunity to negotiate exclusively for the lease, construction, and operation of the Project
Site in 2010. Negotiations resulted in a Term Sheet that the Port Commission and the Board of
Supervisors endorsed in 2013.

Mission Bay Parcel P20, on the southern edge of SWL 337, is currently subject to the Mission Bay South
Redevelopment Plan and is designated in that plan as a small open-space buffer. When it adopted AB
2797, the state legislature recognized the need to remove P20 from the Redevelopment Plan, on the basis
that “the revitalization of Seawall Lot 337 . . . is of particular importance to the state.” As such, AB 2797
calls for the amendment of the Redevelopment Plan to remove P20 without State-level review under
Health & Safety Code Sections 34163(c)-(f) and 34164(a) and (b). The OCII Commission will consider
taking action to remove P20 from the Redevelopment Plan subsequent to Planning Commission action on
Mission Rock.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

On April 26, 2017, the Department published the Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project Draft
Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for public review (Case No. 2013.0208ENV). The DEIR was
available for public comment until June 12, 2017.

On June 1, 2017, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled
meeting to solicit comments regarding the DEIR.

On September 21, 2017, the Department published a Comments and Responses document, responding to
comments made regarding the DEIR.
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On October 5, 2017, the Commission will consider certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report
(“FEIR”) for the Project, and will determine if it is adequate, accurate and complete.

In addition, on October 5, 2017, the Commission must adopt the CEQA Findings for the FEIR, prior to the
approval of the Project (See Case No. 2013.0203 ENV/PCA/MAP/DVA).

HEARING NOTIFICATION

TYPE REQUIRED REQUIRED ACTUAL ACTUAL
PERIOD NOTICE DATE NOTICE DATE PERIOD
Classified News Ad 20 days September 15, 2017 September 13, 2017 22 days
Posted Notice n/a Not Required n/a n/a
Mailed Notice 10 days September 25, 2017 September 15, 2017 20
PUBLIC COMMENT

To date, the Department has not received any specific public comment in support or opposition to the
Project, other than comments submitted regarding the DEIR that are responded to in the Comments and
Responses document. The Project Sponsor and Port have engaged in a robust community outreach
program throughout the development of the Project, which has been under development for many years.
The project was the subject of a voter initiative, Proposition D, in November 2015, which approved (74%
in favor) changes to height limits to accommodate the project by rezoning the project site to a new
Mission Rock Height and Bulk District.

PLANNING COMMISSION REQUIRED ACTIONS FOR THE PROJECT
As summarized above, the Commission must take several actions to approve the Project. These actions
include:

General Plan Consistency Findings

The Commission must adopt findings of General Plan consistency for all approval and implementation
actions related to the project. These findings are included in the first approval action being considered by
the Commission, which is consideration of the ordinance to amend the Planning Code and Zoning Maps.
Note that these findings cover the future minor amendment to the Mission Bay South Redevelopment
Plan to remove Parcel P20 from that Redevelopment Plan.

Planning Code Text Amendment — Mission Rock Special Use District (SUD)
On September 5, 2017, Mayor Edwin Lee and Supervisor Jane Kim initiated the ordinance that would

amend the Planning Code to establish the Mission Rock SUD and make other conforming Code
amendments.

The Mission Rock SUD will provide specific land use and development controls for the project site, which
encompasses Seawall Lot 337, Parcel P20, and Pier 48. The Mission Rock SUD extracts and codifies basic
zoning requirements found in the DC, including:

e Uses, including allowed uses per parcel and ground floor requirements
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¢ Building Standards, including Off-Street Parking, Bicycle Parking, Dwelling Unit Exposure, Open
Space for Dwelling Units, Permitted Obstructions and Signage.

e Incorporation by reference of the Design Controls document, which contains additional
standards and guidelines for development of the site

In addition, the Mission Rock SUD outlines the design review process for the Development Phases,
Vertical Improvements and Minor/Major Modifications to Building Standards. The Design Review
procedures include:

- Phase Approval: An overarching “Phase application” will be submitted to the Port of San
Francisco for approval in accordance with a Disposition and Development Agreement (“DDA”).
The Phase approval would assure that the Master Developer is moving forward with
infrastructure and community improvements at the same time as the development of the
buildings (Vertical Improvements). The Phase approval is required before Planning can begin
review on a specific Vertical Improvement.

- Design Review and Approval of Vertical Improvements: Design review and applications for

Vertical Improvements (new construction of a building or any later expansion/major alteration or
addition to a previously-approved building) will be submitted concurrently to Planning and the
Port of San Francisco. Planning staff shall review these applications for consistency with the DC.
The Planning Director shall have discretion over minor modifications (deviation of less than 10
percent from any dimensional or numerical standard in the DC), while the Planning Commission
shall review and approval any major modification. Other than major modifications, the Planning
Director would approve all Vertical Improvements.

-  Review and Approval of Horizontal Development: Horizontal Development includes

construction of utility infrastructure; recreational, open space, and public access areas; public
rights-of-way; and other improvements in the public realm. The Port of San Francisco will be
responsible for coordinating review and approval of all Horizontal Development by the
appropriate City agencies, including Planning, and will include a public process for further
refinement of the program by Phase and final design for the site’s public open spaces.

Also included the in the Planning Code ordinance is amendment to Section 291, the Mission Rock Height
and Bulk District, which was established through voter approval of Proposition D. The amendments to
this Section provide further final delineation of height and bulk limits, all within the parameters
established by the voters. Additional amendments reorganize the Section for readability to reflect
adoption of the project. Text amendments also include modification of Article 9 to reflect the rezoning of
Parcel P20.

Zoning Map Amendments

The same ordinance introduced on September 5, 2017 by Mayor Edwin Lee and Supervisor Jane Kim
would also amend the Zoning Map and Height and Bulk District Map for the project site. The project site
would be rezoned from MB-OS and M-2 to the newly created Mission Rock Mixed-Use Zoning District.
The Mission Rock Mixed-Use Zoning District will provide reference to the Mission Rock SUD.

It should be noted that Height and Bulk Designations will remain the same as established through
Proposition D, which established the Mission Rock Height and Bulk District and Planning Code Section
291; Section 291 designates sub-height zones across the site that range from 45-feet to 240-feet.
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Design Controls Document (DC)

The DC articulates a vision and goals for the character of the overall project, and provides specificity on

aspects of land use, building frontage, open space, streets and streetscapes, parking and loading,

buildings, lighting, and signage. The scope of the DC is expansive, and includes standards and guidelines

for each topic area. The following is a summary of the main chapters of the DC:

Land Use: The Project will provide flexible land use regulations where a wide breadth of uses is
allowed throughout. Of the 11 development blocks, 4 are designated as primarily residential (one
of which also includes a centralized garage), 4 as primarily commercial development, with the
remaining 3 designated as flex parcels, where either residential or commercial could be
emphasized. Residential and commercial blocks are interspersed to help assure the new
neighborhood is activated throughout the day and week and to create an interesting and lively
diversity.

The land use controls also require active uses along almost all frontages, with particular retail
focus along the pedestrian shared right-of-way, and along the park edges. Ground floor frontage
along Terry Francois has been designated for production and maker uses in keeping with the
industrial nature of the existing working piers.

Open Space Network: The Project will create approximately 8-acres of public open space
throughout the site. The Project identifies three main open spaces as described above.

Streets and Streetscapes: The Project will establish a new street network, which will connect the
project site to the larger City and the Mission Bay neighborhood. The street will be designed in
compliance with the Mission Rock Transportation Plan and Infrastructure Plan, both of which are
adopted along with the DA and DDA.

Parking and Loading: The DC allows for the construction of a maximum of 3,100 parking spaces
that would replace the existing surface parking lot and parking on Pier 48 (which together
provide approximately 2,900 existing spaces). Up to 3,000 of these spaces would be in an above
grade garage and possibly also in a below-grade garage beneath Mission Rock Square. Only up to
100 spaces total would be allowed on parcels other than these one or two centralized garages. The
DC includes design regulations specifically for the above-grade garage to assure the structure
would be appropriately treated and include active frontages at key locations.

Buildings: The Project establishes standards and guidelines for massing and architecture,
streetwall, building base and ground floor, facades and materiality, projections, roofs, residential
building elements and open space, garages and service entry design, and sustainability. The DC
emphasizes design considerations for pedestrians by including robust requirements for
activation, modulation, and scaling building frontages with respect to the scale and function of
the adjacent street or open space.

Lighting, Signage and Art: Finally, the DC concludes with an approach towards lighting,
signage/wayfinding and public art.

Development Agreement (DA)

The DA between the City of San Francisco and the Master Developer, Seawall Lot 337 Associates, LLC,
will set forth vesting rights for the Mission Rock 28-Acre Site and establish a set of committed public
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benefits. The vested elements include: the proposed land use plan and parcelization; the location and

numbers of Vertical Improvements (buildings); the maximum density, intensity and gross square

footages; the permitted uses; and the provisions for open space, vehicular access and parking. The

Project’s commitments to public benefits include:

Creation or improvement of approximately 8 acres of public open space, including expansion of China
Basin Park, creation of Mission Rock Square, creation of Channel Wharf, improvement of the Pier
48 aprons, and other pedestrian pathways and spaces throughout the site.

Rehabilitation of Pier 48: The Project includes renovation and rehabilitation of Pier 48, including
public access and maritime use of the Pier 48 aprons.

On-Site Affordable Housing: The Project would create a significant amount of affordable housing
units. Overall, at least 40% of the residential units developed on-site will be inclusionary units
affordable to low and moderate income households.

Jobs & Workforce Development Program: The Project will implement a robust workforce
commitment program to encourage local business participation, including a local hire
participation level of 30% per trade. Vertical developers will contribute $1,000,000 to OEWD in 11
parcel-by-parcel installments. Half of the funds will support community-based organizations that
provide barrier removal services and job readiness training for individuals within at-risk
populations, and half will support city programs that provide job training for local residents.

Transportation: The Project would construct major new transportation infrastructure and would
contribute toward other transportation and other infrastructure critical to serving Mission Rock
through payment of a Transportation Fee in lieu of the existing TSF and Transit Impact Fee,
estimated at about $40 million. = The Project includes a robust Transportation Demand
Management program with a requirement to reduce single occupancy vehicle trips by 20% from
baseline metrics.

Sustainability and Sea Level Rise Protection: The Project would implement sustainability measures to
enhance livability, health and wellness, mobility and connectivity, climate protection, resource
efficiency, and ecosystem stewardship and provide funding sources needed to protect the
Mission Rock shoreline and site from sea level rise. Most of the Project’s site’s grade will be
raised to protect buildings and utilities against 66 inches of sea level rise (projected 2100).

Maintenance of Public Spaces and other Areas: A services Community Facilities District will be
established to provide private financing by the project for the cost of long-term management and
maintenance of public spaces and certain portions of public rights-of-way with improvements
that exceed basic city standards.

Community Facilities. If requested, the Project will make available to the City up to 15,000 gsf of
community space, which may be distributed in two or more buildings.

In conjunction with the Development Agreement, it is proposed that the Port and the Board of

Supervisors would approve various transactional documents, including the DDA, which is between

the master developer and the Port. Other City agencies retain a role in reviewing and issuing later

approvals for the Project (for example, subdivision of the site and construction of infrastructure and

other public facilities), as memorialized in the DA and other implementing documents. Among other

things, the DA gives the master developer the right to develop the Project in phases accordance with

the DDA and the DA, requires certain public benefits, describes the application of existing and future
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City laws, and establishes fees and exactions. It is also proposed as part of approval of the DA that

the City will consent to waive or modify certain procedures and requirements under existing Codes

in consideration of alternative provisions in the DA and/or DDA.

ISSUES AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Office Development Authorization/Planning Code Section 321: Since the project site is under the
jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port Commission, as provided in Planning Code Section
321(2)(a), new office space under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port Commission will
count against the annual maximum limit. The Port of San Francisco will notify the Planning
Department when new office development is authorized. An exhibit to the DDA, referenced in
the DA, sets restrictions on when the project sponsor may seek permits to construct office space,
effectively metering out the office components of the project over at least five years.

Open Space/Recreation and Parks Commission: The Port of San Francisco would maintain
ownership of all publicly-accessible open space on the site. Therefore, Planning Code Section 295
(Height Restrictions on Structures Shadowing Property under the Jurisdiction of the Recreation
and Park Commission, aka Prop K) is not applicable to parks on the project site. None of the
proposed structures on the site would shadow any existing or planned properties under
jurisdiction of Recreation & Parks.

Planning Code/Zoning Map Ordinance Errata: A set of errata is included in this packet as
recommended amendments to the ordinance. These amendments are primarily corrections of
typos and minor technical clarifications. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission include
these errata in their resolution on the ordinance.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

In order for the Project to proceed, the Commission must:

1)

2)

Certify the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA);

Adopt findings under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), including findings
rejecting alternatives as infeasible and adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations and
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP);

Recommend that the Board of Supervisors approve the ordinance amending the Planning Code
Text to establish the Mission Rock Mixed Use District and Mission Rock Special Use District
among other amendments, and amend the associated Zoning Maps, including the errata; and
adopt the findings of consistency with the General Plan and Priority Policies of Planning Code
Section 101.1;

Adopt the proposed the Mission Rock Design Controls (DC) document; and,

Recommend that the Board of Supervisors approve the Development Agreement (DA) for the
Project.
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BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The Project will add substantial housing opportunities in an infill, transit-accessible area and will
put into more productive use an existing surface parking lot.

The Project will provide space for job growth in an appropriate central city location very close to
high quality local and regional transit, including Muni Metro and Caltrain, consistent with and
advancing the objectives of Plan Bay Area;

The Project will add retail and manufacturing uses that will contribute to the employment base of
the City and bolster the viability of the neighborhood.

The site is currently underutilized, and the addition of new ground-floor retail spaces and
publicly-accessibly open spaces will enliven the streetscape and will provide new access to the
waterfront.

The Design Controls document will provide specific guidance for the character of the overall
Project, resulting in high-quality architecture, extensive streetscape and public realm
improvements, and abundant publicly-accessible open space.

The Development Agreement will provide substantial public benefits in areas including
affordable housing, funding for transportation improvements, workforce development, and
historic preservation, among other benefits.

The Project is, on balance, consistent with the Goals, Policies, and Objectives of the General Plan.

RECOMMENDATION: Approval with Conditions

Attachments:
Draft Motion-CEQA Findings
Draft Resolution-Planning Code Text Amendment & Zoning Map Amendments, General Plan and

Planning Code Section 101.1 Consistency Findings

Draft Planning Code Text and Map Amendments Ordinance initiated by Board of Supervisors

Draft Motion-Design Controls Document Adoption

Draft Resolution-Development Agreement

[Draft DA Ordinance to be sent under separate cover]
Zoning Map, Height & Bulk Map, Aerial Photograph
DDA Summary

Housing Plan

Workforce Development Plan

LBE Utilization Plan

Development Agreement between City and County of San Francisco & Seawall Lot 337 Associates, LLC
TDM Plan

Mission Rock Design Controls

Mission Rock Sustainability Strategy

Mission Rock Transportation Plan

Mission Rock Infrastructure Plan
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Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXX

HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 5, 2017

Case No.: 2013.0208 ENV

Project Name: Mission Rock (aka Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project)

Existing Zoning: ~ Mission Bay Open Space (MB-OS); M-2 (Heavy Industrial) Zoning District;
Mission Rock Height and Bulk Districts

Block/Lot: 8719/ 006; 9900/048

Proposed Zoning: ~ Mission Rock Mixed-Use District / Mission Rock Special Use District;
Mission Rock Height and Bulk District

Project Sponsor:  Port of San Francisco and SWL 337 Associates, LLC

Staff Contact: Mat Snyder — (415) 575-6891
mathew.snyder@sfgov.org

ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY ACT, INCLUDING FINDINGS OF FACT, FINDINGS REGARDING SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS
AND SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS, EVALUATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND
ALTERNATIVES, AND A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS RELATED TO
APPROVALS FOR THE MISSION ROCK (AKA SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE
PROJECT) (“PROJECT”), LOCATED ON ASSESSOR’S BLOCK 8719 LOT 006 AND BLOCK 9900
LOTS 048.

PREAMBLE

The project sponsor, Seawall Lot 337 Associates, LLC, applied for environmental review of a mixed-use
phased development at Seawall Lot 337, and rehabilitation and reuse of Pier 48 (“Project”) on May 31,
2013.

The Project is located on an approximately 28-acre project site that consists of the following: the 14.2-acre
Seawall Lot 337; the 0.3-acre strip of land on the south side of Seawall Lot 337, referred to as Parcel P20;
the 6.0-acre Pier 48; the existing 2.2-acre China Basin Park; and 5.4 acres of streets and access areas within
or adjacent to the boundaries of Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48. The project site is adjacent to the Mission
Bay neighborhood of the city and the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Area. The site is currently used
for open space (China Basin Park); a surface parking lot (Seawall Lot 337 and P20); and indoor parking,
storage, warehouse uses and special events (Pier 48).

The Project would include 2.7 to 2.8 million gross square feet (“gsf”) of mixed-uses on 11 proposed
development blocks on Seawall Lot 337, with building heights ranging from 90 feet to a maximum of 240
feet. The mixed use development would comprise approximately 1.1 to 1.6 million gsf of residential uses
(estimated at 1,000 to 1,600 units, consisting of both market-rate and affordable housing), approximately
972,000 to 1.4 million gsf of commercial uses, and 241,000 to 244,800 gsf of active/retail uses on the lower
floors of each block. Additionally, the Project would include approximately 1.1 million gsf of
aboveground and underground parking (approximately 3,100 parking spaces) and rehabilitation of
242,500 gsf of space within Pier 48 to provide industrial, restaurant, active/retail, tour, exhibition, and

www.sfplanning.org
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meeting space for reuse by an industrial use, specifically analyzed as a proposed brewery. The Project
would also include a total of approximately 8.0 acres of open space. The Project is more particularly
described in Attachment A.

Pursuant to and in accordance with the requirements of Section 21094 of CEQA and Sections 15063 and
15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the San Francisco Planning Department, as lead agency, published and
circulated a Notice of Preparation ("NOP") on December 11, 2013, that solicited comments regarding the
scope of the environmental impact report ("EIR") for the proposed project. The NOP and its 30-day public
review comment period were advertised in a newspaper of general circulation in San Francisco and
mailed to governmental agencies, organizations and persons interested in the potential impacts of the
proposed project. The Planning Department held a public scoping meeting on January 13, 2014, in the
Bayside Room at the Port of San Francisco, Pier 1, The Embarcadero.

During the approximately 51-day public scoping period that ended on January 31, 2014, the Planning
Department accepted comments from agencies and interested parties who identified environmental
issues that should be addressed in the EIR. On the basis of public comments submitted in response to the
NOP and at the public scoping meeting, the Planning Department found that potential areas of
controversy and unresolved issues for the proposed project included: consistency of the Project with the
Mission Bay Plan, the San Francisco Waterfront Plan, and the Mission Bay development guidelines;
potential impacts along specific viewpoints, the waterfront and surrounding areas; the scale and height
of the proposed project and the future use of Parcel P20; provision of affordable housing and population
density; potential impacts on submerged cultural resources in the project area; increases in traffic and
traffic congestion, connections to the City's transportation network, lack of public transportation in the
area, pedestrian safety, traffic during game days, fair share contributions, and potential impacts of
increased traffic on emergency vehicle delay; potential noise impacts from additional residents; potential
greenhouse gas ("GHG") impacts, adequate mitigation measures for GHG impacts, and inclusion of a
GHG emissions analysis consistent with Assembly Bill 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act;
potential shadow impacts along the waterfront, China Basin Park, and the proposed Mission Rock
Square; potential impacts on loss of green space, and preservation of public lands for public and
recreational use; adequacy of water and sewer systems with the addition of the proposed project,
including a Water Supply Assessment; and potential impacts on the marine environment, as well as
state- and federally listed species, and pile-driving impacts on fish, birds, and mammals. Comments
received during the scoping process also were considered in preparation of the Draft EIR.

In June 2014, subsequent to the publication of the NOP, the City's voters approved Proposition B (Voter
Approval for Waterfront Development Height Increases), which states that voter approval is required for
any height increases on property, such as the project site, within the jurisdiction of the Port of San
Francisco. Accordingly, on November 3, 2015, the City's voters approved Proposition D (the Mission
Rock Affordable Housing, Parks, Jobs, and Historic Preservation Initiative), which amended the height
and bulk restrictions for the project site by establishing the Mission Rock Height and Bulk District. Under
Proposition D, the proposed heights for buildings on some of the proposed development blocks are
lower than originally contemplated in the NOP, and there have been no increases in the height, density
or intensity of development for the proposed Project since publication of the NOP.

To allow for flexibility to respond to future market demands and conditions, the project sponsor
proposes flexible zoning and land uses on 3 of the 11 proposed development blocks on Seawall Lot 337.
Specifically, Blocks H, I, and ] are proposed to be designated to allow either residential or commercial as
the predominant use above the lower-floor active/retail uses. The project sponsor would determine the
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primary land uses of the three flexible zoning blocks above the lower floor (i.e., residential or
commercial) at the time of filing for design approvals for block development proposals. These flexible
blocks are analyzed in the EIR as ranges and land use assumptions (High Commercial or High
Residential).

The San Francisco Planning Department then prepared the Draft EIR, which describes the Project and the
environmental setting, analyzes potential impacts, identifies mitigation measures for impacts found to be
significant or potentially significant, and evaluates project variants and alternatives to the Draft EIR
Project. The Draft EIR assesses the potential construction and operational impacts of the Project on the
environment, and the potential cumulative impacts associated with the Project in combination with other
past, present, and future actions with potential for impacts on the same resources. The analysis of
potential environmental impacts in the Draft EIR utilizes significance criteria that are based on the San
Francisco Planning Department Environmental Planning Division guidance regarding the environmental
effects to be considered significant. The Environmental Planning Division's guidance is, in turn, based on
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, with some modifications.

The Planning Department published a Draft EIR for the project on April 26, 2017, and circulated the Draft
EIR to local, state, and federal agencies and to interested organizations and individuals for public review.
On April 26, 2017, the Planning Department also distributed notices of availability of the Draft EIR;
published notification of its availability in a newspaper of general circulation in San Francisco; posted the
notice of availability at the San Francisco County Clerk’s office; and posted notices at locations within the
project area. The Planning Commission held a public hearing on June 1, 2017, to solicit testimony on the
Draft EIR during the public review period. The Draft EIR public review period ended on June 12, 2017. A
court reporter, present at the public hearing, transcribed the oral comments verbatim, and prepared
written transcripts. The Planning Department also received written comments on the Draft EIR, which
were sent through mail, fax, hand delivery, or email.

The San Francisco Planning Department then prepared the Comments and Responses (“C&R”). The
C&R document was published on September 21, 2017, and includes copies of all of the comments
received on the Draft EIR and written responses to each comment.

The C&R document provided additional, updated information, clarification and modifications on issues
raised by commenters, as well as Planning Department staff-initiated text changes to the Draft EIR. The
Final EIR, which includes the Draft EIR, the C&R document, the Appendices to the Draft EIR and C&R
document, and all of the supporting information, has been reviewed and considered. The C&R
documents and appendices and all supporting information do not add significant new information to the
Draft EIR that would individually or collectively constitute significant new information within the
meaning of Public Resources Code Section 21092.1 or CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 so as to require
recirculation of the Final EIR (or any portion thereof) under CEQA. The C&R documents and appendices
and all supporting information contain no information revealing (1) any new significant environmental
impact that would result from the Project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be
implemented, (2) any substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental impact,
(3) any feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously
analyzed that would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the Project, but that was rejected by the
project sponsor, or (4) that the Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory
in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.
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On October 5, 2017, the Planning Commission by Motion No. XXXXX, found that the Final EIR was
adequate, accurate, and objective, reflected the independent judgment of the Planning Commission and
that the C&R document contains no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and adopted findings of
significant impact associated with the Project and certified the completion of the Final EIR for the Project
in compliance with CEQA, and the CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31.

The Planning Department prepared proposed Findings, as required by CEQA, regarding the alternatives,
mitigation measures and significant impacts analyzed in the Final EIR and overriding considerations for
approving the Project and a proposed mitigation monitoring and reporting program ("MMRP"), attached
as Exhibit 1 to Attachment A, which material was made available to the public and this Planning
Commission for the Planning Commission’s review, consideration and actions.

The Commission, in certifying the FEIR, found that the Project described in the FEIR will have the
following significant and unavoidable environmental impacts:

¢ The proposed Project would result in an adverse impact by increasing ridership by more than 5
percent on two individual Muni routes that exceed 85 percent capacity utilization under baseline
conditions.

e The proposed Project would result in an adverse impact related to a substantial increase in
transit delays on Third Street between Channel Street and Mission Rock Street.

e The proposed Project would have significant impacts on pedestrian safety at the unsignalized
intersections of Fourth Street/Mission Rock Street and Fourth Street/Long Bridge Street.

e The proposed Project would contribute considerably to a significant cumulative transit impact
because it would increase ridership by more than 5 percent on one individual Muni route that
would exceed 85 percent capacity utilization.

e The proposed Project would contribute considerably to significant cumulative impacts related to
transit delays.

e The proposed Project would contribute considerably to significant cumulative pedestrian
impacts.

e Construction of the proposed Project would generate noise levels in excess of standards or result
in substantial temporary increases in noise levels.

e Operation of the proposed Project could result in the exposure of persons to or generation of
noise levels in excess of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance or a substantial temporary, periodic
or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity, above levels existing
without the Project.

e Construction of the proposed Project would expose persons to or generate excessive ground-
borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels related to annoyance. Construction of the proposed
Project could expose persons to or generate excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne
noise levels related to damage to buildings.
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e Construction activities for the proposed Project, in combination with other past, present, and
reasonable future projects in the city, would result in a substantial temporary increase in noise or
noise levels in excess of the applicable local standards.

e Construction activities associated with Project-related development, in combination with other
past, present, and reasonable future projects in the city, would expose sensitive receptors to
excessive ground-borne vibration related to annoyance and could result in similar impacts
related to damage to buildings. (Significant and Unavoidable for Annoyance).

e Operation of the proposed Project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonable future
projects in the city, would result in the exposure of persons to noise in excess of the applicable
local standards or a substantial permanent ambient noise level increase in the Project vicinity.

e Construction of the proposed Project would generate fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants,
which for criteria air pollutants but not fugitive dust, would violate an air quality standard,
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. (Significant and Unavoidable
with Mitigation for Criteria Air Pollutants).

e During Project operations, the proposed Project would result in emissions of criteria air
pollutants at levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or
projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air
pollutants.

e During combined Project construction and operations, the proposed Project would result in
emissions of criteria air pollutants at levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute
to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase in criteria air pollutants.

e The proposed Project’s construction and operation, in combination with other past, present, and
reasonable future projects, would contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts.

e The proposed Project would alter wind in a manner that would substantially affect public areas.

e The proposed Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would alter wind in a manner that would substantially affect public areas.

The Planning Commission Secretary is the custodian of records for the Planning Department materials,
located in the File for Case No. 2013.0208ENV, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco,
California.

On October 5, 2017, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly
scheduled meeting and adopted this Motion No. XXXXX, adopting CEQA findings, including a
Statement of Overriding Considerations, and adopting an MMRP, and adopted other Motions and
Resolutions with respect to the Project.

On October 5, 2017, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly
scheduled meeting on the various approvals necessary to implement the Project, including, but not
limited to, Planning Code Text and Zoning Map Amendments, approval of the Mission Rock Design
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Controls document, approval of a Development Agreement and made findings of General Plan
consistency. (See Planning Commission Resolution and Motions numbers XXXXX, XXXXX, XXXXX and
XXXXX. The Planning Commission makes these findings and adopts the MMRP as part of each and all of
these approval actions.

MOVED, that the Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the Final EIR and the record
associated therewith, including the comments and submissions made to this Planning Commission and
the Planning Department’s responses to those comments and submissions, and based thereon, hereby
adopts the Project Findings required by CEQA attached hereto as Attachment A including a statement of
overriding considerations, and adopts the MMRP, included as Exhibit 1 to Attachment A, as a condition
of approval for each and all of the approval actions set forth in the Resolutions and Motions described
above.

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on Thursday, October 5,
2017.

Jonas P. Ionin

Commission Secretary

AYES:

NAYS:

ABSENT:

ADOPTED: October 5, 2017



ATTACHMENT A
SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT FINDINGS;
FINDINGS OF FACT, EVALUATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND
ALTERNATIVES, AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION
October 5, 2017

In determining to approve the Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project ("Project"), as
described in Section I.A, Project Description, below, the following findings of fact and decisions
regarding environmental impacts, mitigation measures and alternatives are made and adopted,
and the statement of overriding considerations is made and adopted, based on substantial
evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and under the California Environmental Quality
Act, California Public Resources Code Sections 21000-21189.3 ("CEQA"), particularly Sections
21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for implementation of CEQA, California Code of
Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15000-15387 ("CEQA Guidelines"), particularly Sections 15091
through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

This document is organized as follows:

Section | provides a description of the project proposed for adoption, project objectives, the
environmental review process for the project, the approval actions to be taken and the location of
records;

Section Il identifies the impacts found not to be significant that do not require mitigation;

Section lll identifies potentially significant impacts that can be avoided or reduced to less-than-
significant levels through mitigation and describes the disposition of the mitigation measures;

Section IV identifies significant impacts that cannot be avoided or reduced to less-than-
significant levels and describes any applicable mitigation measures as well as the disposition of
the mitigation measures;

Section Vevaluates the different project alternatives and the economic, legal, social,
technological, and other considerations that support approval of the project and the rejection as
infeasible of alternatives, or elements thereof, analyzed; and

Section VI presents a statement of overriding considerations setting forth specific reasons in
support of the actions for the project and the rejection as infeasible of the alternatives not
incorporated into the project.



The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) for the mitigation measures that
have been proposed for adoption is attached with these findings as Exhibit 1 to Attachment A to
Motion No. . The MMRP is required by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines
Section 15091. The MMRP provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in the
Final Environmental Impact Report for the Project (“Final EIR”) that is required to reduce or
avoid a significant adverse impact. The MMRP also specifies the agency responsible for
implementation of each measure and establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule.
The full text of the mitigation measures is set forth in the MMRP.

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Commission.
The references set forth in these findings to certain pages or sections of the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (“Draft EIR” or “DEIR”) or the Comments and Responses document (“C&R”) in
the Final EIR are for ease of reference and are not intended to provide an exhaustive list of the
evidence relied upon for these findings.

l.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION, OBJECTIVES, ENVIRONMENTAL
REVIEW PROCESS, APPROVAL ACTIONS, AND RECORDS

The Project is located on an approximately 28-acre site that consists of Assessor’s Block
8719/Lot 006, and Block 9900/Lot 048 and the following: the 14.2-acre Seawall Lot 337; the 0.3
acre strip of land on the south side of Seawall Lot 337, referred to as Parcel P20; the 6.0-acre
Pier 48; the existing 2.2-acre China Basin Park; and 5.4 acres of streets and access areas within
or adjacent to the boundaries of Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48. The project site is adjacent to the
Mission Bay neighborhood of the city and the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan area. The
site is currently used for open space (China Basin Park); a surface parking lot (Seawall Lot 337
and Parcel P20); and indoor parking, storage, warehouse uses, and special events (Pier 48).

The project sponsor (Seawall Lot 337 Associates, LLC) of the Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48
Mixed-Use Project (the "Project") proposes a mixed-use, multi-phase development at Seawall
Lot 337; rehabilitation and reuse of Pier 48; and construction of approximately 5.4 acres of net
new open spaces, for a total of 8.0 acres of open space on the project site. The Project would
include up to 2.7 to 2.8 million gross square feet ("gsf"') of mixed uses on 11 proposed
development blocks on Seawall Lot 337, with building heights ranging from 90 feet to a
maximum of 240 feet. The mixed use development would comprise approximately 1.1 to 1.6
million gsf of residential uses (estimated at 1,100 to 1,600 units), consisting of both market-rate
and affordable housing), approximately 972,000 to 1.4 million gsf of commercial uses, and
241,000 to 244,800 gsf of active/retail uses on the lower floors of each block. Additionally, the
Project would include approximately 1.1 million gsf of aboveground and underground parking
(approximately 3,100 parking spaces), and rehabilitation of approximately 242,500 gsf of space
within Pier 48 to provide industrial, restaurant, active/retail, tour, exhibition, and meeting space
for reuse by an industrial use, analyzed as a proposed brewery The Project would also include a

! Pier 48 is a separate parcel from the 11 Seawall Lot development blocks, and an additional
parcel under Mission Rock Square may also include the underground garage.



total of approximately 8.0 acres of open space. The Port of San Francisco (Port) owns the entire
project site.

The Project proposed for adoption also includes 4 variants. A variant, or a combination of
variants, could be implemented along with the Project as explained below. Variant 1 — District
Energy/Bay-Source Energy Capture, would provide a district-wide heating and cooling system,
with hot and cold water piped underground to individual buildings in lieu of chillers and boilers

in each building. Variant 2 — Entertainment Venue, would accommodate up to 4,000 patrons and
up to 50 events per year on one of the proposed project buildings. It would replace 100,000 sf of
either industrial/manufacturing uses at Pier 48 or commercial/retail uses on Block E. Variant 3 —
Reconfigured Parking, would not construct a 700 parking space subterranean garage at Mission
Rock Square; instead, these 700 parking spaces would be located in the parking garage at Block
D2, increasing its capacity from 2,300 to 3,000 spaces. Variant 4 — Hotel Use, would provide a
hotel with approximately 200,000 gsf in a building that otherwise would have been residential. It
would reduce residential units by about 200.

The Project and all of its variants are defined and more particularly described below in Section
[.A.

A. Project Description.

1. Project Location and Site Characteristics.

The project site encompasses approximately 28 acres and includes several areas: Seawall Lot
337, Parcel P20, Pier 48 and the adjacent marginal wharf, China Basin Park, and Terry A.
Francois Boulevard. China Basin Park is the only existing open space on the project site. Most of
the project site is paved, with Seawall Lot 337 and portions of Parcel P20 used mainly as a
surface parking lot and the Pier 48 structure used for indoor parking and storage and warehouse
uses. Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 are also used for special events.

Seawall Lot 337 is an approximately 14.2-acre site that is bounded by Terry A. Francois
Boulevard to the north, Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Piers 48 and 50 to the east, Parcel P20
and Mission Rock Street to the south, and Third Street to the west. Pier 48 is bounded by the Bay
to the north, east, and south and Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the west. China Basin Park is
bounded by China Basin to the north, the Bay to the east, Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the
south, and Third Street to the west.

Seawall Lot 337 is public trust land and covered by special State legislation (Senate Bill ("SB")
815) that allows nontrust uses under specified circumstances. Seawall Lot 337 is currently
occupied by a paved surface parking lot (Lot A) and pop-up retail. Lot A includes approximately
2,170 parking spaces for vehicles. The existing surface lot provides parking for patrons of AT&T
Park and parking for approximately 500 daytime commuters. In addition, the lot has provided
space for special events and associated parking.

Parcel P20 is a 0.3-acre (14,000 sf), approximately 20-foot-wide, strip of land adjacent to the
south side of Seawall Lot 337, along the north side of Mission Rock Street. Parcel P20 is within



the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan area. Parcel P20 is public trust land, but Assembly
Bill ("AB") 2797 authorized actions to add Parcel P20 to Seawall Lot 337, which lifted public
trust restrictions on Parcel P20.

Pier 48 is a pile-supported, approximately 261,000 sf (6.0-acre) facility (including the pier
structure and aprons). About 181,200 gsf of Pier 48 consists of enclosed warehouse space that
includes two one-story main sheds (Shed A and Shed B) that are connected by a one-story
connector shed (Shed C) at the east end of the pier. All three sheds are approximately 40 feet in
height. Between Shed A and Shed B is an approximately 33,800 sf uncovered “valley".
Currently, Shed A and Shed C are used for parking of up to 700 total vehicles for AT&T Park
events and special events.

Pier 48 is the southernmost pier structure within the Port of San Francisco Embarcadero Historic
District ("Embarcadero Historic District"), which is listed in the National Register of Historic
Places. Pier 48 is identified as a contributory resource to the Embarcadero Historic District but is
not individually listed as a historic resource. The Pier 48 substructure includes the east apron.
The northern and southern aprons are separate wooden structures and independent of the
concrete Pier 48 substructure. Public access has never been available to the northern (20,300 sf),
southern (21,000 sf), or eastern (4,700 sf) aprons.

Approximately 2.2 acres of the northern portion of the project site are improved as China Basin
Park and perimeter walkways. The project site includes approximately 3.5 acres of Terry A.
Francois Boulevard. The 1.4-acre Pier 48 and Pier 50 access areas are located directly to the west
and south of Pier 48. To the south, between Pier 48 and Pier 50 and east of Terry A. Francois
Boulevard, is the 0.50-acre marginal wharf.

2. Project Characteristics.

The Project includes the construction of approximately 2.7 to 2.8 million gsf of mixed-use,
multi-phased development on the proposed 11 development blocks (Blocks A through K) on
Seawall 337. The buildings proposed on Seawall Lot 337 could range in height from 90 to 240
feet, depending on the land use. The tops of upper buildings (towers) may extend up to 20 feet
(40 feet on Block F) vertically above the maximum designated building height. In addition, the
project site would include above-ground and below-grade parking and pedestrian and vehicular
streets on Seawall Lot 337. The Project also includes the rehabilitation and reuse of the existing
Pier 48 structure.

Three of the Seawall 337 development blocks (Blocks A, F, and K) would be designated as
primarily residential above the lower-floor active/retail uses, and four blocks (Blocks B, C, E,

and G) would be designated as primarily commercial above the lower-floor

active/retail/production uses. One block (Block D) would include parking (D2), active/retail, and
residential uses (D1). An additional parcel under Mission Rock Square may also include an
underground parking garage. The project sponsor proposes flexible zoning and land uses on three
of the 11 proposed blocks (Blocks H, I, and J) in order to respond to future market demands.
These blocks are proposed to be designated to allow either residential or commercial as the
predominant use above the lower-floor active/retail uses. The project sponsor would determine



the primary land uses of the three flexible zoning blocks above the lower floor (i.e., residential or
commercial) at the time of filing for design approvals for block development proposals. These
flexible blocks are analyzed in the EIR as ranges and land use assumptions (High Commercial or
High Residential), as described below. Active/retail uses would be permitted on the lower floors
of any of the commercial, residential, parking, or flexible blocks.

The specific residential unit mix has not been determined. New rental housing built for the
Project would exceed inclusionary housing requirements set forth in Section 415 of the City's
Planning Code. The project sponsor has agreed to restrict 40 percent of the onsite units to
inclusionary affordable housing targets. Affordable housing would be provided in a balanced
manner throughout the phasing of the Project.

Commercial land uses include nonretail commercial work spaces such as office, R&D/biotech,
lab, institutional, medical, and other similar nonretail uses. The lower-floor areas of the proposed
onsite development on Seawall Lot 337 would contain shops, restaurants, cafes, regional- and
neighborhood-serving retail uses, community spaces, and production uses. In addition,
active/retail uses may be provided in potential rooftop lounges on Blocks A, G, and K and in a
limited number of permanent retail kiosks and small stand-alone retail spaces in China Basin
Park and Mission Rock Square.

The Project would result in a total of approximately 8.0 acres of new and expanded parks, open
space areas, and shoreline access areas. The new or expanded areas would include China Basin
Park (which would be doubled in size from 2.2 to 4.4 acres) and a waterfront promenade,

Mission Rock Square, Channel Lane, and Channel Wharf. These areas would be connected by a
network of pedestrian-oriented public streets. In addition, the new or expanded open spaces
onsite would be linked to the Blue Greenway.

Pier 48, including the Pier 48 section of the seawall and bulkhead wharf, would be rehabilitated
consistent with the Secretary of the Interior ("SOI") Rehabilitation Standards and the SOI
Guidelines, and the Port of San Francisco Historic Preservation Review Guidelines for Pier and
Bulkhead Wharf Substructures ("Port Historic Guidelines"). The existing pier sheds and valley
would be repurposed to accommodate a range of uses, such as industrial/production, associated
general office and storage, active/retail, restaurant, tour and exhibition space, and event-related
uses, and public access with the potential for expanded maritime uses on the aprons and along
Channel Wharf. The industrial use tenant would occupy all usable interior shed space and the
currently open-to-sky valley space of Pier 48. The main interior modification to Pier 48 would
include the construction of an approximately 28,500 gsf mezzanine in Shed A that would “float”
and not be attached to the historic concrete shed walls. At Project completion, the Pier 48 sheds
would include approximately 209,000 gsf of useable space, consisting of the 182,000 gsf
industrial use, specifically analyzed as a proposed brewery use; 12,000 gsf restaurant; 1,400 gsf
active/retail area; and 14,000 gsf exhibition space/museum. The tenant would also use the Pier
48 valley for loading and storage, and the existing aprons would be repaired as part of the
Project, for a total of 288,500 gsf at Pier 48.

Seismic upgrades, which would occur over an approximately 16-month period, are necessary in
order to support the proposed uses at Pier 48. The scope of the seismic upgrade consists of



replacing 675 existing piles with 106 new piles. The 106 new piles would be located below a
new, heavily reinforced concrete apron. The modified portion of the aprons would be
approximately 12 feet wide, 6 feet deep, and 40 feet long, and located on both the north and
south perimeter of Pier 48, replacing the exterior pier deck at those locations.

Block D would include an 837,200 gsf parking structure on Block D2 that would accommodate
approximately 2,300 parking spaces and an additional 14,000 gsf of ground-floor active/retalil.
The block could also include 241,000 gsf of residential uses and ground-floor active/retail in a
separate, but attached, building (Block D1). A 227,000 gsf parking garage under Mission Rock
Square would provide an additional 700 parking spaces at the Project site. Additional parking
could be provided within the proposed buildings (up to approximately 10 spaces each), for a total
of approximately 3,100 parking spaces at the project site.

Design Controls would guide the physical development on the project site. The Design Controls
would serve as a guide to the proposed development with respect to bulk, massing, setbacks, and
other physical design and use aspects of the Project. Bulk and massing of the proposed buildings
would vary by block, land use, and height. Buildings along Third Street would continue the

Third Street streetwall, with 65- to 90 foot-high podiums, and buildings along Terry A. Francois
Boulevard would step down to 40 foot maximum heights to reduce the height near the water’s
edge.

a. Land Use Assumptions.

The EIR analyzes two different land use assumptions at Seawall Lot 337 to capture the full range
of possible land uses that could be developed on the project site ( High Commercial and High
Residential). Both assumptions would include the same building program, except on Blocks H, I,
and J.

The High Commercial Assumption would include residential uses on Blocks A, D1, F, and K,
with development of up to approximately 1.1 million gsf of residential uses (estimated as 1,000
units). Under the High Commercial Assumption, Blocks B, C, E, G, H, I, and J would contain
commercial uses, providing a total of approximately 1.4 million gsf of commercial space. In
addition, the High Commercial Assumption would include approximately 244,800 gsf of
active/retail/production uses would be included in the lower floors of all development blocks.
Under the High Commercial Assumption, the residential buildings on Blocks A, D1, and F could
reach building heights of 240 feet (approximately 23 stories), and Block K could reach a building
height of 120 feet (approximately 11 stories). Commercial buildings would range in height from
90 feet (approximately 7 stories) on Blocks E, H, I, and J to 190 feet (approximately 13 stories)
on Blocks C and G.

The High Residential Assumption would include residential uses on Blocks A, D1, F, H, I, J, and
K, with development of up to approximately 1.6 million gsf of residential uses (estimated as
1,600 units). Blocks B, C, E, and G would contain commercial uses, providing a total of
approximately 972,000 gsf of commercial space. Approximately 241,000 gsf of active/retail
space would be included in the lower floors of all development blocks. Under the High
Residential Assumption, the residential buildings on Blocks A, D1, and F could reach a



maximum building height of 240 feet (approximately 23 stories), and Blocks H, I, J, and K could
reach a maximum building height of 120 feet (approximately 11 stories). Commercial buildings
would range in height from 90 feet (approximately 7 stories) on Block E to 190 feet (about 13
stories) on Blocks C and G.

b. Open Spaces and Parks.

The Project’s approximately 8.0 acres of new and expanded open spaces would include China
Basin Park, Mission Rock Square, Channel Wharf, Channel Lane, a waterfront promenade,
pedestrian paseos, and new public access on the apron of Pier 48. Special events or assembly
uses could occur at the proposed parks on a year-round basis.

The proposed expansion of the existing 2.2-acre China Basin Park to 4.4 acres would include the
existing east-west portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Program areas and elevation
relationships would be designed to accommodate up to 66 inches of sea-level rise and a 100-year
flood event while keeping most of the park accessible during a flood event. China Basin Park
would include a range of activities, and China Basin Park would connected to the Blue
Greenway via a waterfront promenade that would offer waterfront access and views. China Basin
Park would accommodate large outdoor gatherings of up to approximately 5,000 people.

The 1.1-acre Mission Rock Square would be located in the center of Seawall Lot 337. Mission
Rock Square would be framed by a mix of residential and commercial uses above active/retalil
uses on the lower floors of the surrounding blocks. Channel Lane would connect Mission Rock
Square to the proposed Channel Wharf to promote pedestrian connections to the waterfront.
Mission Rock Square would be able to accommodate assembly and special-event uses for up to
approximately 2,000 people.

A new open space at Channel Wharf would be constructed in the location of the current marginal
wharf between Piers 48 and 50, east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Channel Wharf would be a
0.5-acre paved plaza with public art, seating, and a drop-off area leading to the recreational uses
at the project site.

Channel Lane, approximately 0.2 acre, would link Mission Rock Square to the Bay edge.
Gathering spaces would be provided on either side of a ramp that would serve as egress/ingress
for the Mission Rock Square parking garage. Except for the ramp to the parking garage, Channel
Lane would not be accessible to vehicles.

The existing Pier 48 aprons, totaling 1.1 acres in size, require reconstruction for seismic and
safety reasons. A waterfront promenade would be constructed on the aprons. The northern apron
of Pier 48 would be prioritized for public access and accessible for maritime uses, and the
eastern and southern aprons would be prioritized for maritime uses and open to the public, where
there are no safety conflicts among uses and the configuration of the aprons can accommodate it.

C. Proposed Parking and Circulation.

New interior multi-modal neighborhood streets would be established throughout the project site.
None of the new streets would include on-street parking. All streets within the project site would



be designed to comply with the intent of San Francisco’s Better Streets Plan standards and
guidelines. The Project would include neighborhood streets and shared streets.

The proposed new interior neighborhood streets are Exposition Street and Long Bridge Street,
each in an east-west alignment, and Bridgeview Street, in a north-south alignment. These streets
would provide primary vehicular connections to and from neighboring streets. All proposed
neighborhood streets would be designed as slow-traffic areas. In addition, most streets would
include loading areas.

Shared streets are characterized by a design that prioritizes pedestrian access over vehicular
circulation. At the Project site, the Shared Public Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would
be designed as shared streets. The Shared Public Way would conform to the applicable street
typology, as defined in the San Francisco Better Streets Plan. Terry A. Francois Boulevard
would conform to the working waterfront and shared streets typology, with manufacturing
activities that would encourage bicycle and pedestrian access to the waterfront. The Shared
Public Way would be located one block east of Third Street, extending from Long Bridge Street
to the south to just beyond Exposition Street to the north. It would consist of a 60-foot-wide
paved surface with no curbs (but possibly gutters). The Shared Public Way would make it
possible for adjoining active/retail or restaurants to utilize the street sidewalks for outdoor
seating, active/retail space, and street rooms, including flexible seating, small newsstands,
kiosks, outdoor dining areas, and areas for small readings or concerts with stackable seating.
Vehicular access would be limited primarily to deliveries or drop-offs/pick-ups associated with
businesses on the street and emergency vehicles. When games or other major events are
scheduled at the ballpark, the Shared Public Way would be closed to vehicles, with the exception
of emergency vehicles.

Channel Street would be extended to link Third Street to the Shared Public Way for bicycles and
pedestrians and provide vehicle access to the Mission Rock Square parking garage. Channel
Lane, east of Mission Rock Square, would include an exit ramp from the underground garage to
Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Channel Lane would also include a pedestrian connection on either
side of the garage exit ramp for people traveling between Mission Rock Square and Channel
Wharf. The Channel Lane exit ramp from the underground garage would be closed at all times,
except during Giants games and major AT&T Park events.

The east side of Third Street between Channel Street and Lefty O’'Doul Bridge would be
improved with new sidewalks, curbs, and gutters. Along this segment of Third Street, the street
may be restriped to allow for two 11-foot-wide travel lanes in each direction as well as a new
southbound left-turn lane at Exposition Street. A 12-foot wide sidewalk would be provided on
the eastern side of the street, from China Basin Park to Mission Rock Street.

The eastern portion of Mission Rock Street between Bridgeview Street and Terry A. Francois
Boulevard would include a dedicated bicycle facility in order to connect the project site with the
Blue Greenway system. Parking would be removed from the north side of Mission Rock Street
between Bridgeview Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard to accommodate the proposed cycle
track.



The approximately 3,100 parking spaces would replace approximately 2,870 existing surface
parking spaces at Seawall Lot 337 and parking spaces on Pier 48. Parking would continue to be
provided for existing ballpark (2,000 spaces) and commuter users as well as project site users.
Up to 2,300 spaces would be provided in an 837,200 gsf, 10-level, 100-foot above-ground
parking structure on Block D2, up to 700 spaces within the three-level, 227,000 gsf Mission
Rock Square below-grade parking garage; and up to 10 spaces within each of the other 10
development blocks, providing a total of up to 100 spaces. Parking could also be included on
Pier 48 as a phased interim use but only until completion of the proposed Pier 48 rehabilitation
and improvements. Vehicles would enter the parking structure on Block D2 from Long Bridge
Street, Bridgeview Street, or Mission Rock Street. Each block would be permitted one driveway
to off-street loading or parking on its Exposition or Long Bridge Street frontages.

The Transportation Plan prepared as part of the Project includes a program to coordinate parking
and traffic at and around the project site, which would focus on AT&T Park events and other
events in the area. The Project also includes a Transportation Demand Management Program
("TDM Program") that provides a strategy to manage the transportation demands created by the
Project, consistent withlitigation Measure M-AQ-2.3 (Transportation Demand

Management) identified under Impact AQ-2 under Section IV below.

d. Construction.

The Project phasing described in the Final EIR is an estimate and would be subject to change due
to market conditions and other unanticipated factors and could extend beyond 2023. For
purposes of construction phasing, the project site generally has been divided into four areas.
Each area would consist of two or three development blocks and associated areas for streets and
open spaces, as described in Table 2-10 on page 2-63 of the Draft EIR. Construction of Area 1
would occur from 2017 to 2020, Area 2 from 2018 to 2021, Area 3 from 2019 to 2022, and Area

4 from 2020 to 2023. Construction of each area would occur in four phases: (1) asphalt

demolition and rough grading, (2) infrastructure, (3) foundations and buildings, and (4) paving

and landscaping.

In addition to the pile driving required for the Pier 48 seismic upgrade and structural
rehabilitation, the buildings and streets at Seawall Lot 337 would require pile driving. For the
buildings, steel H-piles, an average of 230 feet in length, would be installed with a pile driver. In
total, for all of the proposed buildings on Seawall Lot 337, approximately 3,880 piles would be
required. For the streets, steel H-piles measuring approximately 145 feet in length would be
installed with a pile driver. Approximately 500 piles would be needed to support the streets.

Steel H-piles would also be installed to support the promenade and boardwalk at China Basin
Park. It is assumed that approximately 200 piles with a length of 145 feet would be required in
this area. During the entire construction period, an average of 6 to 10 piles would be installed per
day.

e. Utilities.

With Project development onsite, new connections to the existing potable water main beneath
Third Street and the existing main beneath Mission Rock Street are proposed. The existing main



beneath Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be removed and replaced with a new main to
accommodate reconstruction of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The Project would require the
installation of a new onsite looped low-pressure water system. The Project may also include the
installation of an onsite system of high-pressure water pipes to connect to the City’s existing
Auxiliary Water Supply System distribution system or an alternative solution, as coordinated
with the SFPUC.

In order to meet the Project’s site-wide water reduction targets and LEED requirements, the
Project would include the following sustainable design elements: low-flow fixtures for

lavatories, urinals, sinks, and showers to reduce domestic water demand by at least 30 percent;
installation of required water meters and purple pipes; and treated graywater to meet 100 percent
of the Project’s flushing demands with nonpotable water. The Project would include the
installation of an onsite looped recycled water system. A graywater treatment system is proposed
for the Project, which would collect and centrally treat water from sinks, showers, and laundry
facilities in selected blocks before distributing the nonpotable water to all buildings for flushing
and site irrigation.

A series of 8- to 12-inch sanitary sewer mains would be installed onsite within the public street
right-of-ways, which would then discharge to the existing 21-inch sanitary sewer system beneath
Third Street. The existing combined main beneath Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be
removed and replaced with a separate sanitary sewer main during reconstruction of Terry A.
Francois Boulevard. This would serve the proposed new development and existing Piers 48 and
50.

Currently, wastewater and stormwater are collected separately, and most stormwater discharges
directly or indirectly to San Francisco Bay. As directed by the appropriate City agencies or the
Port, the project sponsor would remove existing storm drainage infrastructure within Seawall
Lot 337, China Basin Park, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Storm drainage infrastructure
would remain intact on Pier 48, which directly discharges runoff to the Bay within the Pier 48
structure. New storm drainage pipe infrastructure would be installed within the Project's
proposed new interior streets. Storm drain lateral connections would be installed to serve the
proposed development blocks and would be sized based on the individual block demands.
Development blocks would implement stormwater treatment measures within the blocks or
convey treatment flows to the centralized treatment areas within the open space areas prior to
connecting to the storm drain system. Runoff from impervious portions of Seawall Lot 337
would be conveyed by gravity or force main for treatment in a northerly direction to bio-
retention areas and rain gardens in Mission Rock Square, China Basin Park, and the Shared
Public Way. Self-contained treatment would include pump stations for stormwater treatment
flows and overflow from stormflows in excess of treatment flows, which would be applied at the
north and south ends of the project site. The project sponsor will coordinate with SFPUC, the
Port and other appropriate City agencies to implement the proposed storm drainage
infrastructure.
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f. Emergency Generators.

The Project would include emergency generators to supply power to key buildings and facilities
during a power outage. It is anticipated that Seawall Lot 337 would include eight emergency
generators, and Pier 48 would include two. Each generator would be a diesel-powered, 2,000-
horsepower unit and operate an average of 50 hours per year.

g. Sustainable Design.

The project sponsor, the Planning Department, the Port, and other City agencies have designated
the project site as a Type 1 Eco-District to help meet environmental goals. Multiple sustainable
site approaches would be considered from the outset of horizontal development to enable vertical
development design proposals to exceed Port Building Code requirements. The goal for the
overall development includes LEED certification for all commercial office/retail buildings and
residential development onsite. The project sponsor would implement a comprehensive
Sustainability Strategy, which would include strategies toward achieving LEED certifications,
outline the targets for carbon reductions, and explain how the infrastructure, buildings, and
community would coordinate to achieve these targets consistent with the Design Controls..

3. Project Variants.

The following four variants which are described and analyzed in the Draft EIR modify limited
features or aspects of the Project, and are available for selection by the project sponsor and
decision makers as part of an approval action. For many environmental topics, the impacts under
the variants would be the same as those of the Project. However, in some cases, the impacts
under a particular variant would differ from the impacts identified for the Project. Unless
otherwise stated in the findings below, the environmental impacts of the variants would be the
same as under the Project, and all mitigation and improvement measures that would be required
to reduce impacts associated with the Project would also be applicable to each of the variants.

a. Variant 1 — District Energy/Bay Source Capture.

Variant 1 would consist of a District Energy System ("DES") combined with use of an

alternative energy source for heating and cooling. The DES would entail a district-wide heating
and cooling system, with hot and cold water piped underground to individual buildings. The DES
would comprise a centralized thermal generation plant which could be coupled with one of
several energy capture sub-variants. It is anticipated that the approximately 25,000-gsf DES plant
could be located either on Block A, within the parking structure planned for Block D2, or on Pier
48, although other blocks may be considered if found to be beneficial. It is anticipated that
cooling towers would reach a height of between approximately 20 and 25 feet. The DES would
also entail use of a closed-loop distribution system, using heated or cooled water to provide
thermal energy through a network of buried pipes to the individual buildings.

The bay-source energy capture system would be the preferred sub-variant under Variant 1, and

would use bay water for heat rejection in the warmer months and for a heat source in the colder
months. The bay-source energy capture system would be combined with chillers, heat pumps,
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and boilers at the DES plant to heat or cool the closed-loop distribution system. Three pipes, two
for intake and one for outfall, would be placed on or just below the seabed and would each
extend a maximum of between approximately 600 and 1,400 feet into the Bay. Two other sub-
variants could be implemented along with DES instead of the bay-source energy capture system.
Under the geothermal energy capture sub-variant, several wells could be installed where energy
exchange between the groundwater and soil and a closed-loop heat-rejection and heat-source
system would occur, and heat exchangers would transfer the energy from the well water system
to the DES. The wells could be placed anywhere on Seawall Lot 337 and the depth of the wells
could exceed the depth of the piles used to support buildings and infrastructure at the site and
would comply with all relevant geotechnical requirements. Under the wastewater energy capture
sub-variant, the sanitary sewer system would provide a heat sink for energy capture purposes and
be used as an energy exchange source for the DES. Implementation of this Variant would be
coordinated with and directed by the appropriate City, state, and federal agencies.

b. Variant 2 — Entertainment Venue.

Under Variant 2, an approximately 100,000 gsf indoor entertainment venue would be provided
on the project site, either at Pier 48 (Option A) or Block E (Option B). This variant would
replace 100,000 gsf of the industrial/manufacturing uses on or in Pier 48 or what would
otherwise be 100,000 gsf commercial/retail uses at Block E. The entertainment venue would
accommodate up to 50 events per year, with up to 4,000 patrons at each event. Vehicle trips
associated with the entertainment venue would use the parking garage at Block D2 and no
additional parking would be proposed.

C. Variant 3 — Reconfigured Parking.

Under Variant 3, the subterranean Mission Rock Square Garage would not be constructed.
Instead, 700 additional spaces would be provided within the Block D2 parking garage, resulting
in a total of 3,000 spaces in the Block D2 parking garage. To accommodate the increase in the
number of parking spaces, this variant would add two levels of below-grade parking within the
Block D2 garage. In addition to the two below-grade parking levels, the Block D2 garage would
include stackers on the top three floors. The height and massing of the parking structure at Block
D2 would not change, although the internal heights of the top three floors would be adjusted to
accommodate the stackers. Under this variant, vehicle access on Channel Street would be
prohibited from Third Street because vehicular access to the Mission Rock Square Garage would
not be needed. Under Variant 3 the driveway to the Block D2 parking garage on the east end of
Long Bridge Street, immediately west of Bridgeview Street, would not be developed.

d. Variant 4 — Hotel Use.
Under Variant 4, hotel uses would be included on the project site, in a building that otherwise
would be intended for residential uses under the Project. The hotel would be approximately

200,000 gsf in size, with up to 300 rooms. This variant would result in approximately 200,000
gsf less residential space than the Project, which is estimated as approximately 200 units.
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Project Obijectives.

Project-Wide Obijectives.

Create a new waterfront neighborhood to serve Mission Bay and the Central Waterfront,
inviting diverse public use and access to San Francisco Bay (Bay) by creating lively
streets and parks and a distinctive design for living and working; preserve and rehabilitate
Pier 48; and retain an authentic waterfront character.

Set high standards for site-wide environmental sustainability, preparing for long-term site
resiliency and setting high sustainability goals for the new buildings.

Provide sufficient density and intensity for development and programmatic uses to
achieve a vibrant all-day, all-season destination and, at the same time, meet the financial
requirements of site preparation and the construction of affordable housing, streets,
sidewalks, plazas, parks, sewers, water systems, and other utility and infrastructure
systems.

Develop parks and open spaces in a manner that complements and adds variety to the
adjacent Mission Bay neighborhood, with multiple spaces that are usable and welcoming
in all seasons. This includes maximizing the number of buildings fronting on open spaces
or parks by developing the Project around waterfront parks and a central open space
square that (1) can accommodate assembly and special-event uses, (2) is connected to
other open space areas by a network of pedestrian-oriented streets, and (3) is surrounded
by interactive ground-floor spaces that maximize circulation between active/retail
ground-floor uses and exterior spaces.

Develop and provide access for area residents and visitors to an inviting waterfront
promenade segment of the Bay Trail/Blue Greenway through design of a bicycle,
pedestrian, and transit-oriented community with well-designed parks, pedestrian-friendly
streets, walkable blocks, and links to open spaces, taking advantage of the project site’s
unique proximity to Mission Creek, AT&T Park, and the Bay Bridge and he opportunity
to expand and enhance the existing China Basin Park while also preserving access from
Terry A. Francois Boulevard for industrial uses at Pier 48 and adjacent piers.

Provide amenities to a wide variety of people, such as Mission Bay residents/families,
Project residents, ballpark patrons, and employees of and visitors to UCSF and other area
facilities and employment centers. The amenities would include, but are not limited to,
parks, open space, recreation and entertainment opportunities, and a variety of retail and
restaurant uses as well as a neighborhood focal point that provides appropriate amenities
and active and vibrant public gathering spaces.

Develop buildings and a pattern of blocks that add variety to the adjacent Mission Bay

neighborhood, with varied form, scale, design character, and site-wide activity at ground-
floor levels.
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Offer a mix of residential unit types, sizes, and levels of affordability to serve a diverse
pool of potential residents.

Add to the job-producing capacity of this site with diverse commercial/office building
offerings, retail and service tenant spaces, and maker spaces for local artisans and
entrepreneurs.

Generate substantial incremental revenue to the Port for waterfront needs, which include
preserving historic piers and other historic structures, constructing and maintaining
waterfront plazas, and establishing open space, consistent with public trust requirements.

Address the ongoing need for parking to serve AT&T Park patrons by replacing the
existing Seawall Lot 337 surface parking with visitor and site-serving parking structures
that address parking demand by ballpark patrons, working in combination with area street
parking and other area structured parking resources.

Optimize opportunities for sustainable transportation by encouraging walking, bicycling,
and transit use and discouraging single-occupancy drivers and automobile use while
ensuring minimum parking needs are met for site users and ballpark visitors.

Specific Objectives — Seawall Lot 337.

Develop a mixed-used project on Seawall Lot 337, including sufficient residential density
and commercial, parking, retail, open space, and related programmatic uses that will
attract a diverse mix of workers, visitors, and residents and create a vibrant place that is
active throughout the day, in the evenings, and on weekends.

Provide sufficient flexibility and balance in the development program and a variety of
building types, urban forms, heights, and floor plate sizes within the framework of an
overall development plan to create an active mixed-use neighborhood. Design parking
structures, to the extent feasible, to minimize conflicts between vehicles entering or
exiting structures and area circulation, including bicyclists, pedestrians, or transit.

Ensure that parking facilities and management strategies, in addition to serving onsite
uses and AT&T Park patrons, support city-wide transportation plan strategies and goals
to capture vehicle traffic coming into the city and transition the user to sustainable
transportation modes, including Muni, Central Subway, and the T-Line.

Encourage building forms that contribute to the beauty and variety of the city skyline, are
placed to protect and promote public views of the Bay from various San Francisco
neighborhoods, provide a transition in building heights by stepping down from Third
Street toward the waterfront, and mark key destinations along the waterfront.

Program lower floors of buildings with engaging retail and other active uses that serve

and complement adjacent public spaces, meet the needs of the neighborhood, and
accommodate artisan and other local business opportunities.
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Phase the construction of public infrastructure and facilities onsite to coordinate with the
development of buildings.

Implement a multi-faceted, coordinated resiliency strategy for Seawall Lot 337 that is
responsive to the growing knowledge of sea-level rise, climate events, and the benefits of
coordinated, sustainable utility systems.

3. Pier 48 Objectives.

Reuse and rehabilitate Pier 48, a contributing resource in the Embarcadero Historic
District, with a mix of uses, such as industrial, commercial, visitor-oriented restaurant,
retail, tour, exhibit, meeting space, entertainment, parking, and recreational uses, while
preserving its historic fabric.

Provide opportunity for both maritime and public access on the pier's aprons, to the
extent feasible, in a manner that complements and enhances the public use and enjoyment
of the proposed China Basin Park and that is consistent with public trust requirements.

Comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Rehabilitation and
lllustrated Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (the SOI Rehabilitation
Standards and the SOI Guidelines, respectively).

C. Environmental Review.

The environmental review for the Project is described in Planning Commission Motion :
to which this Attachment A is attached.

D. Approval Actions.

The following is a list of anticipated approvals required for the Project:

1. Local Agencies
a. Planning Commission Actions
Certify EIR.

Recommend to Board of Supervisors Planning Code amendments to change the land use
classifications for the project site and create an SUD, including design review procedures
and related Planning Code amendments.

Recommend to Board of Supervisors approval of a Development Agreement with the
project sponsor.

Make general plan consistency findings and priority policy determinations pursuant to
Planning Code Section 101.1 and Planning Code Section 302.
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Approve the Design Controls.

San Francisco Port Commission Actions

Consent to Planning Code amendments and Development Agreement between City and
project sponsor.

Approve, subject to Board of Supervisors approval under Charter section 9.118, the
Disposition and Development Agreement ("DDA") between the Port and the project
sponsor; the Port's master lease of Seawall Lot 337 with the project sponsor; and a Port
lease with the Pier 48 tenant.

Approve the Infrastructure Plan, and various other transactional documents.

Approve the Design Controls and conforming amendments to the Waterfront Land Use
Plan ("WLUP").

Approve, subject to Board of Supervisors approval, form infrastructure and community
facilities financing districts over the project site, an infrastructure financing plan and rates
and methods of apportionment specifying the authorized uses of tax increment and
special taxes allocate to the districts, and request that the Board of Supervisors appoint
the Port as the agent of the financing districts for all purposes authorized under law and
the district formation documents.

Approve, subject to Board of Supervisors approval under Charter section B7.320, a
memorandum of understanding among the Port, the Assessor, the Treasurer-Tax
Collector, and the Controller regarding property assessments, special tax levies, and
allocation of special taxes and property tax increment to the financing districts for the life
of the financing districts.

Approve, subject to Board of Supervisors approval under Charter section B7.320, a
memorandum of understanding for interagency cooperation between the Port and the City
("ICA™) with respect to construction, inspection, and acquisition of public facilities that

the project sponsor builds at the project site.

Board of Supervisors Actions

Affirm EIR certification (if necessary).

Approve Planning Code amendments, including text and Zoning Map amendments, to
change the land use classifications for the project site and create an SUD.

Approve, under Charter section 9.118, the DDA between the Port and the project

sponsor, the Port's master lease of Seawall Lot 337 with the project sponsor; and the
Port's lease with the Pier 48 tenant.
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d.

Approve an amendment to the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan to revise the
project area boundaries.

Approve a Development Agreement between the City and the project sponsor.

Adopt ordinances forming infrastructure and community facility financing districts and
approve an infrastructure financing plan and rates and methods of apportionment
specifying the authorized uses of special taxes and property tax increment allocated to the
districts.

Approve under Charter section B7.320 a memorandum of understanding among the Port,
the Assessor, the Treasurer-Tax Collector, and the Controller regarding property
assessments, special tax levies, and allocation of special taxes and property tax increment
to the Port for the life of the financing districts and the ICA.

Approve ancillary legislation for the Project, if applicable.

Other — Local Agencies or Departments

Implementation of the proposed Project will require consultation with or approvals by other City
agencies or departments, including, but not limited to, the following:

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

Consent to the ICA.

Consent to the Development Agreement.

San Francisco Department of Public Health

Approve a site mitigation plan under Health Code Article 22A (Maher Ordinance).

Approve a monitoring and reporting plan for use of an alternative water supply (i.e.,
reuse of treated water for flushing or other nonpotable uses).

San Francisco Public Works

Approve tentative subdivision maps.
Consent to the ICA.
Consent to the Development Agreement.

San Francisco Department of Building Inspection

Approve site/building permits.
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Vi.

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors

Approve new street design, including bicycle path improvements and street lane
configurations,.

Consent to the ICA.
Consent to the Development Agreement

Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure

Approve an amendment to the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan changing
redevelopment plan area boundary.

Approve amendment to the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement to
remove obligations with respect to Parcel P20.

State Agencies

State Lands Commission

Approve the procedures for establishing the fair-market value of the development blocks,
the form leases, and the Port's use of ground lease proceeds to pay for Seawall Lot 337
infrastructure costs in accordance with Section 4.5 of SB 815, as amended by AB 2797.

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission

Approve major permit to authorize construction on Pier 48 and within the 100-foot
shoreline band.

San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board

Approve Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification for Pier 48
rehabilitation work and, for Variant 1 only, for infrastructure for and discharge from Bay
water heating/cooling system.

California Department of Fish and Wildlife.

Approve permit for Pier 48 rehabilitation work under California Endangered Species Act.

Federal Agencies.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers ("USACE").

Approve Clean Water Act Section 404 permit and Section 10 permit under the 1899
Rivers and Harbors Act to authorize Pier 48 rehabilitation work.
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b. National Marine Fisheries Service

Consult under Section 7 Endangered Species Act and Essential Fish Habitat Act, in
connection with USACE permitting.

Authorize incidental take under Marine Mammal Protection Act for Pier 48 rehabilitation
work, if applicable.

E. Findings About Significant Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures.

The following Sections Il, Il and 1V set forth the findings about the determinations of the Final
EIR regarding significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures proposed to
address them. These findings provide written analysis and conclusions regarding the
environmental impacts of the Project and the mitigation measures included as part of the Final
EIR and adopted as part of the Project.

In making these findings, the opinions of the Planning Department and other City staff and
experts, other agencies and members of the public have been considered. These findings
recognize that the determination of significance thresholds is a judgment within the discretion of
the City and County of San Francisco; the significance thresholds used in the Final EIR are
supported by substantial evidence in the record, including the expert opinions contained in the
Final EIR preparers and City staff; and the significance thresholds used in the Final EIR provide
reasonable and appropriate means of assessing the significance of the adverse environmental
effects of the Project. Thus, although, as a legal matter, the Commission is not bound by the
significance determinations in the EIR (see Public Resources Code, Section 21082.2, subdivision
(e)), the Commission finds them persuasive and hereby adopts them as its own.

These findings do not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact
contained in the Final EIR. Instead, a full explanation of these environmental findings and
conclusions can be found in the Final EIR and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the
discussion and analysis in the Final EIR supporting the determination regarding the Project
impacts and mitigation measures designed to address those impacts. In making these findings,
the determinations and conclusions of the Final EIR relating to environmental impacts and
mitigation measures, are hereby ratified, adopted and incorporated in these findings, except to
the extent any such determinations and conclusions are specifically and expressly modified by
these findings.

As set forth below, the mitigation measures set forth in the Final EIR and the attached MMRP

are hereby adopted and incorporated to substantially lessen or avoid the potentially significant
impacts of the Project. Accordingly, in the event a mitigation measure recommended in the Final
EIR has inadvertently been omitted in these findings or the MMRP, such mitigation measure is
nevertheless hereby adopted and incorporated in the findings below by reference. In addition, in
the event the language describing a mitigation measure set forth in these findings or the MMRP
fails to accurately reflect the mitigation measure in the Final EIR due to a clerical error, the
language of the mitigation measure as set forth in the Final EIR shall control. The impact
numbers and mitigation measure numbers used in these findings reflect the numbers contained in
the Final EIR.
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In Sections Il, Il and 1V below, the same findings are made for a category of environmental
impacts and mitigation measures. Rather than repeat the identical finding dozens of times to
address each and every significant effect and mitigation measure, the initial finding obviates the
need for such repetition because in no instance are the conclusions of the Final EIR, or the
mitigation measures recommended in the Final EIR for the Project being rejected.

F. Contents, Location, and Custodian of Records

The record upon which all findings and determinations related to the Project are based (“Record
of Proceedings”) includes the following:

The Draft EIR, all appendices thereto, and all documents referenced in or relied upon by
the EIR. (The references in these findings to the EIR or Final EIR include both the Draft
EIR and the Comments and Responses document.)

The Comments and Responses document, all appendices thereto, and all documents
referenced in or relied upon by the EIR.

All information (including written evidence and testimony) provided by City staff to the
Commission relating to the EIR, the Project, and the variants and alternatives set forth in
the EIR.

All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the Commission
by the environmental consultant and sub-consultants who prepared the EIR or that was
incorporated into reports presented to the Commission.

All information presented at any public hearing or workshop related to the Project and the
EIR.

Public testimony, both oral and written, presented to the Commission.
The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

All other documents available to the Commission and the public, comprising the
administrative record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21167.6(e).

The Commission has relied on all of the information listed above in reaching its decision on the
Project, even if not every document was formally presented to the Commission. Without
exception, these documents fall into one of two categories. Many documents reflect prior
planning or legislative decisions that the Commission was aware of in approving the Project.
Other documents influenced the expert advice provided to Planning Department staff or
consultants, who then provided advice to the Commission. For these reasons, such documents
form part of the underlying factual basis for the Commission’s decisions relating to the adoption
of the Project.
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The public hearing transcripts and audio files, a copy of all letters regarding the Final EIR
received during the public review period, the administrative record, and background
documentation for the Final EIR are located at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,
San Francisco. The Planning Commission Secretary, Jonas P. lonin, is the custodian of records
for the Planning Department and the Commission. The Planning Department has made all files
available to the public and the Commission for consideration prior to the Commission’s
consideration of these findings and whether to approve the Project.

Il.
IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT AND
THUS DO NOT REQUIRE MITIGATION

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant (Pub.
Res. Code § 21002; CEQA Guidelines 88 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091). As more fully
described in the Final EIR and based on the evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, it is
hereby found that implementation of the Project would not result in any significant impacts in

the following areas and that these impact areas therefore do not require mitigation:

Land Use

Impact LU-1: The Project would not physically divide an established community. (DEIR pages
4.A-14 to 4.A-15, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact LU-2: The Project would not conflict with applicable land use plans, policies or
regulations of an agency with jurisdiction over the Project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect. (DEIR pages 4.A-15 to 4.A-20, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact C-LU-1: The Project, in combination with other development within the city, would not
physically divide an established community. (DEIR pages 4.A-20 to 4.A-21, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact C-LU-2: The Project, in combination with other development within the city, would not
conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the Project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.
(DEIR pages 4.A-21 to 4.A-22, 6-55 to 6-56)

Aesthetics

Impact AE-1: The Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. (DEIR
pages 4.B-23 to 4.B-35, 6-55 to 6-56, C&R pages 3-37 to 3-41)

Impact AE-2: The Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic resource.
(DEIR pages 4.B-35 to 4.B-36, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact AE-3: The Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on the visual character or

guality of the site and its surroundings. (DEIR pages 4.B-36 to 4.B-43, 6-55 to 6-56, C&R pages
3-39to 3-41)
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Impact AE-4: The Project would not create a substantial adverse effect on light and glare.
(DEIR pages 4.B-44 to 4.B-47, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact C-AE-1: The Project, in combination with other foreseeable development in the
surrounding area, would not have a significant cumulative impact on visual character or the
guality of scenic vistas or public view corridors and would not cumulatively contribute to new
sources of light, glare, or shadows. (DEIR pages 4.B-48 to 4.B-57, 6-55 to 6-56)

Population, Employment and Housing

Impact PH-1: The Project would not result in substantial population growth in an area, either
directly or indirectly. (DEIR pages 4.C-16 to 4.C-20, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact C-PH-1: The Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future projects, would not induce substantial population growth either directly or indirectly or
create substantial demand for additional housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing. (DEIR pages 4.C-21 to 4.C-25, 6-55 to 6-56)

Cultural Resources

Impact CP-1: The Project, including rehabilitation and reuse of the existing historic Pier 48
structures, in accordance with applicable Secretary of the Interior's Rehabilitation Standards, as
well as new construction on Seawall Lot 337, would not have a substantial adverse effect on a
historical or potential historical resource. (DEIR pages 4.D-31 to 4.D-41, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact C-CP-1: The Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
projects in the city, could result in a significant cumulative impact on historic resources.
However,, the Project's contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. (DEIR pages 4.D-
49 to 4.D-50, 6-55 to 6-56)

Transportation and Circulation

Impact TR-1: Construction of the Project would not result in significant impacts on the
transportation and circulation network. (DEIR pages 4.E-100 to 4.E-103, 6-33, 6-56 to 6-57, 6-
79)

Impact TR-2: The Project would not cause substantial additional vehicle miles traveled
("VMT") nor substantially induce automobile travel. (DEIR pages 4.E-103 to 4.E-108, 6-34, 6-
57, 6-79 to 6-80, C&R pages 3-43 to 3-45)

Impact TR-5: The Project would not cause significant impacts on regional transit routes. (DEIR
pages 4.E-126 to 4.E-129, 6-35, 6-58, 6-81)

Impact TR-8: Existing pedestrian facilities on the Third Street Bridge, the Fourth Street Bridge,

and the Fourth Street/King Street intersection are sized adequately to accommodate pedestrian
traffic generated by the Project. (DEIR pages 4.E-138, 6-35 to 6-36, 6-58 to 6-59, 6-81)
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Impact TR-12: The Project could result in significant impacts on emergency access to the
Project site or adjacent locations. (DEIR pages 4.E-148 to 4.E-151, 6-36 to 6-38, 6-59 to 6-60,
6-82 to 6-83, C&R pages 4-4, 4-7, 4-11 to 4-12, 4-10, 4-22, 4-24)

Impact TR-13: The Project would not result in a substantial parking deficit that would create
hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting transit, bicycles, or pedestrians, and
particular characteristics of the Project would not render the use of other modes infeasible.
(DEIR pages 4.E-152 to 4.E-155, 6-38, 6-60, 6-83)

Impact C-TR-1: Construction of the Project would occur over an approximately 6-year time
frame and may overlap with construction of other projects in the vicinity. (DEIR pages 4.E-155
to 4.E-156, 6-56 to 6-57, C&R page 4-19, 4-22, 4-24 to 4-25)

Impact C-TR-2: The Project's incremental effects on VMT would not be significant when
viewed in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. (DEIR
pages 4.E-156 to 4.E-157, 6-57, C&R pages 3-43 to 3-45, 4-19, 4-22, 4-24 to 4-25)

Impact C-TR-5: The Project would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative
impacts on regional transit routes. (DEIR pages 4.E-172 to 4.E-177, 6-58, C&R pages 4-19, 4-
22, 4-24 10 4-25)

Impact C-TR-10: The Project would not contribute considerable to a significant cumulative
impact on emergency vehicle access. (DEIR pages 4.E-179 to 4.E-181, 6-59 to 6-60, C&R pages
4-19, 4-22, 4-24 to 4-25)

Impact C-TR-11: The Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
development in San Francisco, would not result in cumulative parking impacts. (DEIR pages
4.E-181to 4.E-182, 6-60, C&R pages 4-19, 4-22, 4-24 to 4-25)

Air Quality

Impact AQ-6: The Project would not result in significant exposure of sensitive receptors to
asbestos during demolition activities. (DEIR page 4.G-84)

Impact AQ-7: The Project would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial
number of people. (DEIR pages 4.G-85, 6-55)

Impact C-AQ-4: The Project's construction, in combination with other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not expose sensitive receptors to asbestos during
demolition activities. (DEIR page 4.G-87)

Impact C-AQ-5: The Project's construction, in combination with other past, present, and

reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not create objectionable odors that would affect a
substantial number of people. (DEIR page 4.G-87)
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Impact GC-1: The Project would generate GHG emissions but not at levels that would result in
a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. (DEIR pages 4.H-12 to 4.H-31, 6-55 to 6-56)

Wind and Shadow

Impact WS-2: The Project would not create new shadow in a manner that would substantially
affect outdoor recreation facilities or public areas. (DEIR pages 4.1-43 to 4.1-64, 6-55 to 6-56,
C&R pages 3-61 to 3-63)

Impact C-WS-2: The Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future projects, would not create new shadow in a manner that would substantially affect outdoor
recreation facilities or public areas. (DEIR pages 4.1-65, 6-55 to 6-56, C&R pages 3-61 to 3-63)

Public Services and Recreation

Impact PS-1 The Project would increase demand for fire services but not to such an extent that
construction of new or expanded facilities would be required. (DEIR pages 4.J-36 to 4.J-39, 6-
52, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact PS-2 The Project would increase demand for police services but not to such an extent
that construction of new or expanded facilities would be required. (DEIR pages 4.J-39 to 4.J-42,
6-52 to 6-53, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact PS-3 The Project would increase demand for school services but not to such an extent
that construction of new or expanded facilities would be required. (DEIR pages 4.J-42 to 4.J-47,
6-52, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact PS-4 The Project would increase demand for park and open space services but not to
such an extent that construction of new or expanded facilities would be required. (DEIR pages
4.J-47 to 4.J-49, 6-52, 6-55 to 6-56, C&R pages 3-63 to 3-65)

Impact PS-5 The Project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood parks, regional
parks, or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities
would occur or be accelerated. (DEIR pages 4.J-49 to 4.J-51, 6-52, 6-55 to 6-56, C&R pages 3-
63 to 3-65)

Impact PS-6 The Project would include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities, but they would not have an adverse physical effect on the
environment beyond that analyzed and disclosed in the EIR. (DEIR pages 4.J-51 to 4.J-52, 6-52,
6-55 to 6-56, C&R pages 3-63 to 3-65)
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Impact PS-7 The Project would not increase demand for library services to the extent that
construction of new or expanded library facilities would be required. (DEIR pages 4.J-52 to 4.J-
53, 6-52, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact C-PS-1 The Project, in combination with other development in the city, would not
result in significant adverse cumulative impacts on fire protection, police protection, schools,
parks, libraries and other services. (DEIR pages 4.J-54 to 4.J-56, 6-52 to 6-53, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact C-PS-2 The Project, in combination with other development in the city, would not
increase the use of existing neighborhood parks or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or be accelerated. (DEIR pages
4.J-57, 6-52, 6-55 to 6-56)

Utilities and Service Systems

Impact UT-1: The Project would have sufficient water supplies available to serve the Project

from existing entitlements and resources, and no new or expanded entitlements would be needed.
In addition, the Project would not require or result in the construction of new water treatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects. (DEIR pages 4.K-26 to 4.K-32, 6-53, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact UT-2: The Project would not exceed treatment requirement standards of the Regional
Water Quality Control Board and would not require or result in the construction of new
wastewater or stormwat.er treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant environmental effects. (DEIR pages 4.K-32 to 4.K-36, 6-55 to
6-56)

Impact UT-3: The Project would comply with solid waste regulations and would be served by a
landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the Project's solid waste disposal
needs. (DEIR pages 4.K-37 to 4.K-39, 6-53, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact UT-4: The Project would not encourage activities that would result in the use of large
amounts of fuel, water, or energy or use these resources in a wasteful manner. (DEIR pages 4.K-
39 to 4.K-42, 6-53 to 6-56)

Impact C-UT-1: The Project, combined with other development in the city, would have

sufficient water supplies available from existing entitlements and resources; no new or expanded
entitlements would be needed. In addition, the Project would not require or result in the
construction of water treatment facilities or the expansion of existing facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant environmental effects. (DEIR pages 4.K-42, 6-53, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact C-UT-2: The Project, combined with other development in the city, would not exceed
treatment requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board and would not require or
result in the construction of new wastewater or stormwater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects.
(DEIR pages 4.K-43 to 4.K-44, 6-53 to 6-55 to 6-56)
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Impact C-UT-3: The Project, combined with other development within Recology's service area,
would not exceed service area solid waste disposal capacity and would be expected to comply
with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. (DEIR pages 4.K-44,
6-53 to 6-56)

Impact C-UT-4: The Project, combined with other development in the city, would not result in
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary energy use, and the Project, in combination with other
development served by PG&E, would not exceed existing gas and electric supply capacity.
(DEIR pages 4.K-44 to 4.K-45, 6-53 to 6-56)

Biological Resources

Impact BI-1: Construction and operation of the Project would not decrease water quality to the
extent that a substantial adverse effect on a species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by CDFW, NMFS, or USFWS
would occur. (DEIR pages 4.L-33 to 4.L-36, 6-55 to 6-56, C&R pages 3-65 to 3-77)

Impact BI-2: Changes in shading and habitat at Pier 48 would not result in a substantial adverse
effect on a species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulation or by CDFW, NMFES, or USFWS. (DEIR pages 4.L-36 to
4.L-38, 6-55 to 6-56, C&R pages 3-65 to 3-77)

Impact Bl-4: The Project would not interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, or established native-resident or migratory wildlife
corridors. (DEIR pages 4.L-50 to 4.L-52, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact BI-6: The Project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. (DEIR pages 4.L-54 to 4.L-
55, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact C-Bl-1: The Project, in combination with future development in the city, would affect
water quality but not to the extent that a substantial adverse effect on a species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or
by CDFW, NMFS, or USFWS would occur. As such, the Project’'s contribution would not be
cumulatively considerable. (DEIR pages 4.L-55 to 4.L-56, 6-55 to 6-56, C&R pages 3-65 to 3-

77)

Impact C-Bl-2: Future development in the city may result in shading that could result in a
substantial adverse effect on a species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by CDFW, NMFS, or USFWS.
However, the Project would not result in a net permanent increase in shading of the Bay, and the
Project's contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. (DEIR pages 4.L-56, 6-55 to 6-
56)
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Impact C-Bl-4: The Project, in combination with future development in the city, would not
interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species, or established native-resident or migratory wildlife corridors. (DEIR pages 4.L-57, 6-55
to 6-56)

Impact C-Bl-6: The Project, in combination with future development in the city, would not

result in a considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts on local policies or
ordinances to protect biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. (DEIR
pages 4.L-58, 6-55 to 6-56)

Geology and Soils

Impact GE-1a: The Project would not expose people or structures to risk of loss, injury, or
death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault. (DEIR pages 4.M-27, 6-55 to 6-56, C&R
pages 3-77 to 3-81)

Impact GE-1b: The Project would not expose people or structures to risk of loss, injury, or
death involving strong seismic ground shaking. (DEIR pages 4.M-28 to 4.M-29, 6-55 to 6-56,
C&R pages 3-77 to 3-81)

Impact GE-1c. The Project would not expose people or structures to risk of loss, injury, or
death involving seismically related ground failure, including liquefaction. (DEIR pages 4.M-29
to 4.M-30, 6-55 to 6-56, C&R pages 3-77 to 3-81)

Impact GE-2: The Project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.
(DEIR pages 4.M-31, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact GE-3: The Project would not be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable or
would become unstable and potentially result in lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or
collapse. (DEIR pages 4.M-31 to 4.M-33, 6-55 to 6-56, C&R pages 3-77 to 3-81)

Impact GE-4: The Project would not create substantial risks to life or property through location
on expansive or corrosive soil. (DEIR pages 4.M-33 to 4.M-34, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact C-GE-1: The Project, in combination with other development within the city, would not
substantially increase the risk of exposure for people or structures to seismic hazards. (DEIR
pages 4.M-36 to 4.M-37, 6-55 to 6-56, C&R pages 3-77 to 3-81)

Impact C-GE-2: The Project, in combination with other development within the city, would not
substantially increase solil erosion potential. (DEIR pages 4.M-37, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact C-GE-3: The Project, in combination with other development within the city, would not
substantially increase soil hazards. (DEIR pages 4.M-37, 6-55 to 6-56)
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Hydrology and Water Quality

Impact HY-1: The Project would not violate water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements and/or otherwise substantially degrade water quality. (DEIR pages 4.N-48 to 4.N-
55, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact HY-2: The Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge, resulting in a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level. (DEIR pages 4.N-57 to 4.N-58, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact HY-3: The Project would alter the existing drainage pattern of the site but would not
result in substantial erosion or siltation onsite or offsite. (DEIR pages 4.N-58 to 4.N-60, 6-55 to
6-56)

Impact HY-4: The Project would alter the existing drainage pattern of the site but would not
result in a substantial increase in the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would
result in flooding onsite or offsite. (DEIR pages 4.N-61 to 4.N-62, 6-55 to 6-56, C&R pages 3-81
to 3-86)

Impact HY-5: The Project would not create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the
capacity of the planned stormwater drainage system or provide additional sources of polluted
runoff. (DEIR pages 4.N-62 to 4.N-63, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact HY-6: The Project would not place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area. The
Project may place housing in areas that could be inundated by flooding due to sea level rise but
would not exacerbate the frequency or severity of flooding or cause flooding in areas that
otherwise would not be subject to flooding without the Project. (DEIR pages 4.N-64 to 4.N-65,
6-55 to 6-56, C&R pages 3-81 to 3-86)

Impact HY-7: The Project would not place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area. The
Project may place structures in areas that could be inundated by flooding due to sea level rise but
would not exacerbate the frequency or severity of flooding or cause flooding in areas that
otherwise would not be subject to flooding without the Project. (DEIR pages 4.N-65 to 4.N-67,
6-55 to 6-56, C&R pages 3-81 to 3-86)

Impact HY-8: The project area is subject to flooding from tsunami inundation, but the Project
would not exacerbate flooding or cause flooding in areas that otherwise would not be subject to
flooding within the Project. The project site is not subject to inundation by seiche or mudflows.
(DEIR pages 4.N-67 to 4.N-68, 6-55 to 6-56, C&R pages 3-81 to 3-86)

Impact C-HY-1: The Project, in combination with other foreseeable development in the

vicinity, would not contribute considerably to cumulative impacts on water quality. (DEIR pages
4.N-69 to 4.N-70, 6-55 to 6-56)
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Impact C-HY-2: The Project, in combination with other foreseeable development in the
vicinity, would not contribute considerably to cumulative impacts on groundwater recharge and
supplies. (DEIR pages 4.N-70 to 4.N-71, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact C-HY-3: The Project, in combination with other foreseeable development in the
vicinity, would not contribute considerably to cumulative impacts on storm drain capacity.
(DEIR pages 4.N-71, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact C-HY-4: The Project, in combination with other foreseeable development in the
vicinity, would not contribute considerably to cumulative impacts on flooding. (DEIR pages 4.N-
72, 6-55 to 6-56, C&R pages 3-81 to 3-86)

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impact HZ-1: The Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. (DEIR pages
4.0-17 to 4.0-19, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact HZ-2: The Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the release of hazardous materials. (DEIR pages 4.0-19 to 4.0-23, 6-55 to
6-56)

Impact HZ-3: The Project would not create a potentially significant hazard for children at
nearby schools from the emission or handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials.
(DEIR pages 4.0-24, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact HZ-4: The Project would not create a potentially significant hazard for the public or
environment related to development of a hazardous materials site included in a list compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. (DEIR pages 4.0-24 to 4.0-25, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact HZ-5: The Project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. (DEIR pages 4.0-25, 6-55 to 6-
56)

Impact C-HZ-1: The Project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would not create a significant hazard to human health and/or the
environment involving the management or release of hazardous materials. (DEIR pages 4.0-26,
6-55 to 6-56)

Impact C-HZ-2: The Project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would not create a significant hazard to human health and/or the
environment involving the disturbance of subsurface hazardous materials. (DEIR pages 4.0-26,
6-55 to 6-56)

Impact C-HZ-3: The Project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would not create a potentially significant hazard for children at
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nearby schools from the emission or handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials.
(DEIR pages 4.0-27, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact C-HZ-4: The Project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would not create a potentially significant hazard for the public or
environment related to development of a hazardous materials site included in a list compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. (DEIR pages 4.0-27, 6-55 to 6-56)

Impact C-HZ-5: The Project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response or evacuation plan. (DEIR pages 4.0-27, 6-55 to 6-56)

[l
FINDINGS OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CAN BE AVOIDED
OR REDUCED TO A LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL THROUGH MITIGATION
AND THE DISPOSITION OF THE MITIGATION MEASURES

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a
project’s identified significant impacts or potential significant impacts if such measures are
feasible (unless mitigation to such levels is achieved through adoption of a project alternative).
The findings in this Section Il and in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the
Final EIR. These findings discuss mitigation measures as identified in the Final EIR for the
Project. The full text of the mitigation measures is contained in the Final EIR and in Exhibit 1,
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The impacts identified in this Section IlI

would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of the mitigation
measures contained in the Final EIR, included in the Project, or imposed as conditions of
approval and set forth in Exhibit 1.

The Commission recognizes that some of the mitigation measures are partially within the
jurisdiction of other agencies. The Commission urges these agencies to assist in implementing
these mitigation measures, and finds that these agencies can and should participate implementing
these mitigation measures.

Cultural Resources

Impact CP-2: The Project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an archeological resource(DEIR pages 4.D-41 to 4.D-46, 6-55 to 6-56, C&R pages 4-1, 4-9)

Project construction would involve the installation of piles to support project structures. Piles
could be installed at depths where an archeologically sensitive interface exists, resulting in the
possibility for project construction activities to encounter and adversely affect unknown
archeological resources.
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Mitigation Measure M-CP-2: Archeological Testing

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 would reduce the potential Project impacts to significant
archeological resources to less than significant by ensuring that an archaeological testing
program is performed and that any discovered archeological resources are appropriately handled
and documented.

Impact CP-3: The Project could disturb human remains, including those interred outside
of formal cemeteries.(DEIR pages 4.D-46 to 4.D-47, 6-55 to 6-56, C&R pages 4-2, 4-9)

It is possible that human remains, particularly those outside a designated cemetery, may be
encountered during construction activities.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-3: Treatment of Human Remains or Unassociated Funerary
Objects

Mitigation Measure M-CP-3 would reduce the potential Project impacts to human remains to

less than significant because it would require Project construction crews to stop work and contact
the coroner in case of accidental discovery of buried human remains, and would ensure that the
treatment of any human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered
during any soil-disturbing activity shall comply with applicable federal and state laws.

Impact CP-4: The Project could result in a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a tribal cultural resource. (DEIR pages 4.D-47 to 4.D-48, 6-55 to 6-56)

Project activities could disturb unknown archeological sites that are considered tribal cultural
resources, resulting in inadvertent damage to such resources.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-4: Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program

Mitigation Measure M-CP-4 would reduce Impact CP-4 to less than significant, because it
would require the Project to be redesigned to avoid adverse effects on significant tribal cultural
resources, if feasible, or if preservation in place is not feasible, would require implementation of
an interpretive program of the tribal cultural resource in consultation with affiliated tribal
representatives.

Impact C-CP-2: The Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable projects in the city, could result in a significant cumulative impact on
archaeological resources, tribal cultural resources, and human remains. However, the
Project's contribution would be less than cumulatively considerablg DEIR page 4.D-50, 6-
55 to 6-56)

Undocumented archeological resources could be discovered during the development of identified

cumulative projects, resulting in a significant cumulative impact. Although the possibility of
finding human remains or tribal cultural resources is low at the Project site; the Project,
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combined with other nearby cumulative development, could result in a significant cumulative
impact.

Implementation oMitigation Measures M-CP-2 (Archeological Testing) M-CP-3

(Treatment of Human Remains or Unassociated Funerary ObjectsandM-CP-4 (Tribal

Cultural Resources Interpretative Program)would mitigate this impact to a less-than-

significant level. Therefore, the Project's incremental contribution to city-wide cumulative effects
on archeological resources, human remains, or tribal cultural resources would not be
cumulatively considerable because the Project would not contribute to a loss of valuable
resources.

Transportation and Circulation

Impact TR-3: The Project would result in queues that would create traffic hazards (DEIR
pages 4.E-108 to 4.E-109, 6-35 to 6-36, 6-57, 6-80, C&R pages 3-45, 3-49 to 3-50, 4-2, 4-10, 4-
21to 4-22)

During both nonevent and event conditions near the easternmost driveway on Long Bridge Street
to the Block D2 aboveground garage, eastbound vehicles would create a queue at the Long
Bridge Street/Bridgeview Street intersection. This queue would in turn prevent westbound
vehicles on Long Bridge Street from turning left into the Block D2 aboveground garage
easternmost driveway along Long Bridge Street. These westbound vehicles would then queue
into the Long Bridge Street/Bridgeview Street intersection and impede the flow of vehicles,
bicyclists, and pedestrians and create potential hazards.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-3: Parking Garage and Intersection Queue Impacts

Mitigation Measure M-TR-3 would reduce queueing impacts at the Long Bridge
Street/Bridgeview Street intersection to less than significant by prohibiting left turn movements
at the easternmost parking garage driveway along Long Bridge Street at all times, thereby
preventing vehicles destined to the Block D2 parking garage on westbound Long Bridge Street
from impacting operations at the intersection.

Since Variant 3 does not have a driveway to the Block D2 parking garage on the east of Long
Bridge Street, immediately west of Bridgeview Street, Variant 3 would result in a less-than-
significant impact due to queues from the garage driveway on Long Bridge Street, and
Mitigation Measure M-TR-3 would not be required for Variant 3.

Impact TR-7: The Project would have a substantial adverse effect on pedestrian travel by
creating potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians adjacent to the Block D2 parking
structure. (DEIR pages 4.E-135to 4.E-137, 4.E-132 to 4.E-134, 6-35 to 6-36, 6-58 to 6-59, 6-
81, C&R pages 3-45, 3-49 to 3-50, 4-21 to 4-22)

The quantitative parking garage queue analysis indicates that queues from the easternmost

driveway on Long Bridge Street would extend into the adjacent Long Bridge Street/Bridgeview
Street intersection and cause a pedestrian hazard. The queue analysis also indicates that the
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gueue from the westernmost driveway on Mission Rock Street would extend into the adjacent
Third Street/Mission Rock Street and cause a pedestrian hazard.

Mitigation Measures M-TR-3, discussed above under Impact TR-3, BR@R-6. identified in

the discussion of Impact TR-6 in Section IV belowywould reduce vehicle impacts on

pedestrians from queueing generated by trips to the Project's Block D2 parking garage to less
than significant becauddeasure M-TR-3 would reduce queueing impacts at the Long Bridge
Street/Bridgeview Street intersection to less than significant for the reasons stated above under
Impact TR-3, and/leasure TR-6 would, among other things, restrict the westernmost driveway
on Mission Rock Street to right-in, right-out access (and closing it during large AT&T Park
events), establishing a "keep clear" zone in front of the easternmost driveway on Mission Rock
Street to prevent westbound queues at the Third Street/Mission Rock Street traffic signal from
blocking inbound access to the driveway, restriping the southbound left-turn lane at the Third
Street/Mission Rock Street intersection to extend the length of the left-turn lane and providing
advance traffic signal detection equipment to detect queueing and allow additional green time to
alleviate queuing.

As explained above in the discussion of Impact TR-3, under Variant 3, the Block D2 parking
garage would not include the easternmost driveway on Long Bridge Street and queues would not
extend into the Long Bridge Street/Bridgeview Street intersection and cause a pedestrian hazard.
Therefore Mitigation Measure M-TR-3 would not be required for Variant 3.

While the Project’s impact related to pedestrian hazards would be less than significant,
Improvement Measure I-TR-7 (Garage Access — Pedestrian Design Features) may be
recommended for consideration by City decision-makers to further enhance pedestrian safety at
garage entrances. Improvement Measure I-TR-7 would further reduce the Project's less-than-
significant pedestrian safety impacts, as the design features would be provided at garage
driveways to provide for safe crossings.

Impact TR-10: The Project would create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists

and would interfere with bicycle accessibility to the project site or adjoining areagDEIR

pages 4.E-142 to 4.E-145, 4.E-132 to 134, 6-35 to 6-36, 6-58 to 6-59, 6-81, C&R page 3-45, 3-
49 to 3-50)

Queues from the Block D2 parking garage's easternmost driveway on Long Bridge Street would
extend into the adjacent Long Bridge Street/Bridgeview Street intersection and cause a bicycle
hazard. The queue from the Block D2 parking garage's westernmost driveway on Mission Rock
Street would extend into the adjacent Third Street/Mission Rock Street and cause a bicycle
hazard. The movement of trucks backing into Pier 48 across the Blue Greenway along the east
side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard could result in hazards with cyclists.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-10: Bicycle-Truck Interface at Pier 48
Mitigation Measures M-TR-3, identified in the discussion of Impact TR-3 above, and-

TR-6, identified in the discussion of Impact TR-6 in Section IV belowwould reduce vehicle
impacts on bicyclists from queueing generated by trips to the Project's Block D2 parking garage
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to less than significant for the reasons stated above under Impacts TR-3 andlifigaiion

Measure M-TR-10 would reduce hazards to bicycle circulation related to the bicycle-truck
interface at Pier 48 to less than significant by providing a highly visible crossing treatment,
bollards, and detectable warning pavers at the Pier 48 driveway to warn cyclists and pedestrians
of the driveway crossing, and providing traffic control staff at the junction of the Blue Greenway
and the Pier 48 valley driveway during deliveries to manage bicycle and truck traffic.

As explained above in the discussion of Impact TR-3, under Variant 3, the Block D2 parking
garage would not include the easternmost driveway on Long Bridge Street and queues would not
extend into the Long Bridge Street/Bridgeview Street intersection and cause a pedestrian hazard.
Therefore Mitigation Measure M-TR-3 would not be required for Variant 3.

While the Project’s impact related to bicycle hazards would be less than significant,
Improvement Measure I-TR-7 (Garage Access — Pedestrian Design Features) may be
recommended for consideration by City decision-makers to further enhance bicycle safety at
garage entrances. Improvement Measure I-TR-7 would further reduce the Project's less-than-
significant bicycle safety impacts, as the design features would be provided at garage driveways
to provide for safe crossings.

Impact TR-11: The Project's loading demand during the peak loading hour would not be
adequately accommodated by the proposed onsite/off-street loading supply or in proposed
on-street loading zones, which may create hazardous conditions or significant delays for
transit, bicycles, or pedestrians(DEIR pages 4.E-145 to 4.E-148, 6-36, 6-59, 6-81)

The curb space provided for commercial loading activities associated with Seawall Lot 337 uses
would not meet demand during the peak loading hour for Seawall Lot 337 uses under either the
High Residential or High Commercial Assumption. The shortfall in loading spaces would result
in delivery vehicles double parking on interior streets such as Long Bridge Street and Exposition
Street, which may result in hazards to cyclists and other vehicles.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-11.1: Commercial Loading Supply — Monitor Loading Activity and
Implement Additional Loading Management Strategies as Needed

Mitigation Measure M-TR-11.2: Coordinate Deliveries and Tenant Moving Activities

Mitigation Measures M-TR-11.1andM-TR-11.2 would reduce the Project's loading impact to
less than significant by providing for ongoing monitoring and management of commercial
loading and deliveries, and requiring the Project's transportation coordinator and in-building
concierges to coordinate with building tenants and delivery services regarding timing of
deliveries and moving activities.

Impact C-TR-3: The Project would not contribute to a major traffic hazard. (DEIR pages
4.E-158to 4.E-159, 6-57, C&R pages 4-20, 4-22 to 4-23, 4-25)

Under Baseline plus Project conditions, the Project would result in a significant traffic hazard
impact, given the parking garage queues and their impact on the Long Bridge Street/Bridgeview
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Street intersection. ImplementationMitigation Measure M-TR-3. identified in the

discussion of Impact TR-3 abovewould reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels by
prohibiting left-turn movements at the eastbound driveway for the Block D2 parking garage on
Long Bridge Street. Thus, long-term forecast traffic hazards are not expected in the study area,
and the Project’s contribution to cumulative traffic hazard impacts is considered less than
significant with mitigation.

As explained above in the discussion of Impact TR-3, under Variant 3, the Block D2 parking
garage would not include the easternmost driveway on Long Bridge Street and queues would not
extend into the Long Bridge Street/Bridgeview Street intersection and cause a pedestrian hazard.
Therefore Mitigation Measure M-TR-3 would not be required for Variant 3.

Impact C-TR-8: The Project would not contribute considerably to a significant cumulative
bicycle impact. (DEIR pages 4.E-178 to 4.E-179, 6-58 to 6-59, C&R pages 3-49 to 3-50, 4-20,
4-22 to 4-23, 4-25)

Under 2040 cumulative conditions, there is a projected increase in vehicles at intersections in the
vicinity of the Project, which may result in an increase in vehicle-bicycle conflicts at

intersections in the study area. However, the numerous bicycle improvements that would be
implemented by the Project and other Mission Bay development and infrastructure projects
would define the bicycle network and would offset the risks associated with increase in vehicle
volumes. For the above reasons, and because implementatfotigation Measure M-TR-10:
Bicycle-Truck Interface at Pier 48 identified in the discussion of Impact TR-10 above, would
reduce hazards to bicycle circulation related to the bicycle-truck interface at Pier 48 to less than
significant, the Project’s contribution to potential cumulative impacts would be less than
significant with mitigation.

Impact C-TR-9: The Project could contribute to a significant cumulative loading impact.
(DEIR pages 4.E-179, 6-59, C&R pages 4-19, 4-22, 4-24)

Implementation oMitigation Measures M-TR-11.1andM-TR-11.2, identified in the

discussion of Impact TR-11 above, would reduce the Project's loading supply impacts to less
than significant by providing for ongoing monitoring and management of commercial loading
and deliveries, and it is not expected that unmet loading demand associated with the Project
would be accommodated outside of the Project site or that unmet loading demand from other
parts of the study area would interfere with the Project site. Therefore, the Project would not
make a considerable contribution to cumulative loading impacts and cumulative impacts are less
than significant with mitigation.

Air Quality
Impact AQ-4: Construction and operation of the Project would generate toxic air
contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, and could expose sensitive receptors to

substantial air pollutant concentrations.(DEIR pages 4.G-73 to 4.G-78, 6-15 to 6-18, 6-48 to
6-51, 6-71 to 6-75, 6-76 to 6-78, C&R pages 3-60 to 3-61)
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Exposure to PM2.5

New residents and children in potential day care centers who may occupy the Project site prior to
completion of the entire Project may be exposed to a portion of the Project's construction and
operational PM2.5 emissions. For onsite maximally impacted receptors ("MIRs") in the study
area currently outside the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone ("APEZ") under existing or future 2025
conditions but that would be located in the APEZ under existing/future plus Project conditions,
the maximum modeled annual-average PM2.5 exhaust concentrations under Project conditions
during construction is 2.3 pg/m3. This exceeds the contribution threshold of 0.3 pg/m3.

Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1.1 (Off-Road Construction Equipment Emissions

Minimization) , M-AQ-1.2 (On-Road Material Delivery and Haul Truck Construction

Emissions Minimization), M-AQ-1.4 (Best Available Control Technology for In-Water
Construction Equipment), andM-AQ-2.1 (Best Available Control Technology for

Operational Diesel Generators)identified in Section IV below under Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-2,
would reduce the impact with respect to exposing sensitive receptors to substantial levels of air
pollution to less than significant, becald#igation Measures M-AQ-1.1, M-AQ-1.2, M-AQ-

1.4, andM-AQ-2.1 would reduce PM2.5 exhaust concentrations to 0.3 pg/m3 for the onsite
MIR, which would not exceed the threshold of significance. Under mitigated conditions, the
onsite MIR would not be placed in a new APEZ, and the significance threshold for the Project
contribution of an annual average PM2.5 concentration of 0.3 pg/m3 would not apply. Thus,
with Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1.1, M-AQ-1.2, M-AQ-1.4, andM-AQ-2.1, PM2.5 exhaust
concentration impacts for receptors currently outside the APEZ under existing or future 2025
conditions but that would be located in the APEZ under existing/future plus Project conditions
would be less than significant with mitigation.

For Variant 1 (District Energy/Bay-Source Energy Capture), Variant 2 (Entertainment Venue),
Variant 3 (Reconfigured Parking), and Variant 4 (Hotel Use) the maximum annual average
PM2.5 concentration would exceed the significance threshold of 0.3 ug/m3 for the onsite MIR
currently outside the APEZ but that would be placed in the APEZ with the contribution from the
Project (with each variant). The PM2.5 contribution at receptors under Variant 1 would be less
than significant with mitigation, and the same mitigation measures would apply to this variant.
The PM2.5 contribution at receptors under Variant 2 (Entertainment Venue) would be less than
significant with mitigation, the same as that identified for the proposed project, and the same
mitigation measures would apply to this variant.

Cancer Risk

For offsite MIRs in the study area that are currently located in the APEZ under existing or future
2025 conditions, the maximum modeled lifetime excess cancer risk under Project conditions for
the offsite MIR is 24.4 per million (for combined construction plus operational emissions),

which exceeds the cumulative contribution threshold of 7.0 per million for receptors within the
APEZ.

For onsite MIRs in the study area that are not located in the APEZ under existing or future 2025
conditions but that would be located in the APEZ under existing or future 2025 plus Project
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conditions, the maximum modeled lifetime excess cancer risk under Project conditions during
construction plus operation is 140.2 per 1 million. This exceeds the contribution threshold of
10.0 in 1 million.

For offsite MIRs that are not located in the APEZ under existing or future 2025 conditions but
that would be located in the APEZ under existing or future 2025 plus Project conditions, the
maximum modeled lifetime excess cancer risk under Project conditions during construction plus
operation is 108.4 million. This exceeds the contribution threshold of 10.0 per 1 million.

Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1.1 (Off-Road Construction Equipment Emissions

Minimization) , M-AQ-1.2 (On-Road Material Delivery and Haul Truck Construction

Emissions Minimization), M-AQ-1.4 (Best Available Control Technology for In-Water
Construction Equipment), M-AQ-2.1 (Best Available Control Technology for Operational
Diesel Generators) andM-AQ-2.3 (Transportation Demand Management) identified in

Section IV below under Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-2, would reduce the impact with respect to
cancer risk to less than significant, because these measures would reduce the lifetime excess
cancer risks below the applicable thresholds of significance by reducing off-road and generator
PM10 exhaust emissions, on-road truck PM2.5 emissions, barge PM10 exhaust emissions,
reducing emergency generator PM10 exhaust emissions, and reducing particulate matter
emissions from operational vehicle trips.

The lifetime cancer risk at receptors under Variant 1 (District Energy/Bay-Source Energy
Capture), Variant 2 (Entertainment Venue), Variant 3 (Reconfigured Parking), and Variant 4
(Hotel Use) would be less than significant with mitigation, and the same mitigation measures
would apply to the variants.

Impact AQ-5: The Project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, the 2010
Clean Air Plan. (DEIR pages 4.G-78 to 84, 6-18 to 6-20, 6-52, 6-75 to 6-78, C&R pages 3-57 to
3-61)

The Project, without the implementation of mitigation measures, potentially could conflict with
primary goals of the 2010 Clean Air Plan to reduce emissions and decrease concentrations of
harmful pollutants, and to safeguard the public health by reducing exposure to air pollutants that
pose the greatest health risk.

Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1.1 (Off-Road Construction Equipment Emissions

Minimization) , M-AQ-1.2 (On-Road Material Delivery and Haul Trucks Construction
Emissions Minimization), M-AQ-1.3 (Low-VOC Architectural Coatings), M-AQ-1.4 (Best
Available Control Technology for In-Water Construction Equipment), M-AQ-2.1 (Best
Available Control Technology for Operational Diesel Generators)M-AQ-2.2 (Reactive

Organic Gases Emissions Reduction MeasuregndM-AQ-2.3 (Transportation Demand
Management) identified in Section 1V below under Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-2, would reduce the
impact with respect to conflict with or obstruction of the 2010 Clean Air Plan to less than
significant, because the Project would be consistent with the 2010 Clean Air Plan, particularly
with implementation of the mitigation measures listed above, in addition to project-specific
measures to reduce pollutant emissions. Additionally, the Project would be consistent with the
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2010 Clean Air Plan by incorporating various Clean Air Plan control measures, such as land use
and local impact measures, energy and climate measures, and TDM measures, all of which are
incorporated in the Project. The Project would also not hinder implementation of the Clean Air
Plan.

Variant 1 (District Energy/Bay-Source Energy Capture), Variant 2 (Entertainment Venue),

Variant 3 (Reconfigured Parking), and Variant 4 (Hotel Use) would be consistent with the 2010
Clean Air Plan because they would incorporate mitigation measures that include offsetting
residual ROG and NOx emissions above significance thresholds. Additionally, Variants 1

through 4 would be consistent with the 2010 Clean Air Plan through the incorporation of control
measures of the Clean Air Plan, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate
measures now required through the various components of the City's Greenhouse Gas Reduction
Strategy as well as the transportation demand management measures that would be implemented
throughMitigation Measure M-AQ-2.3. Variants 1 through 4 would also not hinder

implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan. Variants 1 through 4 would not conflict with, or
obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than
significant with mitigation.

Impact C-AQ-2: The Project's construction and operation, in combination with other past,
present, and reasonable foreseeable future projects, could generate toxic air contaminants,
including diesel particulate matter, but would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations. (DEIR pages 4.G-86 to 4.G-87, 6-15 to 6-18, 6-48 to 6-51, 6-71 to 6-
75, 6-76 to 6-78, C&R pages 3-60 to 3-61)

The significance thresholds used to assess a project’s impact on toxic air contaminants, as
analyzed under Impact AQ-4 above, include consideration of the cumulative effects of existing
and future reasonably foreseeable development. In addition, the Final EIR's analysis of Impact
AQ-4 included an analysis of future conditions (2025) that includes all reasonably foreseeable
development in the city. Thus, the project-level evaluation presented under Impact AQ-4
contains a cumulative analysis. As described therein, with implementatibiigsdtion

Measures M-AQ-1.1 (Off-Road Construction Equipment Emissions Minimization)M-AQ-

1.2 (On-Road Material Delivery and Haul Truck Construction Emissions Minimization)
M-AQ-1.4 (Best Available Control Technology for In-Water Construction Equipment) and
M-AQ-2.1 (Best Available Control Technology for Operational Diesel Generators)

identified in Section 1V below under Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-2, incremental Project contributions
to PM2.5 exposure and cancer risks would be less than the relevant thresholds and this
cumulative impact would be less than significant with mitigation.

Impact C-AQ-3: The Project's construction and operation, in combination with other past,
present, and reasonable foreseeable future projects, would not conflict with, or obstruct
implementation of, the 2010 Clean Air Act Plan(DEIR pages 4.G-87, 6-75 to 6-76, C&R
pages 3-57 to 3-61)

As discussed above under Impact AQ-5, the Project would not interfere with implementation of

the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and because the Project would be consistent with the applicable air
quality plan that demonstrates how the region will improve ambient air quality and achieve the
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state and federal ambient air quality standards, the Project will not contribute to a cumulative
conflict with the 2010 Clean Air Plan. ImplementiiMgtigation Measures M-AQ-1.1 (Off-

Road Construction Equipment Emissions Minimization),M-AQ-1.2 (On-Road Material
Delivery and Haul Truck Construction Emissions Minimization), M-AQ-1.3 (Low-VOC
Architectural Coatings), M-AQ-1.4 (Best Available Control Technology for In-Water
Construction Equipment), M-AQ-2.1 (Best Available Control Technology for Operational
Diesel Generators) M-AQ-2.2 (Reactive Organic Gases Emissions Reduction Measures)
andM-AQ-2.3 (Transportation Demand Management)would reduce the Project's cumulative
impact with respect to conflict with or obstruction of the 2010 Clean Air Plan to less than
significant for the reasons stated above in the discussion of Impact AQ-5.

Biological Resources

Impact BI-3: Impact pile driving and vibratory driving and extraction from construction

of Pier 48 seismic upgrades could have a substantial adverse effect on fish and marine
mammal species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations or by CDFW, NMFS, or USFWSDEIR pages 4.L-
38 to 4.L-50, 6-21 to 6-26, 6-55 to 6-56, C&R pages 3-65 to 3-77)

Accumulated sound levels from Project-related impact pile driving could cause injury to fish of
all sizes within 28 to 51 meters of the source of pile driving (without attenuation). With impact
pile driving, peak-level injury thresholds of noise (before attenuation) could be exceeded within
10 meters for sea lions and up to 61 meters for harbor porpoises from pile driving activity.
Therefore, impact pile driving may result in injury to marine mammals from peak noise and
accumulated sound levels. With vibratory pile driving, accumulated underwater sound thresholds
could also be exceeded within 10 meters of pile-driving activity for sea lions and up to 683
meters for harbor porpoises (before attenuation). With vibratory pile removal, accumulated
underwater sound thresholds could also be exceeded within 10 meters of pile-driving activity for
sea lions and harbor seals and up to 49 meters for harbor porpoises (before attenuation).
Therefore, vibratory pile driving and removal may also result in injury to marine mammals from
increases in accumulated sound levels. Given that harbor seals and sea lions are known to
frequent the project site, impact driving, vibratory driving, and vibratory removal of piles could
result in injury to these marine mammals. Impacts on harbor porpoises or grey whales are less
likely because of their infrequent presence in the project area but are possible if present during
pile-driving activity.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-3.1: Conduct Impact Hammer Pile Driving during Periods that
Avoid Special-Status Fish Species’ Spawning and Migration Seasons

Mitigation Measure M-BI-3.2: Pile-Driving Noise Reduction for the Protection of Fish

Mitigation Measure M-BI-3.3: Pile-Driving Noise Reduction for Protection of Marine
Mammals

Mitigation Measures M-BI-3.1 andM-BI-3.2 would reduce impacts from Project pile-driving
on fish to less than-significant by prioritizing vibratory pile driving wherever feasible, employing
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a “soft start” technique that allows fish the opportunity to leave the impact area, implementing
noise attenuation measures, and limiting impact pile driving to a season when special-status fish
species are unlikely to be in the area, thereby ensuring that peak and accumulated sound levels
would be below injury threshold levels (except immediately around the pile driver itself), that
fish are not likely to be exposed to accumulative sound levels over a full day of pile driving and
that the likelihood of affecting special-status species would be remuigation Measure M-

BI-3.3 would reduce impacts on marine mammals from Project pile-driving and removal
activities to less than significant, by prioritizing vibratory pile driving, employing a “soft start”
technique that allows marine mammals the opportunity to leave the impact area, implementing
noise attenuation measures, monitoring marine mammal activity, and shutting down pile-driving
activity when marine mammals enter a zone in which injury thresholds would be exceeded.

Construction of the bay source heating/cooling system under Variant 1 (District Energy/Bay-

Source Energy Capture) may entail one additional day of pile driving. Under Variant 1, the one
additional day of pile driving would result in a slightly higher impact on fish than the Project but
would not change the conclusion that this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.

Impact BI-5: Construction of the Project could affect migratory nesting birds.(DEIR pages
4.L-52 to 4.L-54, 6-55 to 6-56, C&R page 4-18)

If construction of the Project occurs during the nesting season (February 1 to August 31),
removal of existing shrubs and trees and/or rehabilitation of the sheds and piers on the Project
site could result in the direct mortality of nesting adult or young birds, destruction of active nests,
and/or disturbance of nesting adults, causing nest abandonment and/or loss of reproductive
effort.

Mitigation Measure M-BI-5: Conduct Pre-Construction Surveys for Nesting Migratory Birds

Mitigation Measure M-BI-5 would reduce impacts on protected nesting migratory bird species
from removal of shrubs and trees and/or rehabilitation of the existing sheds and Pier 48 to less
than significant by requiring pre-construction surveys prior to any work occurring during the
nesting season and implementation of measures to avoid disturbances to any active nests that are
found, thereby ensuring that removal of protected nesting migratory bird species and their active
nests would be avoided.

Impact C-BI-3: The Project, in combination with future development in the city, would not
have a substantial adverse effect on a fish species or marine mammals identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations or by CDFW, NMFS, or USFWS due to pile driving(DEIR pages 4.L-56, 6-55
to 6-56, C&R pages 3-65 to 3-77)

The Project, combined with other development projects in the city and along the San Francisco

Bay shoreline, could result in cumulative impacts on special-status fish species and marine
mammals if in-water pile driving is needed for other projects.
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Implementation oMitigation Measures M-BI-3.1, M-BI-3.2, andM-BI-3.3, identified in the
discussion of Impact BI-3 above, would ensure that the Project's contribution to this cumulative
impact would be less than cumulatively considerable, thereby reducing this impact to less than
significant, by reducing the noise levels produced by pile driving and vibratory equipment,
requiring monitor of pile-driving activity, ensuring that the potential for injury to fish would be
minimized, and establishing a safety zone to minimize the potential for injury to marine
mammals.

Impact C-BI-5: Construction of the Project, in combination with future development in
the city, could affect nesting birds(DEIR pages 4.L-57, 6-55 to 6-56)

The Project, combined with other development projects in the city and along the San Francisco
Bay shoreline, could result in significant cumulative impacts on avian wildlife. Impacts could
occur during Project construction if nesting birds are directly affected by grading or vegetation
removal or indirectly affected by construction noise. The Project and future development would
be subject to the provisions of California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503 and 3513 and the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. These provisions would reduce the impact of future projects along

the Bay shoreline to a less-than-significant level. Implementatiitmfation Measure M-BI-

5, identified in the discussion of Impact BI-5 above, would ensure that the Project would result in
a less than cumulatively considerable contribution to impacts on nesting migratory birds, and that
cumulative impacts would be less than significant, by requiring pre-construction nesting surveys
for migratory birds and implementation of measures to avoid disturbances to active nests.

Geology and Soils

Impact GE-5: The Project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic featur§dDEIR pages 4.M-34 to 4.M-36, 6-55 to 6-56)

Drilling and pile driving to for the proposed buildings on Seawall Lot 337 and for streets and the
promenade and boardwalk at China Basin Park could affect the Colma and Franciscan
Formations, both of which could contain significant paleontological remains or traces of
paleontological remains.

Mitigation Measure M-GE-5: Accidental Discovery of Paleontological Resource

Mitigation Measure M-GE-5 would reduce Impact GE-5 to less than significant level by

requiring training for construction crews to recognize paleontological resources by a qualified
paleontologist, stopping work in case of discovering such resources, evaluation of those
resources by a qualified paleontologist and, as appropriate, preparation and implementation of a
recovery plan.

Impact C-GE-4: The Project, in combination with other development within the city, could

result in impacts to paleontological resources. However, the Project's contribution would
be less than cumulatively considerablgDEIR pages 4.M-38, 6-55 to 6-56)
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Construction activities associated with the Project could disturb or destroy paleontological
resources, thereby contributing to the progressive loss of such resources. Cumulative growth and
development in the city could have impacts if important paleontological resources are found
during construction activities. Although the potential for other individual projects to affect
important paleontological resources is unknown, given the number of projects in the city, it is
probable that cumulative growth and development could have impacts on important
paleontological resources.

Mitigation Measure M-GE-5, identified in the discussion of Impact GE-5 above, would reduce
the Project's potential impacts on paleontological resources to less than significant for the
reasons described above under Impact M-GE-5. Although cumulative development impacts
related to paleontological resources would be considered significant, the incremental effects of
the Project, after mitigation, would not be cumulatively considerable.

V.
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED OR
MITIGATED TO A LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL

Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, it is hereby found and
determined that, where feasible, changes or alterations have been required, or incorporated into,
the Project to reduce the significant environmental impacts as identified in the Final EIR. It is
further found, however, that certain mitigation measures in the Final EIR, as described in this
Section IV, or changes, have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project, pursuant to
Public Resources Code Section 21002 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, which may lessen,
but do not avoid (i.e., reduce to less-than-significant levels), the potentially significant
environmental effects associated with implementation of the Project that are described below.
Although all of the mitigation measures set forth in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting

Plan (MMRP), attached as Exhibit 1, are adopted, for some of the impacts listed below, despite
the implementation of feasible mitigation measures, the effects remain significant and
unavoidable.

It is further found, as described in this Section IV below, based on the analysis contained within
the Final EIR, other considerations in the record, and the significance criteria identified in the
Final EIR, that because some aspects of the Project could cause potentially significant impacts
for which feasible mitigation measures are not available to reduce the impact to a less-than-
significant level, those impacts remain significant and unavoidable. It is also recognized that
although mitigation measures are identified in the Final EIR that would reduce some significant
impacts, certain measures, as described in this Section IV below, are uncertain or infeasible for
reasons set forth below, and therefore those impacts remain significant and unavoidable or
potentially significant and unavoidable.

Implementation of one or more of the variants identified in the Final EIR would result in similar

impacts to those identified in this Section IV for the Project, and would require the same
mitigation measures as for the Project. unless otherwise stated for a particular impact.
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Thus, the following significant impacts on the environment, as reflected in the Final EIR, are
unavoidable. As more fully explained in Section VIII, below, under Public Resources Code
Section 21081(a)(3) and (b), and CEQA Guidelines 15091(a)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, it is
found and determined that legal, environmental, economic, social, technological and other
benefits of the Project override any remaining significant adverse impacts of the Project for each
of the significant and unavoidable impacts described below. This finding is supported by
substantial evidence in the record of this proceeding.

Transportation and Circulation

Impact TR-4: The Project would result in an adverse impact by increasing ridership by
more than 5 percent on two individual Muni routes that exceed 85 percent capacity
utilization under baseline conditions.(DEIR pages 4.E-110-126, 6-35, 6-58, 6-80, C&R pages
3-42, 3-46 to 3-49, 4-2, 4-10)

The Project would result in adverse impacts to the 10 Townsend and 30 Stockton by increasing
ridership by more than 5 percent on those routes that exceed 85 percent capacity utilization under
baseline conditions.

The following mitigation measures require the project sponsor to pay its fair share contribution
to SFMTA toward the cost of additional bus service or otherwise improving service on the 10
Townsend Line and 30 Stockton Line, as more fully described in the Final EIR.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-4.1: Provide Fair-Share Contribution to Improve 10 Townsend
Line Capacity

Mitigation Measure M-TR-4.2: Provide Fair-Share Contribution to Improve 30 Stockton Line
Capacity

Implementing transit line improvements as identifietitigation Measures M-TR-4.1 and

M-TR-4.2 is expected to allow Muni to maintain transit headways, and would reduce the
Project’s impacts on the 10 Townsend and 30 Stockton lines to less-than-significant levels.
However, because the method and total cost of providing additional service and SFMTA's ability
to implement improvements is uncertain, the Project’s impact would be considered to be
significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

Impact TR-6: The Project would result in an adverse impact related to a substantial

increase in transit delays on Third Street between Channel Street and Mission Rock Street.
(DEIR pages 4.E-129 to 4.E-134, 6-35, 6-58, 6-80, C&R pages 3-45, 4-2 to 4-3, 4-10 to 4-11, 4-
21to 4-22)

The Project would add traffic that could affect the T-Third transit line on Third Street by causing

transit delays due to intersection congestion from Project-generated traffic generated and queues
of vehicle traffic at intersections and entrances to parking garages at the project site.
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Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Parking Garage and Intersection Queue Impacts on Transit
Delay

This mitigation measure requires the project sponsor to implement various actions to reduce
gueuing of cars accessing the parking garage on Block D2, including eliminating left turns from
the garage onto Mission Rock Street during large events; restriping the southbound left-turn lane
at Third Street/Mission Rock Street to reduce intersection congestion; installing wayfinding

signs to provide directions to parking; providing parking control officers to manage traffic;
monitoring queuing at parking garages and taking further actions as necessary to reduce queuing
that is causing transit delays, as more fully described in the Final EIR.

Implementation oMitigation Measure M-TR-6 would reduce transit delay impacts to being

less than significant. However, at this time it may not be considered to fully resolve transit delay
impacts because, and to the extent that, implementation of some of components of the mitigation
(i.e., approval of restriping on Third Street and entering into an Event Management Agreement
with the project sponsor to allocate parking control officers on site), requires SFMTA Board
approval. Such approval is currently considered uncertain. Thus, based upon such current
uncertainty of full implementation dflitigation Measure M-TR-6, the Project’s transit delay
impacts would be considered to remsignificant and unavoidable with mitigation.

Impact TR-9: The Project would have significant impacts on pedestrian safety at the
unsignalized intersections of Fourth Street/Mission Rock Street and Fourth Street/Long

Bridge Street. (DEIR pages 4.E-138 to 4.E-142, 6-35 to 6-36, 6-58 to 6-59, 6-81, C&R pages 3-
45, 4-21 to 4-22)

The Project would result in new pedestrian trips where pedestrians cross Fourth Street and would
increase the number of vehicles traveling through unsignalized intersections on Fourth Street at
Mission Rock Street and Fourth Street at Long Bridge Street, primarily to access the Block D2
parking garage on Mission Rock Street. This increase in the number of vehicles and pedestrians
from the Project site may create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians while

attempting to cross the street along these unsignalized intersections.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-9: Install Traffic Signals and Related Intersection Improvements
at Unsignalized Intersections on Fourth Street at Mission Rock Street and Long Bridge Street

This mitigation measure would require the developer to fund and SFMTA to install traffic

signals with pedestrian indications at the unsignalized intersections of Fourth Street/Mission
Rock Street and Fourth Street/Long Bridge Street, which would allow pedestrians to cross Fourth
Street while northbound and southbound vehicle traffic is stopped, as more fully described in the
Final EIR.

Implementation oMitigation Measure M-TR-9 would fully resolve pedestrian safety impacts
such that these impacts would be less than significant. However, at this time, implementation of
the signalization improvements is considered somewhat uncertain, because they will require
SFMTA Board approval. Because of this uncertainty regarding implementatiditigdtion

44



Measure M-TR-9, the Project’s pedestrian safety impacts would be considered significant and
unavoidable with mitigation.

Impact C-TR-4: The Project would contribute considerably to a significant cumulative
transit impact because it would increase ridership by more than 5 percent on one
individual Muni route that would exceed 85 percent capacity utilization(DEIR pages 4.E-
159 to 4.E-172, 6-58, C&R pages 3-42, 3-46 to 3-49, 4-21, 4-23 to 4-24, 4-26)

The Project would make a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts on the 10 Townsend
because the Project would add more than 5 percent to the cumulative ridership on this route that
would exceed 85 percent utilization under 2040 cumulative conditions.

Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-4: Provide Fair-Share Contribution to Improve 10 Townsend
Line Capacity

This mitigation measure requires the project sponsor to pay its fair share contribution to SFMTA
toward the cost of additional bus service or otherwise improving service on the 10 Townsend
Line, as more fully described in the Final EIR.

Implementing transit line improvements as identifieMitigation Measure M-C-TR-4 is

expected to allow Muni to maintain transit headways, and would reduce the Project’s impact on
the 10 Townsend line to less-than-significant levels. However, because the method and total cost
of providing additional service and SFMTA'’s ability to implement improvements is uncertain,

the Project’s impact would Isgnificant and unavoidable with mitigation.

Variant 2 (Entertainment Venue) Variant 2 would contribute 2 percent fewer transit trips than the
proposed project during the a.m. peak hour and 6 percent more transit trips during the p.m. peak
hour than the Project, and thereby result in a significant cumulative transit impact. Variant 4
(Hotel Use) would contribute 2 percent more transit trips than the Project, and thereby result in a
significant cumulative transit impad#litigation Measure M-C-TR-4, which involves

providing a fair-share contribution to improve the 10 Townsend line capacity, would also be
applicable to Variants 2 and 4. The impacts of Variants 2 and 4 related to transit impacts under
cumulative conditions would thus be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, as with the
Project.

Impact C-TR-6: The Project would contribute considerably to significant cumulative
impacts related to transit delays(DEIR pages 4.E-159 to 4.E-172, 6-58, C&R pages 4-214-23
to 4-24, 4-26)

The addition of Project vehicle trips that would result in queues at the driveways for the Block
D2 parking garage and/or queues at intersections adjacent to the garage could result in transit
delays that would affect operations of the T Third line during the a.m. peak hour . The queue
impacts at the southbound left-turn lane at the Third Street/Mission Rock Street intersection
during the a.m. peak hour would cause a significant transit delay impact.
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Implementation oMitigation Measure M-TR-6, identified under Impact TR-6 above, would
reduce transit delay impacts to being less than significant. However, at this time it may not be
considered to fully resolve transit delay impacts because, and to the extent that, implementation
of some of components of the mitigation (i.e., approval of restriping on Third Street and entering
into an Event Management Agreement with the project sponsor to allocate PCOs on site),
requires SFMTA Board approval, and such approval is currently considered somewhat uncertain
because it requires SFMTA Board discretionary action. Thus, based upon such current
uncertainty of full implementation ®flitigation Measure M-TR-6, the Project’s cumulative

impact on transit delay would be considered to remiginificant and unavoidable with

mitigation.

Impact C-TR-7: The Project would contribute considerably to significant cumulative
pedestrian impacts.(DEIR pages 4.E-178, 6-58 to 6-59, C&R pages 3-49 to 3-50 4-20, 4-23, 4-
25 to 4-26)

Pedestrian volumes in the Project vicinity would increase between implementation of the Project
and 2040 cumulative conditions due to build-out of planned Mission Bay developments in the
Project vicinity. In addition, there would be a projected increase in background vehicle and
bicycle traffic between implementation of the Project and 2040 cumulative conditions that could
result in increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts.

Implementation oMitigation Measure M-TR-9, identified under Impact TR-5 above, would

fully resolve pedestrian safety impacts associated with the Project such that such impacts would
be less than significant by requiring the provision of traffic signals with pedestrian indications at
the unsignalized intersections of Fourth Street/Mission Rock Street and Fourth Street/Long
Bridge Street, which would allow pedestrians to cross Fourth Street while northbound and
southbound vehicle traffic is stopped. However, at this time, the approval of the signalization
improvements is considered somewhat uncertain, because they will require SFMTA Board
approval. For that reason, the Project’s contribution to potential cumulative impacts would be
considered to remasignificant and unavoidable with mitigation.

Noise

Impact NOI-1: Construction of the Project would generate noise levels in excess of
standards or result in substantial temporary increases in noise level®EIR pages 4.F-31 to
4.F-40, 6-7, 6-38)

Because construction noise would exceed the ambient noise level by more than 10 dB at Mission
Bay Block 2, the Project is expected to result in a substantial increase in ambient noise in the
Project area for the duration of Project construction. It is possible that noise levels from Project
construction would exceed the ambient noise level at future onsite residences by more than 10
dB, resulting in a substantial increase in ambient noise. Construction activities are anticipated to
occur for at least 6 years.
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Mitigation Measure M-NOI-1: Prepare and Implement a Construction Noise Control Plan to
Reduce Construction Noise at Noise-Sensitive Land Uses.

Mitigation Measure M-NOI-1, together withMitigation Measure M-NOI-3.1 (Pile-Driving

Control Measures — Annoyance)identified under Impact NOI-3 below, would reduce
construction noise levels, as well as the severity of construction noise impacts on sensitive
receptors, by requiring the preparation and implementation of a Construction Noise Plan to
reduce construction noise, and requiring the use of "quiet" pile-driving technology and limiting
pile-driving to areas where the least disturbance of existing sensitive land uses would occur, as
more fully described in the Final EIR.

Although these measures would reduce construction noise levels, as well as the severity of
construction noise impacts on sensitive receptors, because of the Project’s close proximity to
offsite receptors (and potentially occupied future onsite receptors during construction), it would
not be possible to guarantee that the increase in ambient noise levels during construction would
be less than 10 dB. In addition, it would not be possible to guarantee that noise levels at future
onsite occupied residences would be below 90 dBA Leq during Project construction, because the
Project phasing is not sufficiently detailed at this time to determine whether the Project’s
buildings could shield future residents from future construction noise. Therefore, even with
incorporation oMitigation Measures M-NOI-1 andM-NOI-3.1, which would reduce the

severity of this impact, the Project's construction noise impact would be consgrédant

and unavoidable and unavoidable with mitigation

Potential construction noise impacts of Variant 1 (District Energy/Bay-Source Energy Capture)

to noise-sensitive receptors would be the same on a daily basis as the Project, but would last one
day longer, and the same mitigation measures would apply to Variant 1. Similar to the Project,
impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

Impact NOI-2: Operation of the Project could result in the exposure of persons to or
generation of noise levels in excess of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance or a substantial
temporary, periodic or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity,
above levels existing without the Project(DEIR pages 4.F-40 to 4.F-55, 6-8, 6-38, 6-61, 6-83,
C&R pages 4-12, 4-21)

Traffic Noise Impacts on Offsite Land Uses

Modeling demonstrated that noise levels along two roadway segments would increase by 3 dB or
more in areas where with-Project noise levels affecting residential uses would exceed 60 dBA
Ldn. In addition, Project-generated traffic would increase noise levels by 5 dB or more along one
segment where existing and existing plus-Project noise levels were modeled to be 60 dBA Ldn
or less.

Although it is likely that the residential developments located along segments where a Project-
related substantial permanent increase in traffic noise may occur would not experience
unacceptable interior noise levels, the Project’s traffic would still result in a substantial
permanent increase in ambient noise levels along the three segments. Although mitigation in the
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form of sound walls was considered to reduce the Project’s traffic noise impacts, it was
determined that this mitigation would be infeasible in this dense urban area, with residential
buildings located close to roadwaiitigation Measure M-AQ-2.3 (Transportation Demand
Management) identified below in the discussion of Impact AQ-2, requires preparation of a
transportation demand management plan with a goal of reducing one-way vehicle trips by 20
percent. This mitigation measure could reduce the amount of traffic on roadway segments that
experience a significant traffic noise increase, but it would be speculative to quantify the precise
number of vehicle trips (and hence vehicle-related noise) reduced along any given segment.
Because these impacts could not be reduced to less-than-significant levels, traffic noise impacts
related to a substantial permanent increase in noise wosidrbgcant and unavoidable with
mitigation.

Inclusion of the entertainment venue under Variant 2 (Entertainment Venue) in place of other
uses under the Project would result in a slight increase in p.m. peak-hour vehicle trips, which
would result in a less than 0.1-decibel to approximate 0.3-decibel increase in traffic noise on a
given roadway segment as compared to the Project. Redistribution of traffic under Variant 3
(Reconfigured Parking) would result in a 20 percent increase of p.m. peak hour vehicle trips
along Mission Rock Street from Terry A. Francois Boulevard to Third Street, which would result
in an approximately 1.5 decibel increase in traffic noise on this roadway segment as compared to
the Project. Variant 4 (Hotel Use) would result in a slight increase in a.m. and p.m. peak hour
vehicle trips, which would result in an approximately 0.2-decibel (dB) increase in noise levels on
any given roadway segment. As such, project-generated noise impacts would be essentially the
same under Variants 2, 3, and 4 as they would be under the Projeditigation Measure M-
AQ-2.3 would also apply. As with the Project, traffic noise impacts to future offsite land uses
would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation under Variants 2, 3, and 4.

Noise from Onsite Outdoor Use Areas to Offsite Land Uses

Due to uncertainties as to the nature and extent of future outdoor events at the Project site
(including if amplified speech or music would occur at such events), the potential for the use of
amplified sound equipment could result in noise levels in excess of standards established in the
San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance.

Mitigation Measure M-NOI-2.1: Noise Control Plan for Special Outdoor Amplified Sound

This mitigation measure would require the project sponsor to develop and implement a Noise
Control Plan for operations at the proposed outdoor entertainment venues to reduce the potential
for noise impacts from public address and/or amplified music, as more fully described in the

Final EIR.

Implementation oMitigation Measure M-NOI-2.1 would reduce this impact but, due to the

close proximity of residences to the public open spaces and uncertainties regarding the
frequency, duration and character of events with amplified sound, and because a variance to
noise standards under Section 2909 of the City’s Police Code for fixed sources of noise and from
events subject to regulation by the Entertainment Commission may be sought, even though such
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Police Code exceedances would be subject to review and permitted, this impact would be
consideredsignificant and unavoidable with mitigation.

Stationary Operational Noise Impacts

The potential exists for noise generated by stationary mechanical equipment (including HVAC
units, emergency generators, and other building equipment) at Project buildings to exceed the
property-line noise limits under the Noise Ordinance.

At a distance of 100 feet, the distance to the residential uses at Mission Bay Block 1, interior
noise from Project HVYAC equipment could result in an exceedance of the 55 dBA daytime and
45 dBA nighttime Noise Ordinance interior limits at nearby existing buildings.

Noise in the residential sleeping or living rooms of offsite uses (e.g., in the Mission Bay Block 1
residences) from Project emergency generators could the 55 dBA daytime and 45 dBA nighttime
Noise Ordinance interior limits. Further, noise from emergency generators could also result in
increases in ambient noise levels of 5 dB or more at property line of the equipment generating
the noise.

Mitigation Measure M-NOI-2.2: Stationary Equipment Noise Controls

Implementation oMitigation Measure M-NOI-2.2 would reduce the Project's impact related to
stationary equipment noise to less than significant, by applying specified noise attenuation
measures that would ensure that noise from stationary equipment would not exceed the limits of
the City’s Noise Ordinance Section 2909(a) and (b) limits of 5 dBA and 8 dBA at residential and
commercial property lines, respectively, or the Section 2909(d) interior noise limit of 55 dBA
daytime and 45 dBA nighttime for residential land uses at the Mission Bay Block 1 and new
Project residential buildings.

The centralization of the DES equipment associated with Variant 1 (District Energy/Bay-Source
Energy Capture) into a single location could result in greater noise levels in the immediate
vicinity of the equipment under Variant 1, compared to the Project. Due to the proximity

between existing and future onsite receptors and the DES system under this variant, it is still
possible that exterior noise levels at adjacent uses could be such that the interior 45 dBA
nighttime noise level standard and/or the 55 dBA daytime standard may be exceeded.
Compliance with Police Code Section 2909, which requires that the project sponsor provide
acoustical treatments for stationary equipment under Variant 1 that reduces ambient noise levels
to below the 55 dBA daytime and 45 dBA nighttime interior thresholds would ensure that the
operational ambient noise impacts would remain less than significant, similar to the Project.

Truck Delivery Noise Impact on Offsite Land Uses

The offsite residential land uses closest to a potential loading location would be the future
residential development in Block 9A of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan area, immediately
south of the project site along Mission Rock Street, and the Mission Bay Block 1 residential
uses, directly west of the project site. At both of these locations, potential noise levels would be

49



reduced because of attenuation over distance alone. In addition, buildings within Block 9A
would be shielded from the nearby delivery location by Block H of the Project, thereby further
reducing noise levels. Because standard construction can typically provide an exterior-to-interior
noise reduction of up to 20 dB, interior noise levels would be much lower than the interior
nighttime limit. Further, because the ambient noise level in the Project vicinity is estimated to be
approximately 69 dBA Leq, noise from loading docks at offsite residential receptors would not
result in a 5 dB increase above ambient noise levels and, thus, would not result in a substantial
temporary or permanent increase in noise in these areas. No other loading dock locations at the
Project site would affect existing or proposed offsite sensitive land uses. Impacts related to truck
deliveries would be less than significant.

Traffic Noise Impacts on Onsite Land Uses

Noise levels along Mission Rock Street from Terry A. Francois Boulevard to Third Street would
exceed 60 dBA Ldn (approximately 62 dBA Ldn), resulting in the exposure of proposed
residences along these segments to noise levels in excess of the “satisfactory” level. Along this
segment, the Project-related increase in traffic noise was modeled to be 12 dB.

CCR Title 24 requires new residences to incorporate noise insulation features to reduce interior
noise levels below 45 dBA Ldn according to existing noise conditions, not future Projected noise
conditions. Therefore, to ensure new sensitive receptors are not substantially affected by Project-
generated traffic noise, future Project residences along Mission Rock Street from Terry A.
Francois Boulevard to Third Street must be designed to meet the interior noise standard in CCR
Title 24 given the anticipated 12 dBA Ldn increase in noise levels in this area.

Mitigation Measure M-NOI-2.3: Design of Future Noise-Sensitive Uses

Mitigation Measure M-NOI-2.3 would reduce the Project's noise impacts to future Project
residents in buildings on Mission Rock Boulevard between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and

Third Street to less than significant because it requires that noise attenuation measures be
incorporated into these units as necessary to ensure that interior noise levels would be maintained
at acceptable levels, even with future traffic noise increases.

Although designing the Project to ensure compliance with applicable noise standards would
ensure that individual onsite residences would not experience excessive noise, the Project's
traffic would still result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels along the
segment of Mission Rock Boulevard between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.
This substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels could not be reduced to less-than-
significant levels because no feasible mitigation measures would be able to reduce the 12 dB
increase resulting from the Project’s traffic along this segment to less than the allowable 3 dB
increase. Therefore, although traffic noise impacts to future Project residences would be less than
significant with implementation dflitigation Measures M-NOI-2.3, andM-AQ-2.3

(Transportation Demand Management)(identified below in the discussion of Impact AQ-2)
could reduce traffic noise levels by reducing vehicle trips, it cannot be stated with certainty that
M-AQ-2.3 would reduce vehicle trips to the degree necessary to reduce traffic noise levels to
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less than significant. Therefore, traffic noise impacts related to a substantial permanent increase
in ambient noise would b&gnificant and unavoidable with mitigation.

Inclusion of the entertainment venue under Variant 2 (Entertainment Venue) in place of other
uses under the Project would result in a slight increase in p.m. peak-hour vehicle trips, which
would result in a less than 0.1-decibel to approximate 0.3-decibel increase in traffic noise on a
given roadway segment as compared to the Project. Redistribution of traffic under Variant 3
(Reconfigured Parking) would result in a 20 percent increase of p.m. peak hour vehicle trips
along Mission Rock Street from Terry A. Francois Boulevard to Third Street, which would result
in an approximately 1.5 decibel increase in traffic noise on this roadway segment as compared to
the Project. Variant 4 (Hotel Use) would result in a slight increase in a.m. and p.m. peak hour
vehicle trips, which would result in an approximately 0.2-decibel (dB) increase in noise levels on
any given roadway segment. As such, project-generated noise impacts would be essentially the
same under Variants 2, 3 and 4 as they would be under the Project. As with the Project, traffic
noise impacts to future onsite land uses would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation
under Variants 2, 3 and 4.

Truck Delivery Noise Impacts on Onsite Land Uses

Audible warnings from delivery trucks could cause sleep disturbance if they occur during the
nighttime (including early morning) hours near residential uses. Therefore, interior noise levels
from truck delivery operations would result in a substantial temporary or permanent increase in
noise in excess of the applicable standards; in addition, onsite residential uses would be
substantially affected by future noise levels at the project site.

Noise associated with trash or refuse facilities for both future residential and commercial-office
uses could disturb or annoy any future nearby residents. If such facilities were to operate during
nighttime hours, those operations could result in sleep disturbance.

Noise associated with parking cars includes engines starting and car doors slamming. Such noise
can cause annoyance at adjacent residential uses if it is concentrated in one area, and if it occurs
during the evening or nighttime hours, it could cause sleep disturbance.

Mitigation Measure M-NOI-2.4: Design of Future Noise-Generating Uses Near Residential
Uses

Mitigation Measure M-NOI-2.4 would reduce noise impacts from the Project's noise
generating uses near residential uses to less than significant, by require loading areas to be
located on the sides of commercial-office buildings that face away from residential buildings to
the extent feasible or loading areas to be designed with noise shielding, or restricting these
activities to the daytime hours, by requiring trash and refuse facilities to be designed to
incorporate appropriate noise-shielding measures, and by requiring the incorporation of
appropriate noise-shielding measures into the Block D2 parking garage.

Impact NOI-3: Construction of the Project would expose persons to or generate excessive
ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels related to annoyance. Construction of
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the Project could expose persons to or generate excessive ground-borne vibration or
ground-borne noise levels related to damage to buildingéDEIR pages 4.F-56 to 4.F-62, 6-
61)

Annoyance

Although pile driving could occur at the boundary of the Project site, pile driving near the
boundary would occur only for a short period of time compared with the total pile-driving period
for the Project; most of the time, it would be occurring more than 100 feet from Mission Bay
Block 1. Nevertheless, because pile driving could occur as close as 100 feet from nearby
residences, it could result in vibration that would exceed the "strongly perceptible” threshold at
the closest residences.

Because of the length of the construction schedule, it is possible that there could be occupied
businesses and residences on the Project site while pile-driving or other equipment could be
operating in the vicinity. Pile driving would most likely occur within 175 feet of new commercial
uses and residences on the Project site, and vibration would be strongly perceptible. Thus, pile
driving could result in ground vibration that could disturb new commercial uses and residences,
and this impact could be significant.

Mitigation Measure M-NOI-3.1: Pile-Driving Control Measures - Annoyance

This mitigation measure would reduce potential vibration impacts on Mission Bay Block 1
residences and new onsite residential and commercial uses by requiring the use of “quiet” pile-
driving technology and limiting pile driving to areas where the least disturbance of existing
sensitive land uses would occur, as more fully described in the Final EIR.

ImplementingMitigation Measure M-NOI-3.1 would reduce potential vibration impacts on
residences of the Mission Bay Block 1 residences by requiring the use of “quiet” pile-driving
technology and limiting pile driving to areas where the least disturbance of existing sensitive
land uses would occur. However, pile driving is expected to occur close to the Project boundary
andMitigation Measure M-NOI-3.1 may not be feasible at all times. The use of “quiet” pile-
driving technology may not be possible because of site-specific soil conditions or specific
technical or structural limitations at the Project site. Specifically, pile driving would occur along
Third Street and Mission Rock Street; the Project boundary on Third Street is approximately 100
feet from the residential uses at Mission Bay Block 1. Thus, absent the use of “quiet” pile-
driving technology, vibration from pile driving at these residences would be “strongly
perceptible” and significant. No other feasible mitigation actions are available to further reduce
vibration impacts on these sensitive receptors from pile driving. Therefore, this impact is
significant and unavoidable with mitigation

Implementation oMitigation Measure M-NOI-3.1 would partially mitigate vibration impacts

on new onsite residential and commercial uses. However, because the Project site is a single
confined area, pile driving could be necessary within 175 feet of new occupied commercial uses
and residences. Even with implementatioMafgation Measures M-NOI-3.1 andM-NOI-
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3.2, discussed below, vibration impacts related to annoyance at onsite uses would be significant
and unavoidable with mitigation.

Building Damage

Because pile driving may need to occur within 100 feet of Pier 48, the potential exists for
vibration-related damage to occur at this historic building.

Mitigation Measure M-NOI-3.2: Pile-Driving Vibration Control Measures — Damage

Implementation oMitigation Measure M-NOI-3.2 would reduce the Project's ground-borne
vibration and ground-borne noise-related impacts related to building damage to less than
significant, by requiring monitoring to ensure that vibration at Pier 48 would be limited to levels
that have been recommended by an expert building evaluation team, such that building damage
would not be expected to occur.

Impact C-NOI-1: Construction activities for the Project, in combination with other past,
present, and reasonable future projects in the city, would result in a substantial temporary
increase in noise or noise levels in excess of the applicable local standafB@&IR pages 4.F-
63 to 4.F-64, 6-61)

Construction activity associated with other projects located near the Project would result in
similar noise levels and combine with Project construction noise to result in even greater overall
noise levels. Because construction noise from the Project would exceed the ambient noise level
at onsite residences by more than 10 dB, it can be assumed that the combined noise level from all
construction projects in the area would also result in noise levels of more than 10 dB above
ambient conditions. Therefore, the cumulative construction noise impact related to a substantial
temporary increase in noise could be significant. Because Project construction would result in
noise levels of more than 10 dB over ambient conditions, the project would make a cumulatively
considerable contribution to this cumulative impact. Further, although construction of the
development projects would generally comply with the City Noise Ordinance, combined noise
from Project construction and other adjacent projects may result in overall noise levels in excess
of 90 dBA Leq at sensitive receptors. As such, cumulative impacts from construction noise could
be significant, and the Project’s contribution to this potential impact would be considered
cumulatively considerable

AlthoughMitigation Measure M-NOI-1 (Prepare and Implement a Construction Noise

Control Plan to Reduce Construction Noise at Noise-Sensitive Land Useslentified above

under Impact NOI-1, would reduce construction noise levels as well as the severity of
construction noise impacts on sensitive receptors, because of the Project’s proximity to offsite
receptors and adjacent future construction projects, it would not be possible to guarantee that the
cumulative noise level at nearby sensitive receptors would be less than 90 dBA Leq. It would
also not be possible to reduce the level of noise from construction activity compared with the
ambient noise level. Therefore, even with implementatidviibfjation Measure M-NOI-1,

which would reduce the severity of the Project construction noise impact, cumulative
construction noise impacts would significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
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Impact C-NOI-2: Construction activities associated with Project-related development, in
combination with other past, present, and reasonable future projects in the city, would
expose sensitive receptors to excessive ground-borne vibration related to annoyance and
could result in similar impacts related to damage to buildings(DEIR pages 4.F-64 to 4.F-65,
6-61)

Annoyance

Cumulative effects related to construction vibration could occur if construction activities for

other projects in proximity to the Project site involve impact equipment (e.g., pile drivers, impact
hammers/hoe rams, jackhammers). Several parcels immediately adjacent to the Project site could
undergo construction activities that would involve pile driving. Given the Project’s overall
construction schedule (with construction activities lasting between approximately 6 and 10 years,
or more), it is possible that the construction, including pile driving, of reasonably foreseeable
adjacent projects could occur simultaneously with the Project. Cumulative impacts could
therefore be significant.

The Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to vibration annoyance
because pile driving would result in vibration levels that would be in excess of the “strongly
perceptible” threshold at nearby sensitive receptors. Implementatidiigédtion Measure M-

NOI-3.1 (Pile-Driving Control Measure — Annoyance) identified above under Impact NOI-3

would help to reduce the severity of this significant impact; however, it may not reduce vibration
to less than strongly perceptible and, thus, less than significant levels. Because it is possible that
the construction of reasonably foreseeable adjacent projects could occur simultaneously with the
Project, cumulative vibration impacts related to annoyance would be significant. Because no
other feasible mitigation actions are available to further reduce vibration annoyance from pile
driving at nearby sensitive receptors, cumulative vibration impacts related to annoyance would
be significant, and the Project’s contribution to that impact would be cumulatively considerable.
The cumulative vibration impact related to annoyance as well as the Project’s contribution to this
impact is considered to lggnificant and unavoidable with mitigation.

Building Damage

As discussed under Impact NOI-3, vibration-related damage impacts from Project construction
would be less than significant for offsite buildings and less than significant for onsite buildings
(Pier 48) with implementation dlitigation Measure M-NOI-3.2 (Pile-Driving Vibration

Control Measures — Damage)identified above under Impact NOI-3. Although construction
activities in the area could combine (especially if pile driving were to occur close by) and result
in cumulative vibration effects (and possibly associated vibration-related building damage), the
Project’s contribution to this cumulative impact would be reduced to less than significant with
implementation oMitigation Measure M-NOI-3.2, because it would require monitoring to
ensure that vibration at potentially affected onsite buildings (Pier 48) would be limited to levels
that have been recommended by an expert building evaluation team, such that building damage
would not be expected to occur.
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Impact C-NOI-3: Operation of the Project, in combination with other past, present, and
reasonable future projects in the city, would result in the exposure of persons to noise in
excess of the applicable local standards or a substantial permanent ambient noise level
increase in the project vicinity. (DEIR pages 4.F-66 to 4.F-68, 6-61, C&R page 4-12)

Stationary Noise

Considering the proximity of Blocks 3E, 4E, 7E, 7W, 9, and 9A to the Project site, noise in the
area would be expected to increase overall from Project development as well as cumulative
development in the area. Operation of the Project, along with other development projects, could
result in a significant cumulative impact. However, through implementatibvhtigfation

Measure M-NOI-2.2 (Stationary Equipment Noise Controls) identified above under Impact
NOI-2, as well as compliance with the Noise Ordinance and Title 24, the Project would be
required to incorporate noise attenuation features, such as enclosures or barriers around HVAC
equipment and emergency generators (and other noise-generating mechanical equipment), to
reduce noise to allowable levels. Therefore, the Project’s contribution would not be cumulatively
considerable. This impact is considered less than significant.

Traffic Noise

The Project would make a cumulatively considerable contribution to the cumulative substantial
permanent increase in noise along one roadway segment, Mission Rock Street between Terry A.
Francois Boulevard and Third Street. Although potential mitigation measures, such as the use of
sound walls, were considered to reduce the Project’s cumulatively considerable contribution to
the cumulative substantial permanent increase in noise along one roadway segment, it was
determined that they would not be feasible in this dense urban area, with residential buildings
located close to roadways.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2.3 (Transportation Demand Management) identified below

under Impact AQ-2, which requires preparation of a transportation demand management plan
with a goal of reducing the number of one-way vehicle trips by 20 percent, could reduce the
amount of traffic on roadway segments that would experience a significant traffic noise increase,
but it would be speculative to quantify the precise number of vehicle trips (and hence vehicle-
related noise) eliminated along any given segment. Therefore, the cumulative traffic noise impact
and the Project’s contribution to this impact wouldslgmificant and unavoidable with

mitigation.

Air Quality

Impact AQ-1: Construction of the Project would generate fugitive dust and criteria air
pollutants, which for criteria air pollutants but not fugitive dust, would violate an air

quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation,

or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants(DEIR pages
4.G-43 to 4.G-55, 6-8 to 6-9, 6-39 to 6-41, 6-62 to 6-64, 6-76 to 6-78, C&R pages 3-52 to 3-57,
3-60 to 3-61, 4-4 to 4-6, 4-13 to 4-15)
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Fugitive Dust

Project-related demolition, excavation, grading, and other construction activities may cause
wind-blown dust, which could contribute particulate matter to the local atmosphere. The
Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires all site preparation work, demolition, or other
construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or expose or
disturb more than 10 cubic yards, or 500 square feet, of soil to comply with specified dust
control measures. Compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth by the Construction
Dust Control Ordinance would ensure that potential dust-related air quality impacts would be
reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Criteria Air Pollutants

Construction-related reactive organic gas ("ROG") emissions are anticipated to exceed the ROG
threshold of 54 pounds per day in 2019 by approximately 11.6 pounds. Construction-related
emissions of nitrogen oxides ("NQ emissions are anticipated to exceed NOX threshold of 54
pounds per day from 2018 to 2021 by 15 to 102 pounds. ROG and NOx thresholds would be
exceeded during these years because that is when the majority of Project construction activities
would occur and when the greatest number of construction phases would overlap.

The following mitigation measures, would require engines on certain types of construction
equipment to meet higher emissions standards, would require 90 percent of all architectural
coatings to have a maximum of 10 grams of VOC per liter, and would require the project sponsor
to pay an offset mitigation fee for remaining NOx emissions in excess of Bay Area Air Quality
Management District ("BAAQMD") thresholds, as more fully described in the Final EIR.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.1: Off-Road Construction Equipment Emissions Minimization

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.2: On-Road Material Delivery and Haul Truck Construction
Emissions Minimization

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.3: Low-VOC Architectural Coatings

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.4: Best Available Control Technology for In-Water Construction
Equipment

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.5: Emissions Offsets for Construction and Operational Ozone
Precursor Emissions

With implementation oMitigation Measures M-AQ-1.1 throughM-AQ-1.4, construction-

related ROG emissions would be reduced below the BAAQMD's thresholds of significance.
NOX emissions would remain in excess of the BAAQMD's thresholds of significance from 2018
to 2020, but 2021 emissions would be reduced below the threshold of significance. Because
construction-related emissions of NOx from 2018 — 2020 would remain significant even after
implementation oMitigation Measures M-AQ-1.1 throughM-AQ-1.4, Mitigation Measure
M-AQ-1.5 is identified to reduce residual NOx emissiavigtigation Measure M-AQ-1.5
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would require the project sponsor to pay an offset mitigation fee for the Project's NOx and ROG
emissions in excess of the BAAQMD thresholds, which would fund offsite emissions reduction
projects in an amount that would be adequate to mitigate residual NOx construction-related
pollutant emissions.

Implementation of the emissions reduction project to be funded by the offset fees could be
conducted by BAAQMD; this would be outside the jurisdiction and control of the City and

would not be fully within the control of the project spondéitigation Measure M-AQ-1.5

also allows the project sponsor to directly fund or implement an offset project; however, no such
project has yet been identified. Therefore, the residual impact of construction emissions of
criteria air pollutants (NOx from 2018 — 2020) is conservatively considgggedicant and
unavoidable with mitigation.

Construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions impacts of Variant 1 (District Energy/Bay-
Source Energy Capture), Variant 2 (Entertainment Venue), Variant 3 (Reconfigured Parking),
and Variant 4 (Hotel Use), also would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with
implementation oMitigation Measures M-AQ-1.1 throughM-AQ-1.4, similar to the Project.
Similar to the Projectitigation Measure M-AQ-1.5 to offset emissions exceeding the
BAAQMD significance thresholds would be required under all four variants, although the
amount of emissions offset throulyhtigation Measure M-AQ-1.5 would be adjusted to the
emissions calculated for any variants implemented. The residual impact of construction
emissions of NOx are conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation for
Variants 1 through 4, for the same reason as for the Project.

Impact AQ-2: During Project operations, the Project would result in emissions of criteria

air pollutants at levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing

or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in
criteria air pollutants. (DEIR pages 4.G-56 to 4.G-67, 6-42 to 6-44, 6-65 to 6-67, 6-76 to 6-78,
C&R pages 3-52 to 3-61, 4-3, 4-6, 4-15 to 4-16)

Project operational emissions would be below thresholds of significance for PM10 and PM2.5
and above the threshold of significance for ROG from 2021 to 2023 and each year thereafter and
for NOx from 2023 and each year thereafter (for High Commercial Assumption only). At full
buildout in 2024, operational emissions of ROG would be 64 to 66 pounds per day over the
threshold. At full buildout in 2024, operational emissions of NOx would be 2 to 4 pounds per

day over the threshold.

The following mitigation measures would require use of recent-year diesel emergency
generators, would require the project sponsor to educate residential tenants and encourage
commercial tenants to purchase products that are safer and better for the environment, and would
require a Transportation Demand Management Plan with a goal of reducing estimated one-way
vehicle trips by 20 percent and mobile-source ROG and NOx emissions by 20 percent, as more
fully described in the Final EIR.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2.1: Best Available Control Technology for Operational Diesel
Generators
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Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2.2: Reactive Organic Gases Emissions Reduction Measures
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2.3: Transportation Demand Management

With implementation oMitigation Measures M-AQ-1.3 (Low VOC Architectural Coatings),
identified above under Impact AQ-W-AQ-2.1, M-AQ-2.2, andM-AQ-2.3, operational ROG
emissions would remain in excess of the BAAQMD's thresholds of significance from 2021 to
full buildout and in each operational year thereatfter for the life of the Project. Because
operational emissions of ROG would remain significant, even after implementation of
Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1.3, M-AQ-2.1, M-AQ-2.2, andM-AQ-2.3, Mitigation Measure
M-AQ-1.5 is identified above under Impact AQ-1 to reduce residual ROG emisBiditation
Measure M-AQ-1.5would require the project sponsor to pay an offset mitigation fee for the
Project's ROG and NOx emissions in excess of the BAAQMD thresholds, which would fund
offsite emissions reduction projects in an amount that would be adequate to mitigate residual
ROG operational pollutant emissions.

Implementation of the emissions reduction project to be funded by the offset fees could be
conducted by the BAAQMD:; this would be outside the jurisdiction and control of the City and
would not be fully within the control of the project spondéitigation Measure M-AQ-1.5

also allows the project sponsor to directly fund or implement an offset project; however, no such
project has yet been identified. Therefore, the residual impact of operational criteria air pollutant
emissions is conservatively considesgghificant and unavoidable with mitigation.

Operational criteria air pollutant emission impacts of Variant 1 (District Energy/Bay-Source
Energy Capture), Variant 2 (Entertainment Venue), Variant 3 (Reconfigured Parking), and
Variant 4 (Hotel Use), also would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with
implementation oMitigation Measures M-AQ-1.3, M-AQ-2.1, M-AQ-2.2, andM-AQ-2.3,

similar to the Project. Similar to the Projelelitigation Measure M-AQ-1.5 to offset emissions
exceeding the BAAQMD significance thresholds would be required under all four variants,
although the amount of emissions offset throlfitigation Measure M-AQ-1.5 would be

adjusted to the emissions calculated for any variants implemented. The residual impact of
operational emissions of ROG are conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with
mitigation for Variants 1 through 4, for the same reason as for the Project.

Impact AQ-3: During combined Project construction and operations, the Project would
result in emissions of criteria air pollutants at levels that would violate an air quality
standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants(DEIR pages 4.G-67 to 4.G-
73, 6-12 to 6-15, 6-45to 6-48, 6-68 to 6-71, C&R pages 3-52 to 3-61, 4-_ )

Estimated mitigated construction emissions with the implementatibfitigiation Measures
M-AQ-1.1 throughM-AQ-1.4, identified above under Impact AQ-1, combined with estimated
mitigated operational emissions with the implementatioditiation Measure M-AQ-2.1, M-
AQ-2.2, andM-AQ-2.3, identified above under Impact AQ-2 (i.e., mitigated project construction
plus operational emissions) would be above the BAAQMD'’s threshold of significance for ROG
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from 2020 to 2024 and NOx from 2018 to 2022, depending on the operational land use
assumption.

Because construction plus operational emissions of ROG and NOx would remain significant
even after implementation Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1.1 throughM-AQ-1.4 andM-AQ-

2.1 throughM-AQ-2.3, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.5 is identified above under Impact AQ-1

to reduce residual ROG and NOx emissions. Pursuaviitigation Measures M-AQ-1.5, the

project sponsor would be required to pay offset mitigation fees for ROG and NOx emissions in
excess of the BAAQMD thresholds in an amount that would be adequate to mitigate residual
ROG plus NOx emissions from both construction and operation combined. Under compliance
with these mitigation measures, it is estimated that the remaining operational plus construction
emissions offset required would be a maximum of 10.5 tons per year of ROG plus NOx (for year
2023).

Implementation of the emissions reduction project to be funded by the offset fees could be
conducted by the BAAQMD:; this would be is outside the jurisdiction and control of the City and
would not be fully within the control of the project spondéitigation Measure M-AQ-1.5

also allows the project sponsor to directly fund or implement an offset project; however, no such
project has yet been identified. Therefore, the residual impact of construction plus operational
criteria air pollutant emissions is conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with
mitigation.

Combined construction and operational criteria air pollutant emission impacts of Variant 1
(District Energy/Bay-Source Energy Capture), Variant 2 (Entertainment Venue), Variant 3
(Reconfigured Parking), and Variant 4 (Hotel Use), also would be significant and unavoidable
with mitigation, even with implementation bfitigation Measures M-AQ-1.1 throughM-AQ-

1.4 andV-AQ-2.1 throughM-AQ-2.3, similar to the Project. Similar to the Projelditigation
Measure M-AQ-1.5to offset emissions exceeding the BAAQMD significance thresholds would
be required under all four variants, although the amount of emissions offset tMibiggiiion
Measure M-AQ-1.5would be adjusted to the emissions calculated for any variants
implemented. The residual impact of combined construction and operational emissions of ROG
and NOx are conservatively considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation for Variants
1 through 4, for the same reason as for the Project.

Impact C-AQ-1: The Project’s construction and operation, in combination with other past,
present, and reasonable future projects, would contribute to cumulative regional air
quality impacts. (DEIR pages 4.G-86, 6-62 to 6-71. C&R pages 3-52 to 3-57, 3-60 to 3-61)

Because the Project’s construction NOx emissions, operational ROG emissions, and combined
construction and operational NOx and ROG emissions would exceed the project-level thresholds
for criteria air pollutants after mitigation, the Project would result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to regional air quality impacts. Pursuariitogation Measure M-AQ-1.5,

identified above under Impact AQ-1, the project sponsor would be required to fund an offsite
mitigation project or pay offset mitigation fees for ROG and NOx emissions in excess of the
BAAQMD thresholds. The fee would fund offsite emissions reduction projects in an amount that
would be adequate with respect to mitigating residual combined ROG plus NOx emissions from
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both construction and operation combined. Implementation of the emissions reduction project
could be conducted by the BAAQMD; this would be outside the jurisdiction and control of the
City and would not be fully within the control of the project sponsbtigation Measure M-

AQ-1.5 also allows the project sponsor to directly fund or implement an offset project; however,
no such project has yet been identified. Therefore, the residual impact of construction and
operational emissions of criteria air pollutants is conservatively considigraticant and
unavoidable with mitigation.

Wind and Shadow

Impact WS-1: The Project would alter wind in a manner that would substantially affect
public areas.(DEIR pages 4.1-6 to 4.1-24, 6-55 to 56, C&R pages 4-6, 4-16)

The Wind Study modeled and analyzed seven different modeling configurations for the Project.
Overall, the configurations that include landscaping would result in a net reduction in the number
of hazard criterion exceedance locations but introduce new wind hazard locations. This net
reduction in the number of wind hazard locations with the inclusion of landscaping indicates that
impacts related to the hazard criterion would be less than significant when evaluating impacts on
the site-wide level. However, there may be temporary periods of time in which site-wide
conditions as reflected in Configuration G (additional existing offsite landscaping in conjunction
with increased tower setbacks and proposed onsite landscaping) are not met for several reasons.
Landscaping is not necessarily permanent, requires maintenance, and takes time to reach a level
of maturity that can be effective at mitigating wind speeds. Landscaping that is not installed at

full maturity would not be as effective in baffling wind by the time the Project would be built out
as assumed in the analysis. In addition, despite maintenance commitments, there could be
occasions when trees die or need replacement, thereby temporarily worsening wind conditions
until new landscaping is planted and reaches full maturity.

In addition, the fully built-out Project with mature landscaping was modeled in the Wind Study.
However, it is possible that wind conditions during the approximate 6-year buildout period could
be worse than the conditions reported in this analysis as certain blocks are constructed while
others remain vacant. It is also possible that an economic slowdown or other factors cause a
long-term halt to construction; if conditions exist at that time that are worse than conditions
assumed in the analysis, those conditions could exist for an even longer period of time than that
anticipated in the phasing schedule.

Mitigation Measure M-WS-1: Assessment and Mitigation of Wind Hazards on a Building-by-
Building Basis

This mitigation measure would reduce wind hazard impacts by requiring an assessment of the
effectiveness of the wind reduction measures as each building is proposed, thereby providing the
most effective combination of wind reduction measures as each building is added to the Project
site, as more fully described in the Final EIR.

Even with implementation d¥litigation Measure M-WS-1, the effectiveness of the mitigation
is still uncertain because landscaping is considered an “impermanent” feature, meaning it may be
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subject to change over time or through the seasons and thus is not effective at all times. In
addition, the model assumed full buildout, but periods of time may occur before full buildout
when wind conditions may worsen temporarily while some blocks are constructed and others
remain vacant. Thus, impacts related to wind hazards are considered significant and
unavoidable with mitigation.

Impact C-WS-1: The Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would alter wind in a manner that would substantially affect
public areas.(DEIR pages 4.1-25 to 4.1-24 to 4.1-30, 6-55 to 56, C&R page 4-17)

The Wind Study modeled and analyzed two modeling configurations for the analysis of
cumulative wind impacts. On balance, under the Project plus cumulative buildings with
increased setbacks on Project buildings, proposed onsite landscaping, and additional existing
offsite landscaping configuration, the wind hazard exceedances on the Project site would be
improved overall compared to the existing, existing plus Project with buildings only, and Project
plus cumulative with buildings only configurations. The modeling configuration with increased
setbacks on Project buildings, proposed onsite landscaping, and additional existing offsite
landscaping shows a decrease in wind hazard exceedance locations and wind speeds, impacts
would be considered less than significant, despite the creation of three new wind hazard
locations. However, because of the uncertainty regarding the permanence of the proposed onsite
and existing offsite landscaping, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-WS-1
identified above under Impact WS-1, which would assess the effectiveness of wind measures on
a building-by-building basis, cumulative impacts are conservatively consisigreficant and
unavoidable with mitigation.

V.
EVALUATION OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

This Section describes the reasons for approving the Project and the reasons for rejecting the
alternatives as infeasible. CEQA requires that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives
to the proposed project or the project location that substantially reduce or avoid significant
impacts of the proposed project. CEQA requires that every EIR also evaluate a “No Project”
alternative. Alternatives provide the decision maker with a basis of comparison to the proposed
project in terms of their significant impacts and their ability to meet project objectives. This
comparative analysis is used to consider reasonable, potentially feasible options for minimizing
environmental consequences of the proposed project.

A. Alternatives Considered, Rejected and Reasons for Rejection

The Alternatives set forth in the Final EIR and listed below are hereby rejected as infeasible
based upon substantial evidence in the record, including evidence of economic, legal, social,
technological, and other considerations described in this Section, in addition to those described
in Section VI below, which are hereby incorporated by reference, that make these alternatives
infeasible. These determinations are made with the awareness that CEQA defines “feasibility” to
mean “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time,
taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.” (CEQA
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Guidelines 8 15364.) Under CEQA case law, the concept of “feasibility” encompasses (i) the
guestion of whether a particular alternative promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a
project; and (ii) the question of whether an alternative is “desirable” from a policy standpoint to
the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic,
environmental, social, legal, and technological factors.

1. Alternative A: No Project Alternative . (DEIR pages 7-4, 7-7 to 7-13, C&R pages 3-88,
4-26, 4-28, 4-31)

Consistent with Section 15126.6(e)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, under the CEQA-required No
Project Alternative (Alternative A), the Project site would remain in its current condition, mainly
a paved surface parking lot, with the Pier 48 structure used for indoor parking and storage and
warehouse uses, and no new development or redevelopment of existing uses would occur.
Seawall Lot 337 would continue to operate as a surface parking lot for up to 2,170 spaces and an
area for pop-up event space and retail. It would not be developed with a mix of residential,
commercial, active/retail, and parking/loading uses. Parcel P20 would continue to function as a
surface parking lot and would not be incorporated into Seawall Lot 337. No physical or
operational changes would be made to the existing sheds, aprons, or the valley on Pier 48;
seismic upgrades to the pier structure would not be implemented. China Basin Park would
remain in its existing condition, and no additional open space would be developed onsite. No
changes would be made to the circulation system that serves the Project site.

The existing development controls on the Project site would continue to govern site development
and would not be changed by Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments, and there would be
no changes related to a Special Use District (SUD) or the Development Controls and Design
Guidelines (Design Controls). The Project site would remain under the existing density and
height and bulk standards, as defined by the applicable Mission Bay Open Space (MB-OS),
Open Space (0OS), and Heavy Industrial Use (M-2) Districts as well as the Mission Rock Height
and Bulk District.

The No Project Alternative would reduce the impacts of the Project because no new development
would occur. The significant and unavoidable transportation and circulation, noise, air quality,

and wind impacts of the Project would not occur. However, changes to the circulation system
within the site that would occur as part of the Project and could result in beneficial impacts to the
pedestrian and bicycle environment, such as the connection of the Project site with the Blue
Greenway system, would also not occur under the No Project Alternative.

The No Project Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible because, although it would eliminate
the significant and unavoidable transportation and circulation, noise, air quality, and wind
impacts of the Project, it would fail to meet most of the basic objectives of the Project. Because
the physical environment of the project site would be unchanged, the No Project Alternative
would achieve only one of the project sponsor’s objectives for the Project - addressing the
ongoing need to serve AT&T Park patrons - because the existing parking for AT&T Park events
on Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 would continue unchanged. It would not serve the public
because it would not create a new waterfront neighborhood to serve Mission Bay and the Central
Waterfront; promote diverse public use and access to San Francisco Bay (Bay) by creating lively
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streets and new and expanded parks; preserve and rehabilitate Pier 48; provide a mix of
residential unit types, sizes, and levels of affordability to serve a diverse pool of potential
residents; add to the job-producing capacity of this site; implement design strategies to address
sea level rise; and generate substantial incremental revenue to the Port for waterfront needs.

For these reasons, the Commission rejects the No Project Alternative as infeasible because it
would not meet the basic objectives of the Project.

2. Alternative B: Reduced Intensity Alternative. (DEIR pages 7-5to 7-7, 7-13 to 7-74, 7-
125 to 7-130, C&R pages 3-88, 4-26, 4-29, 4-31 to 4-33)

The Reduced Intensity Alternative was selected for analysis because of its potential to reduce the
Project's significant and unavoidable wind impacts as well as some transit delay and air quality
impacts.

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in approximately 2.46 million gsf of building

area on Seawall Lot 337, resulting in 240,000 to 340,000 gsf less building area at Seawall Lot
337 compared with the Project (depending on land use assumption). Building heights adjacent to
China Basin Park (Blocks A and G) would be reduced from 240 feet and 190 feet, respectively,
under the Project to 90 feet under the Reduced Intensity Alternative. The Reduced Intensity
Alternative would result in approximately 1.2 million gsf of residential uses (estimated at
approximately 1,235 housing units), which equates to an increase of 100,000 gsf compared to the
Project’s High Commercial Assumption and a decrease of 400,000 gsf compared to the Project’s
High Residential Assumption. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in approximately
966,000 gsf of commercial uses, which would result in a decrease of 433,900 gsf and 6,100 gsf
of commercial uses for Alternative B, compared to the Project’s High Commercial and Project’s
High Residential Assumptions, respectively. The Reduced Density Alternative would include
263,200 gsf of active/retail/production uses, an increase of 18,000 to 24,000 gsf as compared to
the Project. Unlike the Project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not include flexible
parcels on Blocks H, I, and J. Block H, which would be commercial, would include a 90-foot
height, while Blocks | and J would be 120 feet and residential.

Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the 1.1-acre Mission Rock Square would not be
constructed, and 2,400 parking spaces would be provided, compared to 3,100 spaces under the
Project. The garage at Block D2 would be shifted to the west to accommodate relocation of the
240-foot high D1 tower to the corner of Mission Rock Street and Bridgeview Street under the
Reduced Intensity Alternative, rather than at the corner of Mission Rock Street and Third Street
as under the Project. All proposed changes to Pier 48 would remain as under the Project. Mission
Rock Square would be replaced by the 120-foot-tall building on Block K, which would be
relocated under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, and would have a larger building footprint (an
increase from 25,000 to 33,000 square feet) and building square footage (an increase from
135,000 to 175,000 gsf). However, China Basin Park would be larger (an increase from 4.4 acres
under the Project to 5 acres under this alternative), extending into the area where Block K would
be located under the Project. Additionally, 0.5 acre or more of publicly available open space
would be provided on rooftops of buildings on Block E and/or Block K, or a combination
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thereof, which would not be included under the Project. All other open space areas proposed
under the Project would remain the same under this alternative.

As explained in more detail below, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would reduce the Project's
significant and unavoidable impacts related to wind, transit delay, construction and operational
air quality emissions, and transit capacity, but would not reduce any of these impacts to less than
significant. The Reduced Intensity Alternative could reduce the overall duration of construction,
but on any given day construction noise levels would be the same as under the Project, so the
Reduced Intensity Alternative would have similar significant and unavoidable noise impacts as
under the Project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative also would further reduce the Project's less
than significant shadow impacts.

Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, buildings at Blocks A and G would each be 90 feet tall,
compared to 240 and 190 feet under the Project, respectively. This reduction in building heights,
and the open space at the northeast corner of the project site that would be created as a result of
the relocation of Block K from the northeast corner to the center of the project site, are expected
to reduce wind speeds that cause wind hazards. The Reduced Intensity Alternative, because of
the repositioning of the 240-foot Block D1 tower to the east side of Block D2 (from the west side
of Block D2 under the Project), is also expected to reduce wind speeds anticipated at certain
locations with the Project, i.e., surrounding the intersection at the southwest corner of the site
and areas near the Public Health and Safety Building. Therefore, compared to the Project, the
Reduced Intensity Alternative would reduce some of the impact of strong winds from the west.

The reduced building heights at Blocks A and G under this alternative could result in the
elimination of two wind hazard exceedance locations that would occur under the Project.
However, this alternative is not expected to eliminate or affect the remaining wind hazard
exceedance locations predicted within China Basin Park and along Third Street. Therefore,
although the Reduced Intensity Alternative is anticipated to provide an overall reduction in wind
hazard conditions, compared to the Project, it cannot be stated with certainty whether all of the
hazard exceedance locations would be eliminated. Mitigation Measure M-WS-1.1, as

required for the Project, would be implemented with the Reduced Intensity Alternative. Although
wind impacts under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would remain significant and unavoidable
with mitigation, they would be less than the wind impacts of the Project, particularly at the
southwest and northeast corners of the site, and at portions of China Basin Park.

Transit delay impacts related to vehicle queuing and pedestrian and safety impacts at the
unsignalized intersections of Fourth Street/Mission Rock Street and Fourth Street/Long Bridge
Street under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would remain significant and avoidable with
mitigation, similar to under the Project.

Compared to the Project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in somewhat lower
emissions of all criteria pollutants for both construction and operation. Thus, the Reduced
Intensity Alternative would reduce the Project's significant and unavoidable criteria air pollutant
emission impacts somewhat, but these impacts would remain significant and unavailable with
mitigation under the Reduced Intensity Alternative.
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Transit capacity utilization impacts under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be somewhat
less than under the Project during the a.m. peak hour, particularly compared to the Project's High
Commercial Assumption, and would be similar to those of the Project in the p.m. peak hour.
Thus, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would reduce the Project's significant and unavoidable
transit capacity impact somewhat, but the impact would remain significant and unavailable with
mitigation under the Reduced Intensity Alternative.

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in reduced development onsite and, therefore,
could result in shorter construction periods. However, noise levels during at a given time would
be similar to the levels expected under the Project. Thus, similar to the Project, construction
noise impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Operational noise impacts
would be similar under the Reduced Intensity Alternative as under the Project and, therefore, the
Reduced Intensity Alternative would have similar significant and unavoidable impacts related to
traffic noise and outdoor use areas as the Project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would
require a similar number of piles as the Project and, therefore, annoyance impacts related to pile-
driving would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to the Project.

Shadow impacts on the expanded China Basin Park, all affected portions of Mission Creek Park,
the China Basin Building Promenade, and the southern portion of AT&T Park Plaza would be
reduced as a result of the reduced building heights on Blocks A and G under the Reduced
Intensity Alternative, compared to the Project. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the
repositioning of the Block D1 tower would move the shadow cast around, but would not result in
additional shadow. Therefore, shadow impacts under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would
remain less than significant, and would be reduced even further than the less-than-significant
shadow impacts of the Project.

The Reduced Intensity Alternative is rejected as infeasible because, although it would eliminate
two wind hazard locations contributing to the Project's significant and unavoidable wind impacts,
would somewhat reduce the significant and unavoidable transit delay, criteria air pollutant
emission impacts, and transit capacity impacts identified for the Project, and would further
reduce the Project’s less than significant shadow impacts, it would not reduce any of the Project's
significant and unavoidable impacts to a less-than-significant level, and because it would not
meet several of the project objectives.

1. The elimination of the centrally located Mission Rock Square and reduction of square
footage would diminish the ability of the project to create a new waterfront neighborhood to

serve Mission Bay and the Central Waterfront, inviting diverse public use and access to the bay
and creating lively streets and parks. This is because the Project would no longer have a centrally
located open space designed to have buildings open onto it so that it would be surrounded and
activated by active/retail/production uses on the lower floors of development blocks, because the
new waterfront neighborhood would be reduced in size, and because the site plan would not
promote pedestrian connections to the waterfront to the same extent as the proposed site plan that
includes Mission Rock Square.

2. It would not provide the same degree of density and intensity of development and thus
would diminish the ability of programmatic uses to achieve a vibrant all-day, all-season

65



destination, due to the reduction of 240,000 to 340,000 gsf of building area on Seawall Lot 337,
as compared to the Project.

3. The reduction in development would reduce the ability of the project to meet the financial
requirements of site preparation and the construction of affordable housing, streets, sidewalks,
plazas, parks, sewers, water systems, and other utility and infrastructure systems.

4. The elimination of the centrally located Mission Rock Square would reduce the amount

of parks and open spaces and a key component of the planned open space, thus reducing the
ability of the project to provide parks and open space in a manner that complements and adds
variety to the adjacent Mission Bay neighborhood, with multiple spaces that are usable and
welcoming in all seasons, including maximizing the number of buildings fronting on open spaces
or parks by developing the project around waterfront parks and a central open space square.
Mission Rock Square would accommodate assembly and special-event uses, help connect other
open space areas by facilitating a network of pedestrian-oriented streets, and provide open space
surrounded by interactive ground-floor spaces that maximize circulation between active/retall
ground-floor uses and exterior spaces. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would not achieve
these objectives to the same degree as the Project.

5. The elimination of Mission Rock Square and reduction of development square footage
under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would reduce the provision of amenities including
parks, open spaces, recreation and entertainment opportunities, and a variety of retail and
restaurant uses as well as a neighborhood focal point.

6. The changes to the site plan that would eliminate Mission Rock Square, relocate Block K
to the center of Seawall Lot 337, and enlarge the footprint of Block K under the Reduced
Intensity Alternative would not achieve the objective of developing buildings and a pattern of
blocks that add variety to the adjacent Mission Bay neighborhood to the same extent as the
Project.

7. The reduction of development square footage under the Reduced Intensity Alternative
would not achieve the objectives to offer a mix of residential unit types, sizes and levels of
affordability to serve a diverse pool of potential residents; add to the job-producing capacity of
this site; and generate substantial incremental revenue for the Port for waterfront needs; and
develop a mixed-use project on Seawall Lot 337, to the same extent as the Project.

8. The reduction of development square footage and elimination of the centrally located
Mission Rock Square surrounded by lower floor active/retail/production uses under the Reduced
Intensity Alternative would not achieve the objective of including sufficient residential density

and commercial, parking, retail, open space, and related programmatic uses that will attract a
diverse mix of workers, visitors, and residents and create a vibrant place that is active throughout
the day, in the evenings, and on weekends, to the same extent as the Project.

For all of the above reasons, the Reduced Intensity Alternative is rejected. Although it would

reduce some of the significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the Project, it would not
eliminate or reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level and it would not meet several of
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the project objectives or desirable City outcomes to the same extent as under the Project. It is,
therefore, rejected as infeasible.

3. Alternative C: No Change to Pier 48 Alternative (DEIR pages 7-5to 7-7, 7-75to 7-
130, C&R pages 3-88, 4-26, 4-30, 4-33 to 4-34)

The No Change to Pier 48 Alternative was selected because of its potential to reduce noise and
biological resource impacts associated with in-water construction or pile driving, traffic, loading,
and pedestrian/bicycle conflicts at Pier 48, and also transit impacts and air quality and
greenhouse gas emission impacts.

Under the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative, no new development or redevelopment would occur
on Pier 48, and Pier 48 would remain in its existing condition. The existing sheds would not be
rehabilitated, and no new uses or tenants would be introduced. The sheds would continue to be
used on an interim basis for storage, exhibits, and event and AT&T Park parking. No repairs
would be made to the northern, eastern, or southern aprons. The existing maritime uses along the
aprons would continue to operate, although the aprons would be rezoned for open space use.
Seismic upgrades to the Pier 48 structure would not be implemented; therefore, no in-water
construction activities would occur. The pedestrian circulation network would not extend

through Pier 48 as it would under the Project. Development on the remaining portions of the
Project site under this alternative would occur as under the Project.

As explained in more detail below, the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative could result in shorter
construction periods, but would result in similar significant and unavoidable with mitigation
impacts related to construction noise and annoyance from ground-borne vibration from pile-
driving to the Project. The No Change to Pier 48 Alternative would have no impacts on
biological resources from in-water construction or pile-driving, compared to the Project, which
would have less than significant impacts with mitigation. VMT impacts under the No Change to
Pier 48 Alternative would be less than significant, and slightly less than the Project's less than
significant impact. Impacts related to queuing at the Block D2 garage's easternmost driveway
under the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative would be similar or slightly reduced compared to the
Project, and as under the Project would be less than significant with mitigation. Loading impacts
and impacts on pedestrians and bicycles generated by trips to the Block D2 parking garage under
the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation, similar to
the Project. The Project's bicycle safety impact at the bicycle-truck interface at Pier 48, which
would be less than significant with mitigation, would be eliminated under the No Change at Pier
48 Alternative. Transit capacity, transit delay, and construction and operational air quality
pollutant emission impacts under the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative would remain significant
and unavoidable with mitigation, although slightly or somewhat reduced in comparison to the
Project. Greenhouse gas emissions under the No Change to Pier Alternative would be less than
significant and slightly reduced compared to the Project's less than significant greenhouse gas
emissions impact. The No Change to Pier 48 Alternative would result in no aesthetic or historic
resource impact to Pier 48, compared to the less than significant impacts under the Project.

The No Change to Pier 48 Alternative would result in less construction activity, and less overall
noise, than the Project, because Pier 48 would not be altered from its existing state and no in-
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water pile-driving would occur. This could result in shorter construction periods; however, noise
levels at a given time during construction under this alternative would be similar to the levels
expected under the Project. Thus, as under the Project, construction noise impacts would be
significant and unavoidable with mitigation. The No Change to Pier 48 would require a similar
number of piles as the Project within the Seawall Lot 337 building footprint, which is closer to
nearby sensitive receptors than Pier 48, and, therefore, annoyance impacts related to pile-driving
would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to the Project.

Since no underwater construction activities associated with seismic upgrades at Pier 48 would
occur under the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative, this alternative would have no potential to
generate underwater noise and vibration from pile driving. Therefore, the No Change to Pier 48
Alternative would result in no impacts on fish and marine mammal species resulting from
underwater construction activities, unlike the Project, which would have less than significant
impacts with mitigation. Because no construction would occur for the rehabilitation of Pier 48
and the aprons, the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative would have less potential than the Project
to contribute contaminants to or increase the turbidity of the Bay, potentially affecting fish.
Impacts on water quality during construction would be less than significant, similar to the
Project, but to a lesser extent because there would be less in-water construction at Pier 48. The
No Change to Pier 48 Alternative would result in no impacts on habitat for special-status species
as a result of Pier 48 seismic upgrades, compared to the less-than-significant impacts under the
Project. Because Pier 48 would not be rehabilitated under the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative,
potential nesting birds within this structure would not be affected, unlike the Project, under
which impacts to nesting birds within this structure would be less than-significant with
mitigation. However, as with the Project, if construction of the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative
were to occur during the nesting season (February 1 to August 31), then the removal of shrubs
and trees could result in the direct mortality of adult or young birds, destruction of active nests,
and/or disturbance of nesting adults. Under the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative,
implementation oMitigation Measure M-BI-5, as required for the Project, would reduce

impacts on protected nesting migratory bird species to less than significant.

The No Change to Pier 48 Alternative would generate slightly less daily VMT than under the
Project. As with the Project, the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative would not cause significant
additional VMT or substantially induce automobile travel. Therefore VMT impacts would be
less than significant under the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative, and slightly less than the
Project's less than significant impact.

The No Change to Pier 48 Alternative would result in similar or slightly smaller queues at the
Block D2 parking garage as the High Commercial Assumption of the Project, as it would
generate slightly fewer daily and peak hour vehicle trips. Westbound vehicles on Long Bridge
Street waiting to turn left into the easternmost garage driveway would queue into the Long
Bridge Street/Bridgeview Street intersection and impede the flow of pedestrian, bicycle and
vehicle traffic. As under the Project, with implementatioMdafgation Measure M-TR-3, this
traffic hazard impact would be reduced to less than significant.

Because it would not include reuse of Pier 48 for an industrial use, the No Change to Pier 48
Alternative would have lower peak loading demands compared to the High Commercial
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Assumption for the Project and the same peak loading demands compared to the High
Residential Assumption, which would not be fully accommodated by the proposed loading
supply. As under the Projeditigation Measures M-TR-11.1andM-TR-11.2 would resolve

the loading shortfall and the loading impacts of the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative would be
less than significant with mitigation.

The No Change to Pier 48 Alternative would produce slightly fewer bicycle and pedestrian trips
during the a.m. peak hour and somewhat fewer during the p.m. peak hour, compared to the
Project. As with the Project, the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative would cause pedestrian and
bicycle hazards due to queues at the Block D2 parking garage driveways. With implementation
of Mitigation Measures M-TR-3 andM-TR-6, vehicle impacts on pedestrians and bicycles
generated by trips to the Block D2 parking garage under the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative
would be reduced to less than significant, as under the Project.

The No Change to Pier 48 Alternative would have similar significant pedestrian safety impacts
as the Project at the unsignalized intersections of Fourth Street/Mission Rock Street and Fourth
Street/Long Bridge Street, and implementatioMdfgation Measure M-TR-9 would reduce

these impacts to less than significant, as under the Project. However, implementation of the
signalization improvements undglitigation Measure M-TR-9 is considered somewhat

uncertain, because they will require SFMTA Board approval. Thus, because of this uncertainty,
the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative’s pedestrian safety impacts at these intersections would
continue to be considered significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to the Project.

Since there would be no reuse of Pier 48 with an industrial use under the No Change to Pier 48
Alternative, unlike under the Project, there would be no significant bicycle impact at the bicycle-
truck interface at Pier 48. Implementationitigation Measure M-TR-10, which provides for
active management of the Pier 48 driveway crossing and the provision of flaggers whenever a
truck has to back into the valley of Pier 48 across the Blue Greenway, would not be required
under the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative. The impact of No Change to Pier 48 Alternative on
bicycle safety would be less than significant, and less than the Project's impact, which would be
less than significant with mitigation.

Impacts on transit capacity utilization associated with the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative
would be slightly less or similar to those of the Project. The No Change to Pier 48 Alternative
would have similar significant transit capacity impacts as the Project and Mitigation Measures
M-TR-4.1, M-TR-4.2, andM-C-TR-4 would also apply to the No Change to Pier 48

Alternative. Implementing/itigation Measures M-TR-4.1, M-TR-4.2, andM-C-TR-4 would

allow Muni to maintain transit headways, and it would reduce the No Change to Pier 48
Alternative's impact to less than significant. However, because the method and total cost of
providing additional service and the SFMTA'’s ability to implement improvements is uncertain,
the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative transit capacity impacts would be significant and
unavoidable with mitigation, although slightly less than under the Project. Transit delay impacts
related to vehicle queuing and pedestrian and safety impacts at the unsignalized intersections of
Fourth Street/Mission Rock Street and Fourth Street/Long Bridge Street under the No Change to
Pier 48 Alternative would remain significant and avoidable with mitigation, similar to under the
Project.
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Compared to the Project, the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative would result in somewhat lower
emissions of all criteria pollutants for both construction and operation. Thus, the No Change to
Pier 48 Alternative would reduce the Project's significant and unavoidable criteria air pollutant
emission impacts somewhat, but these impacts would remain significant and unavailable with
mitigation under the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative.

Because the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative would not include new industrial/production,
office, retail, restaurant, or event-related operations at Pier 48, direct and indirect GHG
emissions associated with Pier 48 would not be emitted, and this alternative’s GHG emissions
would be reduced compared to the Project. Therefore, impacts related to GHG would be less
than significant and slightly reduced compared to the Project's less than significant GHG
impacts.

Unlike the Project, the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative would not result in any changes to Pier
48, which is a scenic resource because it is a contributing resource to The Embarcadero Historic
District. Therefore, the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative would result in no aesthetic impact on
this contributing scenic resource, compared to the less-than-significant impact under the Project.

Unlike the Project, the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative would not physically alter Pier 48,
which is a contributor to the National Register-listed Port of San Francisco Embarcadero Historic
District and individually eligible for listing in the National Register. Therefore, this alternative
would result in no impact on this historic resource, compared to the less-than-significant impacts
under the Project.

The No Change to Pier 48 Alternative is rejected as infeasible because, although it would
somewhat reduce the significant and unavoidable transit capacity, transit delay, and criteria air
pollutant emission impacts identified for the Project and would avoid or further reduce the
Project's biological resources impacts, bicycle safety impact at the Pier 48 bicycle-truck
interface, aesthetics impact related to scenic resources, historic resources impact, VMT impact,
traffic hazard impact, which would be less than significant with mitigation or less than

significant under the Project, it would not reduce any of the Project's significant and unavoidable
impacts to a less-than-significant level, and because it would not meet several of the project
objectives to the same extent as the Project.

1. The elimination of rehabilitation and reuse of Pier 48 would diminish the ability of the
project to create a new waterfront neighborhood to serve Mission Bay and the Central
Waterfront, inviting diverse public use and access to the bay and creating lively streets and
parks, because the diversity of uses at the project site and, particularly, along the waterfront,
would be reduced and the Pier 48 aprons would not be rehabilitated to provide additional public
access along and to the Bay.

2. The elimination of rehabilitation and reuse of Pier 48 would diminish the ability of the

project to set high standards for site-wide environmental sustainability and preparing for long-
term site resiliency, because the Pier 48 structure and aprons would not be seismically upgraded.
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3. The elimination of rehabilitation and reuse of Pier 48 would diminish the ability of the
project to develop and provide access for area residents and visitors to an inviting waterfront
promenade segment of the Bay Trail/Blue Greenway, while also preserving access from Terry
Francois Boulevard for industrial uses in Pier 48 and adjacent piers, because Pier 48 would not
be reused with an industrial use and the Pier 48 aprons would not be rehabilitated to provide
additional public access along and to the Bay.

4. The elimination of rehabilitation and reuse of Pier 48 would diminish the ability of the
project to provide amenities that include parks, open spaces, recreation and entertainment
opportunities, and a variety of retail and restaurant uses, because the open space uses along the
Pier 48 aprons would be eliminated and the recreation, entertainment, retail, and restaurant
opportunities and uses at Pier 48 would be eliminated.

5. The elimination of the rehabilitation and reuse of Pier 48 would diminish the ability of
the project to add to the job-producing capacity of this site, because the addition of jobs at the
industrial use at Pier 48 would not occur.

6. The elimination of rehabilitation and reuse of Pier 48 would diminish the ability of the
project to generate substantial incremental revenue for the Port for waterfront needs, because the
Port would not receive rent under the lease for the industrial use at Pier 48.

Because Pier 48 would not be rehabilitated and reused under the No Change to Pier 48
Alternative, this alternative would not meet any of the three Pier 48 project objectives: reuse and
rehabilitate Pier 48 with a mix of uses, such as industrial, commercial, visitor-oriented restaurant,
retail, tour, exhibit, meeting space, entertainment, parking, and recreational uses, while
preserving its historic fabric; provide opportunity for both maritime and public access on the
pier's aprons, to the extent feasible, in a manner that complements and enhances public use and
enjoyment of the proposed China Basin Park and is consistent with public trust requirements;
and comply with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties.

For these reasons, the No Change to Pier 48 Alternative is hereby rejected because, although it
would somewhat reduce some of the significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the
Project, and would avoid some impacts that would be less than significant with mitigation under
the Project, it would not eliminate or reduce to a less-than-significant level any of the Project's
significant and unavoidable impacts, and because it would not meet or would only partially meet
several of the basic project objectives and City policy objectives. It is, therefore, not a feasible
alternative.

VI.
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

Pursuant to Public Resources Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, it is hereby
found, after consideration of the Final EIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the
specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project as set
forth below independently and collectively outweighs the significant and unavoidable impacts
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and is an overriding consideration warranting approval of the Project. Any one of the reasons for
approval cited below is sufficient to justify approval of the Project. Thus, even if a court were to
conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, this determination is that
each individual reason is sufficient. The substantial evidence supporting the various benefits can
be found in the Final EIR and the preceding findings, which are incorporated by reference into
this Section, and in the documents found in the administrative record, as described in Section I.

On the basis of the above findings and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this
proceeding, it is specifically found that there are significant benefits of the Project in spite of the
unavoidable significant impacts. It is further found that, as part of the process of obtaining
Project approval, all significant effects on the environment from implementation of the Project
have been eliminated or substantially lessened where feasible. Any remaining significant effects
on the environment found to be unavoidable are found to be acceptable due to the following
specific overriding economic, technical, legal, social and other considerations:

The Project will transform an approximately 28 acre site, most of which is now used as a
surface parking lot, and which is not fully utilized most of the time (except for major events at
AT&T Park) to create a vibrant mixed-use community, woven into the fabric of the surrounding
Mission Bay and South Beach neighborhoods, without displacing any current residents or
businesses.

The Project will include development of approximately 1.1 to 1.6 million gsf of new
housing, nearly all of which are expected to be rental and at least 40% of which will be
inclusionary units affordable to low and moderate income households (from 45% to 150% of
Area Median Income). This commitment will exceed the percentage required under the City's
current Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program. Each vertical developer of commercial uses
within the Project site's development blocks will pay Mission Rock inclusionary housing fees
into an affordable housing fund administered by the Port and used to support the development of
inclusionary units.

The Project will create approximately 8 acres of major new and expanded parks,
pedestrian plazas and rehabilitated public piers and wharves. China Basin Park will be
significantly expanded into a regional waterfront park on China Basin, across from AT&T Park,
featuring a major waterfront promenade, large grassy open spaces for casual recreation and
special events, such as farmers' markets, youth play areas, gardens and picnic areas, shoreline
access for personal watercraft and multiple dining options with outdoor seating. Located at the
heart of the neighborhood and surrounded by shops and cafes, Mission Rock Square will serve as
the social hub for residents and visitors alike. Mission Rock Square will include a large, multi-
use lawn, sun deck, and café pavilion, and will be designed to host small-scale public events,
such as art shows and movie nights. The wharf between Piers 48 and 50 (Channel Wharf) will
become a public plaza with views of the Bay and working maritime uses. A services Community
Facilities District will be established to provide private financing for costs of long-term
management and maintenance of public spaces and certain portions of the public right-of-way.

The Project will provide pedestrian-oriented shoreline access and open spaces that will
serve as the northern entrance to the Blue Greenway, the planned network of open space and
pathways running from the proposed China Basin Park south along the waterfront for 13 miles to
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Candlestick Point. The Project will also feature pedestrian access on a refurbished apron
surrounding Pier 48, portions of which may be shared with maritime uses, and several additional
pedestrian-only plazas and linear open spaces that provide pedestrian connections through the
neighborhood.

The Project will include the rehabilitation of Pier 48 and its wharf in compliance with the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. The refurbished
pier is expected to become an industrial use, generating new manufacturing jobs in the City. Pier
48 may also include a restaurant, museum and public meeting space. The apron around Pier 48
will be refurbished and improved, providing public access around the pier with spectacular views
of San Francisco Bay and the Bay Bridge

The Project will provide pedestrian and bicycle oriented streets including shared streets
(the Shared Public Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), a dynamic range of space for shops,
restaurants, cafés, neighborhood-serving retail uses, and community spaces as well as
commercial/office and light industrial space. Space will be specifically zoned for light industrial,
production, fabrication, manufacturing, and studios for crafts people and artists. This mix of uses
will energize Mission Rock all day long, providing opportunities for small businesses and
thousands of jobs.

The plan for the Project, developed through a comprehensive, community-based planning
process, emphasizes views and passages through the site to the Bay and surrounding landmarks.
The small block sizes, tree-lined streets, and abundance of shops and restaurants will create a
pedestrian experience that is both walkable and inviting. Taller buildings will be shaped to
ensure ample sunlight to parks, and all buildings will be designed to frame comfortable, urban
streets. Buildings will step down as they approach the water, as building frontages along the west
side of the reconfigured Terry A. Francois Boulevard shall be no more than 40 feet in height,
similar to the height of neighboring Piers 48 and 50. Variety in the sizes and shapes of buildings
throughout the site will ensure a place that is visually interesting and continuously dynamic,
creating a neighborhood for all San Franciscans to enjoy.

The Project will provide convenient access to transportation options. The City's MUNI T-
Line, which will connect to the new Central Subway, stops adjacent to the Project site, and the
Caltrain station is a short walk away, providing convenient access to local and regional public
transportation. The Project will provide a comprehensive strategy to manage the transportation
demands created by the project by implementing a Transportation Demand Management Plan
intended to reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled by fostering
multiple modes of sustainable transportation, emphasizing pedestrian, bicycle, and public transit
options. A new parking structure will be developed to replace the existing surface parking and to
serve multiple users, including the new development and other nearby uses, including games and
other events at AT&T Park. All Project parking would be unbundled (i.e., people who live and
work at the Project site could choose whether or not to enter into separate, optional parking
leases).

The Project will implement a Sustainability Plan that provides leadership in long-term
sustainability planning and design. Multiple site approaches will be implemented to achieve
goals for integrated sustainable design, with the aim of creating a low carbon community.
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Strategies may include centralized energy, passive heating and cooling, recycled water sharing
system, photovoltaics and solar thermal, wind power, and reduction of vehicle miles traveled.
The Project would promote sustainability at the site, building, and user level by incorporating
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design ("LEED") strategies

The Project will implement resilient design strategies to respond to climate change and
resulting sea level rise. The Project Site will be elevated at the center and sloped down to
adjacent streets to accommodate projections of sea level rise through the year 2100. In addition,
the Project will use drought and saline tolerant species in landscape plantings throughout the
community. As the science of climate change and sea level rise continues to evolve, the Project
will also provide adaptive management and design strategies to address future forecasts.

The Project will provide increased revenue and other economic benefits to the Port. The
Project site is publicly owned, and the development of this under-utilized property will generate
significant revenues to the City and its Port, estimated at more than $1 billion over the life of the
Project, including increased rent payable to the Port, increased property, parking and sales taxes,
and development fees. The Project site will be divided into separate blocks, and each block or
building site will be separately leased for its fair market value, assuring maximum revenue to the
Port. Under state law, increased rent will be dedicated to the preservation of historic piers and
historic structures and for construction of waterfront plazas and open space. Development fees
will provide additional direct revenues to affordable housing, public transportation, public art,
and education. Infrastructure Financing District and Community Facilities District financing will
be utilized to capture increased property taxes generated by the Project to provide funding for the
construction, operation, and maintenance of project infrastructure and parks. Once the required
infrastructure has been fully funded, the increased property taxes generated by the Project will be
available to be used for important civic needs in other areas, such as affordable housing, public
transportation, and open space along the waterfront.

The Project will create thousands of temporary construction jobs and permanent jobs on
and off-site. Planning, design, and construction work for the Project will provide substantial
contracting opportunities for local contractors and professional service firms as well as many
businesses, employers, and organizations. A Jobs and Equal Opportunity Program will be
implemented to direct a portion of the jobs and contracting opportunities generated by the
Project, to the extent possible based on the type of work required and consistent with collective
bargaining agreements, to local, small, and economically disadvantaged companies and
individuals. The Project will implement a program to maximize job opportunities for local
residents consistent with San Francisco's Local Hiring Policy for Construction, including goals
for targeted disadvantaged workers and career ladders for workers through apprenticeship
programs, with a commitment to 30 percent local hire per trade.

The Project will directly result in the investment of over $150 million in improvements in
transportation and other infrastructure critical to serving the community and the surrounding
neighborhood, such as sewers, utilities, streets and sidewalks.

The Project site, and much of the San Francisco waterfront, was transferred to the City to
hold in trust for the benefit of the People of California pursuant to the Burton Act (Chapter 1333
of the Statutes of 1968, as amended). The City and State legislature have long recognized the
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importance of providing for development of the Mission Rock Site at a variety of different
heights to provide the substantial community benefits described above and to support the
purposes of the Burton Act. Specifically, the Project would implement the leasing and
development of the Project Site as described in California Senate Bill 815 ("SB 815"), adopted in
2007, as amended in 2016 by AB 2797, which require that increased revenues generated at the
Project site support the purposes of the Burton Act, especially the preservation of historic piers
and historic structures and construction of waterfront plazas and open space.

The Project would be consistent with and would further the purposes of Proposition D
(the Mission Rock Affordable Housing, Parks, Jobs and Historic Preservation Initiative), which
was approved by the City's voters on November 3, 2015, which adopted official City policies to
encourage the timely, phased development of the Project site in a manner consistent with the
Project, and which amended the height and bulk restrictions for the project site by establishing
the Mission Rock Height and Bulk District (Planning Code Section 291).

Having considered these benefits, including the benefits discussed in Section | above in “Project
Objectives”, which are incorporated by reference under this Section VI, the Commission finds
that the benefits of the Project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and that
the adverse environmental effects are therefore acceptable.
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Motion No.
October 5, 2017

CASE NO. 2013.0208E

Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project

ATTACHMENT A, EXHIBIT 1

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR

SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

Monitoring/Reporting

Implementation | Mitigation Responsibility (Public Monitoring
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule Agency) Schedule
MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT
Cultural Resources (Archaeological Resources) Mitigation Measures
M-CP-2: Archeological Testing. Permittee for Prior to issuance of | Infrastructure developer or Considered
Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be horizontal site permits. vertical developer, as complete when
present within the project site, the following measures shall be undertaken to | improvements, such applicable, to retain the infrastructure
avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the proposed projecton | as infrastructure, in qualified archeological developer or
buried or submerged historical resources. The project sponsor shall retain the | public right-of- consultant for the project vertical
services of an archeological consultant from the rotational Qualified ways, and public who shall report to the ERO. | developer(s), as
Archeological Consultants List (QACL) maintained by the Planning spaces (hereinafter Qualified archeological applicable,

Department archeologist. The project sponsor shall contact the Planning
Department archeologist to obtain the names and contact information for the
next three archeological consultants on the QACL. The archeological
consultant shall undertake an archeological testing program as specified
herein. In addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct an
archeological monitoring and/or data recovery program if required pursuant to
this measure. The archeological consultant’s work shall be conducted in
accordance with this measure at the direction of the Environmental Review
Officer (ERO). All plans and reports prepared by the consultant, as specified
herein, shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and
comment and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final
approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery
programs required by this measure could suspend construction of the project
for up to a maximum of 4 weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the suspension
of construction can be extended beyond 4 weeks only if such a suspension is
the only feasible means to reduce to a less-than-significant level of potential
effects on a significant archeological resource, as defined in CEQA
Guidelines, Sections 15064.5 (a) and (c).

"infrastructure
developer") or
vertical
developer(s) for
work on vertical
development
parcels and related
improvements
(hereinafter
"vertical
developer(s)"), as
applicable, to retain
qualified
professional
archaeologist from
the rotational pool
of archaeological
consultants
maintained by the
Planning

consultant will scope
archeological testing
program with ERO.

retains a qualified
professional
archaeological
consultant and
archeological
consultant has
approved scope
by the ERO and
submits any
required reports
to ERO for the
archeological
testing program.

1 Where applicable, "vertical developer" includes the Pier 48 developer.
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR

SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

Monitoring/Reporting

Implementation | Mitigation Responsibility (Public Monitoring
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule Agency) Schedule
Department.
Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an Infrastructure For the duration of | Infrastructure developer or Considered
archeological site? associated with descendant Native Americans, the overseas | developer or soil-disturbing vertical developer(s) (as complete upon
Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant group, an appropriate vertical activities and data | applicable) and/or submittal of Final

representative® of the descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted. The
representative of the descendant group shall be given the opportunity to
monitor archeological field investigations of the site and offer
recommendations to the ERO regarding appropriate archeological treatment
of the site, recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, interpretative
treatment of the associated archeological site. A copy of the final
archeological resources report shall be provided to the representative of the
descendant group.

developer(s) (as
applicable) and
archaeological
consultant.

recovery of
potentially
significant

archeological sites.

archaeological consultant
shall contact the ERO and
descendant group
representative upon discovery
of an archaeological site
associated with descendant
Native Americans, Overseas
Chinese, or interested
descendant group. The
representative of the
descendant group shall be
given the opportunity to
monitor archaeological field
investigations on the site and
consult with the ERO
regarding appropriate
archaeological treatment of
the site, of recovered data
from the site, and, if
applicable, any interpretative
treatment of the associated
archaeological site.
Archaeological Consultant
shall prepare a Final
Archaeological Resources

Archaeological
Resources
Report.

2 The term “archeological site” is intended here to include any archeological deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of burial.

% An “appropriate representative” of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any individual listed in the current Native American contact
list for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the NAHC or, in the case of overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of America. An appropriate
representative of other descendant groups should be determined in consultation with the department archeologist.
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR

SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

Monitoring/Reporting

Implementation | Mitigation Responsibility (Public Monitoring

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule Agency) Schedule

Report in consultation with

the ERO (per below). A copy

of this report shall be

provided to the ERO and the

representative of the

descendant group.
Archeological Testing Program. The archeological consultant shall prepare Infrastructure Prior to any Archaeological consultantto | Prior to any soil
and submit to the ERO for review and approval an archeological testing plan developer or excavation, site undertake ATP in disturbing
(ATP). The archeological testing program shall be conducted in accordance vertical preparation or consultation with ERO. activities.
with the approved ATP. The ATP shall identify the property types of the developer(s) (as construction, and Considered

expected archeological resource(s) that could be adversely affected by the
proposed project, the testing method to be used, and the locations
recommended for testing. The purpose of the archeological testing program
will be to determine, to the extent possible, the presence or absence of
archeological resources and identify and evaluate whether any archeological
resource encountered on the site constitutes a historical resource under

applicable) and
archaeological
consultant in
consultation with
the ERO.
Development of

prior to testing,
submit an ATP for
a defined
geographic area
and/or specified
construction

complete upon
approval of the
ATP by the ERO
and finding by
the ERO that the
ATPis

CEQA. ATP for adefined | activities to and implemented.
geographic area obtain approval by
and/or specified the ERO. A single
construction ATP or multiple
activities. ATPs may be
produced to address
project phasing.
At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological Infrastructure Upon completion Archaeological consultant to Considered
consultant shall submit a written report of the findings to the ERO. If, based developer or of the submit results of testing, and, | complete after
on the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant finds that vertical archeological in consultation with ERO, ERO review and

significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO, in consultation
with the archeological consultant, shall determine if additional measures are
warranted. Additional measures that may be undertaken include additional
archeological testing, archeological monitoring, and/or an archeological data
recovery program. No archeological data recovery shall be undertaken
without the prior approval of the ERO or the Planning Department
archeologist. If the ERO determines that a significant archeological resource
is present and that the resource could be adversely affected by the proposed
project, at the discretion of the project sponsor:

developer(s) (as
applicable) and
archaeological
consultant in
consultation with
the ERO.

testing program.

determine whether additional
measures are warranted. If
significant archaeological
resources are present and may
be adversely affected., the
infrastructure developer or
vertical developer(s) (as
applicable), at its discretion,
may elect to redesign a
project, or implement data

approval of
report(s) on ATP
findings.
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR

SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility (Public
Agency)

Monitoring
Schedule

recovery program, unless
ERO determines the
archaeological resource is of
greater interpretive than
research significance and that
interpretive use is feasible.

A. The proposed project shall be redesigned so as to avoid any adverse effect
on the significant archeological resource, or

B. A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO
determines that the archeological resource is of greater interpretive than
research significance and that interpretive use of the resource is feasible.

Written report on
ATP findings:
Infrastructure
developer or
vertical
developer(s) (as
applicable) and
archaeological
consultant in
consultation with

At the completion
of each
archaeological
testing program.

Archeological consultant
shall submit report of the
findings of the ATP to the
ERO.

After completion
of archeological
testing program.

the ERO.

Archeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO, in consultation with the Infrastructure The archaeological | If required, archaeological Considered
archeological consultant, determines that an archeological monitoring developer or consultant, consultant to prepare the complete on
program shall be implemented, the archeological monitoring program shall vertical infrastructure AMP in consultation with approval of
include the following provisions: developer(s) (as developer or the ERO. AMP(s) by ERO;
e The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and applicable) and vertical Infrastructure developer or submittal of

consult on the scope of the archeological monitoring program reasonably | archaeological developer(s) (as vertical developer(s) (as report regarding

prior to any project-related soil-disturbing activities commencing. The consultant in applicable), and applicable), project findings of

ERO, in consultation with the archeological consultant, shall determine consultation with ERO shall meet archaeological consultant, AMP(s); and

what project activities shall be archeologically monitored. In most cases,
any soil-disturbing activities, such as demolition, foundation removal,
excavation, grading, utility installation, foundation work, pile driving
(foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require
archeological monitoring because of the risk these activities pose to
potential archeological resources and their depositional context;

e The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on
the alert for evidence of the presence of the expected resource(s), know
how to identify evidence of the expected resource(s), and know the
appropriate protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an archeological

the ERO.

prior to the
commencement of
soil-disturbing
activities for a

defined geographic

area and/or
specified
construction

activities. The ERO
in consultation with

the archaeological

and infrastructure
developer's or vertical
developer(s) contractors
shall implement the AMP, if
required by the ERO.

finding by ERO
that AMP(s) is
implemented.
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR

SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility (Public
Agency)

Monitoring
Schedule

resource;

e The archeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according
to the schedule agreed upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO
until the ERO has, in consultation with project archeological consultant,
determined that project construction activities could have no effects on
significant archeological deposits;

e The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil
samples and artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis;

o If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soil-disturbing
activities in the vicinity of the deposit shall cease. The archeological
monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect
demolition/excavation/pile-driving/construction activities and equipment
until the deposit is evaluated. If, in the case of pile-driving activity
(foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological monitor has cause to believe
that the pile-driving activity may affect an archeological resource, the
pile-driving activity shall be terminated until an appropriate evaluation of
the resource has been made in consultation with the ERO. The
archeological consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of the
encountered archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall
make a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance
of the encountered archeological deposit and present the findings of this
assessment to the ERO.

e Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the
archeological consultant shall submit a written report of the findings of the
monitoring program to the ERO.

consultant shall
determine what
archaeological
monitoring is
necessary. A single
AMP or multiple
AMPs may be
produced to address
project phasing.

Archeological Data Recovery Program. The archeological data recovery
program shall be conducted in accordance with an archeological data recovery
plan (ADRP). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall
meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft
ADRP. The archeological consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO.
The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery program will
preserve the significant information the archeological resource is expected to
contain. That is, the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research
questions are applicable to the expected resource, what data classes the
resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would

Infrastructure
developer or
vertical
developer(s) (as
applicable) and
archaeological
consultant in
consultation with
the ERO.

Upon
determination by
the ERO that an
ADRRP is required.
A single ADRP or
multiple ADRPs
may be produced
to address project
phasing.

If required, archaeological
consultant to prepare an
ADRP(s) in consultation
with the ERO.

Considered
complete upon
review and
approval of the
ADRP(s) by the
ERO.
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR

SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility (Public
Agency)

Monitoring
Schedule

address the applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, should be
limited to the portions of the historical property that could be adversely
affected by the proposed project. Destructive data recovery methods shall not
be applied to any portions of the archeological resources if nondestructive
methods are practical.

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements:

o Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies,
procedures, and operations.

e Cataloging and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloging
system and artifact analysis procedures.

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

o Interpretive Program. Consideration of an onsite/offsite public interpretive
program during the course of the archeological data recovery program.

e Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the
archeological resource from vandalism, looting, and nonintentionally
damaging activities. Final Report. Description of proposed report format
and distribution of results.

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

Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall
submit a Draft Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that
evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource
and describes the archeological and historical research methods employed in
the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. A
separate, brief, non-confidential summary of findings that can be made
available to the public shall be submitted with each FARR.

Infrastructure
developer or
vertical
developer(s) (as
applicable) and
archaeological
consultant in
consultation with
the ERO.

For infrastructure
developer-prior to
acceptance of
work. Prior to
issuance of
Certificate of
Temporary or
Final Occupancy,
whichever occurs
first.

If applicable, archaeological
consultant to submit a Draft
FARR to ERO.

Considered
complete on
submittal of
FARR and
approval by
ERO.
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR

SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

Monitoring/Reporting

Implementation | Mitigation Responsibility (Public Monitoring
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule Agency) Schedule
Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: | Archaeological Upon approval of Archaeological consultantto | Considered

California Archeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC)
shall receive one copy, the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the
FARR to the NWIC, and the Environmental Planning division of the Planning
Department shall receive one bound, one unbound, and one unlocked,
searchable PDF copy on CD of the FARR, along with copies of any formal site
recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to
the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical
Resources. In instances of high public interest in or high interpretive value of
the resource, the ERO may require a final report content, format, and
distribution different from that presented above.

consultant at the
direction of the
ERO.

the FARR by the
ERO.

distribute FARR.

complete when
archaeological
consultant
provides written
certification to
the ERO that the
required FARR
distribution has
been completed.

M-CP-3: Treatment of Human Remains, Associated or Unassociated
Funerary Objects.

The treatment of human remains and associated or unassociated funerary
objects discovered during any soil-disturbing activity shall comply with
applicable state and federal laws. This shall include immediate notification of
the coroner of the City and County of San Francisco and, in the event of the
coroner’s determination that the human remains are Native American remains,
notification of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), which
shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (PRC Section 5097.98). The
ERO will also be immediately notified. The archeological consultant, project
sponsor, ERO, and MLD shall have up to but not beyond 6 days after the
discovery to make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the
treatment of human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects
with appropriate dignity (CEQA Guidelines. Section 15064.5(d)). The
agreement should take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal,
recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. Nothing in
existing state regulations or in this mitigation measure compels the project
sponsor and the ERO to accept recommendations of an MLD. The
archeological consultant shall retain possession of any Native American
human remains and associated or unassociated burial objects until completion
of any scientific analyses of the human remains or objects, as specified in the
treatment agreement, if such an agreement has been made or, otherwise, as
determined by the archeological consultant and the ERO.

Infrastructure
developer or
vertical
developer(s) (as
applicable) and
archaeological
consultant, in
consultation with
the San Francisco
Coroner, NAHC,
ERO, and MLD.

In the event human
remains and/or
funerary objects
are encountered,
during soils
disturbing activity.

Archaeological consultant or
archaeological monitor or
infrastructure developer or
vertical developer(s) or
contractor to contact San
Francisco County Coroner
and ERO Implement
regulatory requirements, if
applicable, regarding
discovery of Native
American human remains
and associated and/or
unassociated funerary
objects. Contact
archaeological consultant
and ERO.

Considered
complete on
notification of the
San Francisco
County Coroner,
ERO, and
NAHC, if
necessary, and
completion of
treatment
agreement and/or
analysis.
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NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

Monitoring/Reporting

Implementation | Mitigation Responsibility (Public Monitoring
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule Agency) Schedule
M-CP-4: Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program. Infrastructure If significant Infrastructure developer, Considered
If the ERO determines that a significant archeological resource is present, and | developer or archeological vertical developer(s), or complete upon
if in consultation with the affiliated Native American tribal representatives, vertical resources are archaeological consultant project redesign,
the ERO determines that the resource constitutes a tribal cultural resource developer(s) (as present, during shall implement the project | completion of
(TCR) and that the resource could be adversely affected by the proposed applicable), implementation of | redesign, completion of ARPP, or

project, the proposed project shall be redesigned so as to avoid any adverse
effect on the significant tribal cultural resource, if feasible.

If the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) determines that preservation-in-
place of the tribal cultural resource (TCR) pursuant to Mitigation Measure M-
CP-2, Archeological Testing, is both feasible and effective, then the
archeological consultant shall prepare an archeological resource preservation
plan (ARPP). Implementation of the approved ARPP by the archeological
consultant shall be required when feasible.

If the Environmental Review Officer (ERO), if in consultation with the
affiliated Native American tribal representatives and the Project Sponsor,
determines that preservationtlinCplace of the tribal cultural resources is not a
sufficient or feasible option, the project sponsor shall implement an
interpretive program of the TCR in consultation with affiliated tribal
representatives. An interpretive plan produced in consultation with the ERO
and affiliated tribal representatives, at a minimum, and approved by the ERO
would be required to guide the interpretive program. The plan shall identify,
as appropriate, proposed locations for installations or displays, the proposed
content and materials of those displays or installation, the producers or artists
of the displays or installation, and a longiterm maintenance program. The
interpretive program may include artist installations, preferably by local
Native American artists, oral histories with local Native Americans, artifacts
displays and interpretation, and educational panels or other informational
displays.

archaeological
consultant, and
ERO, in
consultation with
the affiliated
Native American
tribal
representatives.

the project.

archeological resource
preservation plan, or
interpretive program of the
TCR, if required.

interpretive
program of the
TCR, if required.

Transportation and Circulation Mitigation Measures

M-TR-3: Parking Garage and Intersection Queue Impacts.

The easternmost driveway on Long Bridge Street (i.e., closest to Bridgeview
Street) shall be restricted to right-in, right-out access during all times.
Restricted access could be accomplished by placing signage (i.e., on Long
Bridge Street to direct westbound traffic to the westernmost garage driveway,
and within the parking garage for exiting traffic to indicate outbound right

Infrastructure
developer, garage
operator, or vertical
developer(s) of
garage.

Prior to issuance of
certificate of
occupancy of
Block D2 parking
garage.

Note: Mitigation

SFMTA, in consultation with
the Planning Department and
the Port, to review and sign
off on detailed plans
regarding driveways to
ensure design will

Considered
complete upon
approval of the
final driveway
plans by
SFMTA,
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NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

Monitoring/Reporting

Implementation | Mitigation Responsibility (Public Monitoring
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule Agency) Schedule
turn movement only allowed) as well as delineators of a sufficient length in Measure M-TR-3 sufficiently restrict Planning

the middle of Long Bridge Street to block left-turn access to the driveway.

is not applicable to
Variant 3
(Reconfigured
Parking).

movements at driveway to
right-in, right-out.

Department, and
the Port.

M-TR-4.1: Provide Fair-Share Contribution to Improve 10 Townsend
Line Capacity.

Upon completion and occupancy of Phase 1 of the proposed project and upon
completion and occupancy of each subsequent phase as defined in the
Development Agreement the project sponsor shall obtain from SFMTA the
current ridership on the 10 Townsend and conduct an assessment of the
capacity utilization at the screenline’s Maximum Load Point (MLP) for
weekday AM and PM peak hour conditions.

If the capacity utilization exceeds 85 percent, a fair share contribution
payment shall be made to SFMTA by the project sponsor, calculated as
further provided in a Transit Mitigation Agreement described below, and
attached to or incorporated into the Development Agreement. Such payment
shall be adjusted, as appropriate, to the extent, if any, that the proposed
project reflects either the High Residential Assumption or High Commercial
Assumption based upon all phases of the proposed project that have been
completed up to such date. Accordingly, the fair share contributions by phase
may differ by scenario because the number of transit riders varies due to
different mixes of land use.

If the capacity utilization based on SFMTA’s ridership data is less than 85
percent, then the project sponsor’s fair share payment for that phase shall be
$0 and the process will repeat at the next subsequent phase. Each subsequent
fair share calculation shall take account of amounts paid for prior phases, to
ensure that payments are not duplicative for the same transit rider impacts.
The project sponsor shall enter into a Transit Mitigation Agreement with the
SFMTA pursuant to which the project sponsor will make a fair share
contribution to the cost of providing additional bus service or otherwise
improving service on the 10 Townsend. The fair share contribution as
documented in the Transportation Impact Study for the proposed project shall
not exceed the following amounts, in total across all phases:

a. $991,230 for High Commercial Assumption

Infrastructure
developer and/or
vertical
developer(s),
Transportation
Coordinator, and
SFMTA.

Prior to issuance of
certificate of
occupancy of
Phase 1 of the
proposed project,
enter into Transit
Mitigation
Agreement. Upon
issuance of a
certificate of
occupancy for each
phase of
development as
defined in the
Development
Agreement,
SFMTA to provide
ridership data and
assess capacity
utilization and, if
capacity utilization
exceeds 85
percent, the
infrastructure
developer/vertical
developer(s) would
pay fair share
contribution fees
as specified in this
measure, which
would be used by

Infrastructure developer
and/or vertical developer(s)
and Transportation
Coordinator to obtain current
ridership on the 10
Townsend from SFMTA and
conduct an assessment of the
capacity utilization
associated with the project,
as described in the measure.
If the capacity utilization of
the 10 Townsend line at its
maximum load point exceeds
85 percent as measured at
the completion of any
individual project phase, and
the SFMTA has committed
to implement M-TR-4.1, the
infrastructure developer shall
provide a fair share
contribution subject to the
limits stated in M-TR-4.1 to
capital costs for SFMTA to
implement one of the
designated capacity
enhancement measures.

Considered
complete upon
execution of
Transit
Mitigation
Agreement and
payment of fair
share
contribution as
described in this
M-TR-4.1 for any
phase of
development for
which such
contribution is
determined to be
necessary.
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MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility (Public
Agency)

Monitoring
Schedule

b. $782,706 for High Residential Assumption

SFMTA will determine whether adding bus(es) or other measures are more

desirable to increase capacity along the route and will use the funds provided

by the project sponsor to implement the most desirable measure(s), which
may include but is not limited to the following measures:

1. Convert to using higher-capacity vehicles on the 10 Townsend route. In
this case, the project sponsors fair share contribution may be utilized to
convert the route to articulated buses. Some bus stops along the route may
not currently be configured to accommodate the longer articulated buses.
Some bus zones could be extended by removing one or more parking
spaces at locations where appropriate space is available.

2. Instead of adding more buses to a congested route, increase travel speeds
along the route which would allow for buses to move faster thus
increasing efficiency and reliability. In this case, the project sponsor’s fair
share contribution may be used to fund a study to identify appropriate and
feasible improvements and/or implement a portion of the improvements
that would increase travel speeds enough to increase capacity along the
bus route. Such improvements could include transit only lanes, transit
signal priority, and transit boarding improvements.

3. Increase capacity along the corridor by adding a new Muni service route
in this area. If this option is selected, the project sponsor’s fair share
contribution may fund the purchase of the new vehicles.

SFMTA to
increase capacity.

M-TR-4.2: Provide Fair-Share Contribution to Improve 30 Stockton Line
Capacity Proposed Project.

Upon completion and occupancy of Phase 1 of the proposed project and
upon completion and occupancy of each subsequent phase as defined in the
Development Agreement, the project sponsor shall obtain from SFMTA the
current ridership on the 30 Stockton and conduct an assessment of the
capacity utilization at the Maximum Load Point (MLP) on the route
between the proposed project and Market Street for weekday PM peak hour
conditions.

If the capacity utilization exceeds 85 percent, a fair share contribution
payment shall be made by the project sponsor, calculated as further provided
in Transit Mitigation Agreement described below, and attached to or
incorporated into the Development Agreement. Such payment shall be

Infrastructure
developer and/or
vertical
developer(s), or
Transportation
Coordinator, and
SFMTA.

Prior to issuance of
certificate of
occupancy of
Phase 1 of the
proposed project,
enter into Transit
Mitigation
Agreement. Upon
issuance of a
certificate of
occupancy for each
phase of
development as

Infrastructure developer or
Transportation Coordinator
to obtain current ridership on
the 30 Stockton from
SFMTA and conduct an
assessment of the capacity
utilization associated with
the project, as described in
the measure.

If the capacity utilization of
the 30 Stockton line at its
maximum load point exceeds
85 percent as measured at

Considered
complete upon
execution and
implementation
of Transit
Mitigation
Agreements and
payment of fair
share
contribution as
described in this
M-TR-4.2 for any
phase for which
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Motion No.
October 5, 2017

CASE NO. 2013.0208E

Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT
NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility (Public
Agency)

Monitoring
Schedule

adjusted, as appropriate, to the extent, if any, that the proposed project reflects

either the High Commercial Assumption or the High Residential Assumption,

the latter of which does not require any fair share contribution. The fair share
contributions differ by scenario because the number of transit riders varies
due to different mixes of land use.

If the capacity utilization based on SFMTA’s ridership data is less than 85

percent, then the project sponsor’s fair share payment for that phase shall be

$0 and the process will repeat at the next subsequent phase. Each
subsequent fair share calculation shall take account of amounts paid for
prior phases, to ensure that payments are not duplicative for the same transit
rider impacts.

The project applicant shall enter into a Transit Mitigation Agreement with the

SFMTA pursuant to which the project applicant will make a fair share

contribution to the cost of providing additional bus service or otherwise

improving service on the 30 Stockton. The fair share contribution as
documented in the Transportation Impact Study for the proposed project shall
not exceed the following amounts, in total across all phases:

a. $417,691 for High Commercial Assumption

b. $0 for High Residential Assumption

SFMTA will determine whether adding bus(es) or other measures are more

desirable to increase capacity along the route and will use the funds provided

by the project sponsor to implement the most desirable measure(s), which
may include but is not limited to the following measures:

1. Convert to using higher-capacity vehicles on the 30 Stockton route. In this
case, the project sponsors fair share contribution may be utilized to
convert the route to articulated buses. Some bus stops along the route may
not currently be configured to accommodate the longer articulated buses.
Some bus zones could be extended by removing one or more parking
spaces at locations where appropriate space is available.

2. Instead of adding more buses to a congested route, increase travel speeds
along the route which would allow for buses to move faster thus
increasing efficiency and reliability. In this case, the project sponsor’s fair
share contribution may be used to fund a study to identify appropriate and
feasible improvements and/or implement a portion of the improvements
that would increase travel speeds enough to increase capacity along the

defined in the
Development
Agreement,
SFMTA to provide
ridership data and
assess capacity
utilization and, if
capacity utilization
exceeds 85
percent, the
infrastructure
developer/vertical
developer(s) would
pay fair share
contribution fees
as specified in this
measure, which
would be used by
SFMTA to
increase capacity.

the completion of any
individual project phase, and
the SFMTA has committed
to implement M-TR-4.2, the
infrastructure developer shall
provide the fair share
contribution subject to the
limits stated in M-TR-4.2 to
capital costs for SFMTA to
implement one of the
designated capacity
enhancement measures.

such contribution
is determined to
be necessary.
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CASE NO. 2013.0208E
Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR

SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility (Public
Agency)

Monitoring
Schedule

bus route. Such improvements could include transit only lanes, transit
signal priority, and transit boarding improvements.

3. Increase capacity along the corridor by adding a new Muni service route
in this area. If this option is selected, the project sponsor’s fair share
contribution may fund the purchase of the new vehicles.

M-TR-6: Parking Garage and Intersection Queue Impacts on Transit Delay

A. The westernmost driveway on Mission Rock Street (i.e., closest to Third
Street) shall be restricted to right-in, right-out access and closed during large
AT&T Park events. Restricted access could be accomplished by placing
signage as well as delineators of a sufficient length on the center line on
Mission Rock Street t, east of Third Street o block left-turn access to the
driveway.

Infrastructure
developer and/or
garage operator
SFMTA, Planning
Department,
Transportation
Coordinator, onsite
transportation staff,

Prior to certificate
of occupancy for
Block D garage.

SFMTA, in consultation with
the Planning Department and
the Port, to review and sign
off on detailed plans
regarding driveways to ensure
design will sufficiently
restrict movements at
driveway to right-in, right-

Infrastructure
developer’s/
garage operator's
obligations
deemed complete
once construction
of listed
improvements are

parking garage out. complete.
management staff,
event staff.

B. A “keep clear” zone shall be provided in front of the easternmost driveway Infrastructure Prior to the opening | SFMTA, in consultation with | Infrastructure

on Mission Rock Street (i.e., closest to Bridgeview Street) to prevent
westbound queues at the Third Street/Mission Rock traffic signal from
blocking inbound access to the driveway. The Keep Clear pavement
markings shall be placed in the westbound lane immediately in front of the
easternmost driveway for the Block D2 parking garage.

developer and/or
garage operator
SFMTA, Planning
Department,
Transportation
Coordinator, onsite
transportation staff,

of the Block D2
garage.

the Planning Department and
the Port, to review and sign
off on detailed plan regarding
the easternmost driveway
keep clear zone.

developer’s/
garage operator's
obligations
deemed complete
once construction
of listed
improvements are

parking garage complete.
management staff,
event staff.

C. The southbound left-turn lane at the Third Street/Mission Rock Street Infrastructure Prior to certificate SFMTA, in consultation with | Infrastructure
intersection shall be restriped to extend the length of the left-turn lane to 350 | developer and/or of occupancy for the Planning Department and | developer’s/garage
feet. Advance traffic signal detection equipment shall be installed at the end | garage operator Block D garage; the Port, to review and sign operator's
of the newly striped left-turn pocket to detect when queues fill up the left- SFMTA, Planning | sequencing and off on detailed plans obligations deemed
turn pocket and extend north to the end of the pocket near the Third Department, selection of regarding extension of the complete once
Street/Channel Street intersection, allowing additional green time to be Transportation interventions left-turn pocket on Third construction of
allocated to the southbound left-turn movement at the Third Street/Mission Coordinator, onsite | outlined within Street/Mission Rock Street. listed improvements
Rock Street traffic signal. transportation staff, | Item C shall be at are complete.

parking garage

the direction of the

SAN FRANCISCO
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CASE NO. 2013.0208E
Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR

SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

Monitoring/Reporting

Implementation | Mitigation Responsibility (Public Monitoring

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule Agency) Schedule

management staff, SFMTA. In the

event staff. case that the
SFMTA identifies
any of these
intervention as
technically
challenging,
infeasible, or
undesirable
because of resultant
operational issues,
other interventions
must be selected.

D. Wayfinding signs including Static and Variable Message Signs will be Infrastructure Prior to certificate | SFMTA, in consultation with | Infrastructure
installed to provide directions to the parking garages and to provide developer and/or of occupancy for the Planning Department and | developer’s/
traffic alerts, messages, and alternate driving routes for drivers traveling | garage operator Block D garage. the Port, to review and sign garage
to the Block D2 aboveground garage, to destinations in the vicinity, or SFMTA, Planning off on detailed plans operator's
through the area. Four High Visibility Static Signs will be installed, Department, regarding wayfinding signs obligations
three on the approaches to the Third Street/Mission Rock Street Transportation including Static and Variable | deemed

intersections (for southbound, eastbound and northbound directions) and
one for northbound drivers on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, south of
Mission Rock Street. One permanent Variable Message Sign shall be

Coordinator, onsite
transportation
staff, parking

Message Signs.

complete once
construction of
listed

installed for southbound drivers on Third Street, between King Street garage improvements
and Berry Street. management staff, is complete.
event staff.
E. The project sponsor shall enter into an Event Mitigation Agreement with | Infrastructure Enter into Event Infrastructure developer and/or | Considered
the SFMTA that provides for Parking Control Officers (PCOs) to manage | developer and/or Mitigation garage operator to enter in complete upon
traffic within the project site adjacent to the proposed project’s parking garage operator, Agreement prior Event Management Infrastructure

garages and on Exposition Street (between Third Street and the Shared
Public Way) during all AT&T Park events and on-site events with 15,000
or more attendees.

SFMTA, Planning
Department,
Transportation
Coordinator, onsite
transportation
staff, parking
garage
management staff,

opening of the
Block D2 parking
garage.

Prior to
commencement of
construction on the
site, and on-going

Agreement with SFMTA, who
should provide for
implementation of all of these
items, as well as closure of the
westernmost driveway during
AT&T events per Item A.

developer and
SFMTA entering
into Event
Mitigation
Agreement.
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October 5, 2017

CASE NO. 2013.0208E
Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR

SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

Monitoring/Reporting

Implementation | Mitigation Responsibility (Public Monitoring
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule Agency) Schedule
event staff. through the life of
project.
F. The site’s transportation coordinator shall be a member of the Mission Infrastructure Enter into Event Infrastructure developer Upon
Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee and provide developer and/or Mitigation and/or garage operator to infrastructure

notification prior to the start of any on-site event that would overlap with
an event at AT&T Park or the Warriors arena.

garage operator
SFMTA, Planning
Department,
Transportation
Coordinator, onsite
transportation

Agreement prior
opening of the
Block D2 parking
garage.

With
commencement of

enter into Event
Management Agreement
with SFMTA, who should
provide for implementation
of all of these items, as well
as closure of the

developer and
SFMTA entering
into Event
Mitigation
Agreement and
ongoing during

staff, parking construction, and westernmost driveway project
garage on-going through during AT&T events per operations.
management staff, | |ife of the project. Item A.
event staff.
G. Traffic destined for the proposed project’s parking garages will be Infrastructure Enter into Event Infrastructure developer Upon
monitored by the owner/operator during all AT&T Park events and on-site | developer and/or Mitigation and/or garage operator to Infrastructure

events with 15,000 or more attendees, and periodically during weekday
a.m. and p.m. peak hours, to ensure that garage access queues do not
affect operations of the T Third transit line. Action will be taken by the
Mission Rock Transportation Coordinator, onsite transportation staff,
parking garage management staff, event staff, and/or PCOs assigned to
event traffic management to implement real-time traffic management
strategies (i.e., alternative traffic routing, temporal parking pricing,
enhanced garage driveway controls, etc.) to reduce vehicle garage access
queues so they do not affect operations of the T Third line.

garage operator
SFMTA, Planning
Department,
Transportation
Coordinator, onsite
transportation
staff, parking
garage
management staff,
event staff.

Agreement prior
opening of the
Block D2 parking
garage.

With
commencement of
construction, and
on-going through
life of the project;
the weekday
(non-event)

AM and PM
peak-hour
monitoring shall
be conducted
quarterly on a
Tuesday,
Wednesday, or
Thursday of a

enter into Event
Management Agreement
with SFMTA, who should
provide for implementation
of all of these items, as well
as closure of the
westernmost driveway
during AT&T events per
Item A.

developer and
SFMTA entering
into Event
Mitigation
Agreement and
ongoing during
project
operations.
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CASE NO. 2013.0208E
Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR

SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

Monitoring/Reporting

Implementation | Mitigation Responsibility (Public Monitoring
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule Agency) Schedule
non-holiday week.
H. If the SFMTA Director, or his or her designee, receives information thata | Infrastructure As may be SFMTA. Ongoing during

recurring queue that could affect the operation of the T Third line is
imminent or present, SFMTA shall notify the property owner in writing.
Upon request, the owner/operator shall hire a qualified transportation
consultant to evaluate the conditions at the site for no less than 7 days.
The consultant shall prepare a monitoring report to be submitted to
SFMTA for review. If SFMTA determines that a recurring queue does
exist, the facility owner/operator shall have 45 days from the date of the

written determination to abate the excessive recurring queue. Approaches
to queue abatement could include but are not limited to: changing parking

access and revenue collection system (PARCS) technology to process

vehicles more rapidly, adjusting the layout of the garage’s ground floor to

accommodate more queuing vehicles within the garage, implementing
peak-period surge pricing to encourage garage access and egress outside
of times with recurrent excessive queues; installing additional variable

message signage further upstream from the site to direct drivers to garage
access routes away from affected intersections; and/or closing, limiting or

controlling Mission Rock Street access from Third Street during times
with excessive recurrent queuing and redirecting garage-bound traffic to
Terry A. Francois Boulevard.

developer and/or
garage operator
vertical, SFMTA,
Planning
Department,
Transportation
Coordinator, onsite
transportation
staff, parking
garage
management staff,
event staff.

requested during
operations, per
written notification
by SFMTA

With
commencement of
operation of the
Block D2 garage
and on-going
through the life of
the project. If
analysis is
requested, the
analysis shall be
conducted during a
period that is
representative of
standard traffic
patterns, e.g. on
week that does not
contain a holiday,
is not during
winter break, or
off-season, etc.
The analysis
period chosen by
the infrastructure
developer/garage
operator and
consultants must
be approved by the
SFMTA.

project operations
after opening of
Block D2 garage.
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CASE NO. 2013.0208E

Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR

SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

Monitoring/Reporting

Implementation | Mitigation Responsibility (Public Monitoring
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule Agency) Schedule
M-TR-9: Install Traffic Signals and Related Intersection Improvements Infrastructure Payment to SFMTA. Infrastructure
at Unsignalized Intersections on Fourth Street at Mission Rock Street developer, SFMTA: Prior to developer’s
and Long Bridge Street. SFMTA. issuance of obligations

Prior to issuance of approval of the third building site permit, but in no event
later than the site permit for the Block D2 parking garage, the project sponsor
shall provide funding to SFMTA, for a maximum amount of $1 million for

approval of the
third building site
permit, but in no

deemed complete
once payment is
made. SFMTA’s

SFMTA to design and construct (1) a traffic signal at the intersection of event later than the obligations
Fourth Street/Long Bridge Street and (2) a traffic signal at the intersection of site permit for the deemed complete
Fourth Street/Mission Rock Street. These improvements should be Block D2 parking once traffic
constructed by SFMTA prior to opening of the Block D2 parking garage. garage. signals are

Installation of constructed.

traffic signals:

Prior to opening of

the Block D2

parking garage.
M-TR-10: Bicycle-Truck Interface at Pier 48. Pier 48 developer. | Prior to occupancy | Planning Department will Considered
The project shall construct a highly visible crossing treatment across the of Pier 48. monitor. complete when
driveway as well as bollards and detectable warning pavers that satisfy ADA crossing )
requirements at the Pier 48 driveway’s beginning and end locations along the treatment is

constructed.

Blue Greenway path to warn cyclists and pedestrians of the upcoming
driveway crossing.

The project shall provide a traffic control staff at the junction of the Blue
Greenway and the driveway to the Pier 48 valley during deliveries to manage
bicycle and truck traffic. A flagger shall be provided to manage bicycle and
pedestrian travel along the Blue Greenway at the Pier 48 valley driveway
whenever trucks back into Pier 48.

Pier 48 developer.

During deliveries.

Pier 48 developer to
document arrangement for
traffic control staff to
manage traffic during
deliveries. Planning
Department to review
documentation.

Ongoing during
deliveries.
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CASE NO. 2013.0208E

Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR

SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

Monitoring/Reporting

Implementation | Mitigation Responsibility (Public Monitoring
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule Agency) Schedule
M-TR-11.1: Commercial Loading Supply — Monitor Loading Activity Infrastructure Study completion: | Planning Department, in Considered
and Implement Additional Loading Management Strategies as Needed. developer, vertical | after completion of | consultation with the complete for each
After completion of the first phase of the proposed project and prior to developer(s) or the first phase of SFMTA, will review and phase after
approval of each subsequent phase, the project sponsor shall conduct a study | garage operators the proposed approve methodology of Planning
of utilization of commercial loading spaces. The methodology for the study (as applicable). project and prior to | utilization study. Department staff
shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Department prior to approval of each Infrastructure developer, reviews and
completion. If the result of the study indicates that fewer than 15 percent of subsequent phase. | vertical developer(s), and approves the
the commercial loading spaces are available during the peak loading period, If additional garage operators (as study, in
the project sponsor shall implement additional loading management strategies loading applicable) will provide consultation with
and/or provide additional or expanded off-street loading supply sufficient to management report to Planning the SFMTA, and,

meet the loading demand in subsequent phases of the project in either the
garages or in off-street parking in individual buildings, consistent with the
proposed project's design intent. Additional loading strategies could include
(but are not limited to): expanding efforts to coordinate with parcel delivery
companies to schedule deliveries to the site during hours outside the peak
hour of loading, installing parcel lock boxes that allow parcel delivery
personnel unsupervised access to enable off-hour deliveries, coordinating
delivery services across buildings to enable the delivery of several buildings’
packages to a single location, and/or encouraging deliveries to the retail and
restaurant components of the projects to happen during early morning or late
evening hours. The project sponsor may also address a shortfall by reserving
parking spaces for smaller delivery vehicles such as autos or vans, which
comprise approximately two-thirds of the vehicle types for freight delivery
service, on the ground floor of the Block D2 garage during peak or
appropriate business hours for small-vehicle deliveries and, in connection
therewith, providing hand trucks, bicycles, or electric wheeled carts for
distribution of packages to buildings throughout the site.

If plans for individual buildings include a driveway to off-street loading or
parking (maximum 10 off-street spaces) along a frontage that has a designated
on-street loading zone, an equivalent amount or level of off-street loading
space shall be provided to effectively replace the lost on-street loading area.

strategies ongoing
in subsequent
phases are needed:
after completion of
each phase for
which additional
strategies are
applicable.

Department on
implementation of additional
loading management
strategies, if required.

if deemed
necessary, the
infrastructure
developer,
vertical
developer(s), and
garage operators
(as applicable)
incorporate
provides a report
of how it
incorporated any
additional
management
strategies for
loading into each
applicable phase.
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR

SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

Monitoring/Reporting

Implementation | Mitigation Responsibility (Public Monitoring
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule Agency) Schedule
M-TR-11.2: Coordinate Deliveries and Tenant Moving Activities. Project Ongoing. Planning Department will On-going during
The project’s transportation coordinator and in-building concierges shall Transportation monitor. project
coordinate with building tenants and delivery services to minimize deliveries | Coordinator and operations.
and moving activities during peak periods, and endeavor to spread deliveries vertical
across the full day and moving activities to time periods after regular working | developer(s).
hours, thereby reducing activity during the peak hour for loading.
Although many deliveries cannot be limited to specific hours, the
transportation coordinator and in-building concierges shall work with tenants
to find opportunities to consolidate deliveries and reduce the need for peak-
period deliveries, wherever possible.
M-C-TR-4: Provide Fair-Share Contribution to Improve 10 Townsend | Infrastructure Prior to issuance of | Infrastructure developer and/or | Considered

Line Capacity Proposed Project.

Upon completion and occupancy of Phase 1 and upon completion and
occupancy of each subsequent phase of the proposed project as defined in
the Disposition and Development Agreement, the project sponsor shall fund
a transit capacity study to be reviewed and approved by the SFMTA. The
project sponsor shall obtain from SFMTA the current ridership on the 10
Townsend and conduct an assessment of the capacity utilization at the
screenline’s Maximum Load Point (MLP) for weekday AM and PM peak
hour conditions.

If the capacity utilization exceeds 85 percent, a fair share payment shall be
made to SFMTA by the project sponsor, calculated as further provided in a
Transit Mitigation Agreement. Such payment shall be calculated in light of
the project’s progress towards one or the other of the development scenario
(i.e. High Commercial or High Residential) as reflected by all phases of the
project that have been completed up to such date. The fair share
contributions by phase differ by scenario because the number of transit
riders varies due to different mixes of land use.

If the capacity utilization based on SFMTA’s ridership data is less than 85
percent, then the project sponsor’s fair share payment for that phase shall be
$0 and the process will repeat at the next subsequent phase. Each
subsequent fair share calculation shall take account of amounts paid for
prior phases, to ensure that payments are not duplicative for the same transit
rider impacts.

developer and/or
vertical
developer(s),
Transportation
Coordinator, and
SFMTA.

certificate of
occupancy of Phase
1 of the proposed
project, enter into
Transit Mitigation
Agreement. Upon
issuance of a
certificate of
occupancy for each
phase of
development as
defined in the
Development
Agreement,
SFMTA to provide
ridership data and
assess capacity
utilization and, if
capacity utilization
exceeds 85 percent,
the infrastructure
developer/vertical
developer(s) would
pay fair share
contribution fees as

vertical developer(s) and
Transportation Coordinator to
obtain current ridership on the
10 Townsend from SFMTA
and conduct an assessment of
the capacity utilization
associated with the project as
described in the measure.

If the capacity utilization of
the 10 Townsend line at its
maximum load point exceeds
85 percent as measured at the
completion of any individual
project phase, and the SFMTA
has committed to implement
M-C-TR-4, the infrastructure
developers shall provide the
fair share contribution subject
to the limits stated in M-C-TR-
3 to capital costs for SFMTA
to implement one of the
designated capacity
enhancement measures.

complete upon
execution of
Transit
Mitigation
Agreement for
each phase of
development, for
which this
measure is
determined to be
necessary.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Page 18 of 18



Motion No.
October 5, 2017

CASE NO. 2013.0208E
Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR

SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility (Public
Agency)

Monitoring
Schedule

The project sponsor shall enter into a Transit Mitigation Agreement with the
SFMTA under which the agreement shall provide for the project sponsor to
make a fair share contribution to the cost of providing additional bus service
or improving service on the 10 Townsend by paying a fee. The fair share
contribution as documented in the Transportation Impact Study from the
proposed project shall not exceed the following amounts, in total across all
phases:

a. $391,179 for High Commercial

b. $324,595 for High Residential

SFMTA may determine that other measures to increase capacity along the

route would be more desirable than adding buses and may use the funds

provided by the project sponsor to implement these other measures, which
include but are not limited to the following measures:

1. Convert to using higher-capacity vehicles on the 10 Townsend route. In
this case, the project sponsor’s fair share contribution may be utilized to
convert the route to articulated buses. Some bus stops along the route may
not currently be configured to accommodate the longer articulated buses.
Some bus zones could be extended by removing one or more parking
spaces at locations where appropriate space is available.

2. Instead of adding more buses to a congested route, it would be more
desirable to increase travel speeds along the route which would allow for
buses to move faster thus increasing efficiency and reliability. In this case,
the project sponsor’s fair share contribution may be used to fund a study
to identify appropriate and feasible improvements and/or implement a
portion of the improvements that would increase travel speeds enough to
increase capacity along the bus route. Such improvements could include
transit only lanes, transit signal priority, and transit boarding
improvements.

3. Another option to increase capacity along the corridor is to add a new
Muni service route in this area. If this option is selected, the project
sponsor’s fair share contribution may fund the purchase of the new
vehicles.

specified in this
measure, which
would be used by
SFMTA to increase
capacity.
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT
NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

Monitoring/Reporting

Implementation | Mitigation Responsibility (Public Monitoring
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule Agency) Schedule
Noise and Vibration Mitigation Measures
M-NOI-1: Prepare and Implement a Construction Noise Control Plan to Infrastructure Prior to the Infrastructure developer or Considered
Reduce Construction Noise at Noise-Sensitive Land Uses. developer and/or issuance of vertical developer(s) (as complete upon
The project sponsor shall develop a noise control plan that requires the vertical building permits; | applicable) to submit the submittal of the
following: developer(s) (as implementation Construction Noise Control Construction
e Construction contractors shall specify noise-reducing construction applicable). ongoing during Plan to the Port’s Building Noise Control

construction. Permit Group.” A single Plan to the Port’s

practices that will be employed to reduce construction noise from

construction activities. The measures specified by the project sponsor

shall be reviewed and approved by the City prior to the issuance of
building permits. Measures that can be used to limit noise include, but are
not limited to, those listed below.

o Locate construction equipment as far as feasible from noise-sensitive
uses.

o Require that all construction equipment powered by gasoline or diesel
engines have sound control devices that are at least as effective as those
originally provided by the manufacturer and that all equipment be
operated and maintained to minimize noise generation.

o Idling of inactive construction equipment for prolonged periods shall be
prohibited (i.e., more than 5 minutes).

o Prohibit gasoline or diesel engines from having unmuffled exhaust
systems.

o Use noise-reducing enclosures around noise-generating equipment that
has the potential to disturb nearby land uses.

o Ensure that equipment and trucks used for project construction utilize
the best available noise control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers,
equipment redesign, intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures,
acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds) wherever feasible.

o Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking noise
measurements. A plan for noise monitoring shall be provided to the City
for review prior to the commencement of each construction phase.

Noise Control Plan or
multiple Noise Control Plans
may be produced to address
project phasing.

Building Permit
Group.

4 The Port may designate another agency, such as the Planning Department, to carry out monitoring and reporting, and any reference to Port responsibilities includes such

designated agencies.
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Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR

SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility (Public
Agency)

Monitoring
Schedule

e Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, rock drills) used for
project construction shall be “quiet” gasoline-powered compressors or
electrically powered compressors, and electric rather than gasoline- or
diesel-powered engines shall be used to avoid noise associated with
compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. However,
where the use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on
the compressed air exhaust shall be used; this muffler can lower noise
levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA. External jackets on the
tools themselves shall be used; which could achieve a reduction of 5 dBA.
Quieter equipment shall be used when feasible, such as drills rather than
impact equipment.

e Construction contractors shall be required to use “quiet” gasoline-powered
compressors or electrically powered compressors and electric rather than
gasoline- or diesel-powered forklifts for small lifting.

e Stationary noise sources, such as temporary generators, shall be located as
far from nearby receptors as possible; they shall be muffled and enclosed
within temporary enclosures and shielded by barriers, which could reduce
construction noise by as much as 5 dB, or other measures, to the extent
feasible.

e Prior to the issuance of the building permit, along with the submission of
construction documents, the project sponsor shall submit to the Planning
Department and Department of Building Inspection a list of measures for
responding to and tracking complaints pertaining to construction noise.
These measures shall include:

o ldentification of measures that will be implemented to control
construction noise.

o A procedure and phone numbers for notifying the Department of
Building Inspection, the Department of Public Health, or the Police
Department of complaints (during regular construction hours and off
hours).

o A sign posted onsite describing noise complaint procedures and a
complaint hotline number that shall be answered at all times during
construction.

o Designation of an onsite construction complaint and enforcement
manager for the project.

Infrastructure
developer and/or
vertical
developer(s) (as
applicable).

Prior to the
issuance of each
building permit for
duration of the
project.

Infrastructure developer
and/or vertical developer(s)
(as applicable) to submit a
list of measures for handling
noise complaints to the
Planning Department and
Department of Building
Inspection.

Considered
complete upon
review and
approval of the
complaint
tracking
measures by the
Planning
Department and
Department of
Building
Inspection.
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CASE NO. 2013.0208E
Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR

SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility (Public
Agency)

Monitoring
Schedule

o A plan for notification of neighboring residents and nonresidential
building managers within 300 feet of the project construction area at
least 30 days in advance of extreme noise-generating activities
(defined as activities that generate noise levels of 90 dBA or greater)
about the estimated duration of the activity and the associated control
measures that will be implemented to reduce noise levels.

Mitigation Measure M-NOI-2.1: Noise Control Plan for Special Outdoor
Amplified Sound.

To reduce potential impacts related to noise generated by events in project
outdoor use areas, the project sponsor shall develop and implement a Noise
Control Plan for operations at the proposed entertainment venues to reduce
the potential for noise impacts from public address and/or amplified music.

Infrastructure
developer and/or
park manager, the
Port, parks
management entity
and/or parks

Prior to the
issuance of event
permit.

Infrastructure developer
and/or park manager, the
Port, parks management
entity and/or parks
programming entity to
submit the Noise Control

Considered
complete upon
submission and
approval of the
Noise Control
Plan by the Port,

This Noise Control Plan shall contain the following elements: programming Plan to the Port. although the

e The project sponsor shall comply with noise controls and restrictions in entity. Noise Control
applicable entertainment permit requirements for outdoor concerts, and Plan may be
shall comply with the Port of San Francisco's "Good Neighbor" standards, adjusted as
unless the Port Commission makes a specific finding that a particular needed.
condition is unnecessary or infeasible.

e Speaker systems shall be directed away from the nearest sensitive
receptors to the degree feasible.

e Inorder to limit or prevent sleep disturbance, events with amplified sound
shall, to the extent reasonable and appropriate given the nature and
context of the event, end at 10:00 p.m.

Mitigation Measure M-NOI-2.2: Stationary Equipment Noise Controls. Vertical Prior to the The Port’s Building Permit Considered

developer(s). issuance of Group to review construction | complete after

Noise attenuation measures shall be incorporated into all stationary equipment
(including HVAC equipment and emergency generators) installed on all
buildings that include such stationary equipment as necessary to meet noise
limits specified in Section 2909 of the Police Code. Interior noise limits shall
be met under both existing and future noise conditions, accounting for
foreseeable changes in noise conditions in the future (i.e., changes in on-site
building configurations). Noise attenuation measures could include provision
of sound enclosures/barriers, addition of roof parapets to block noise,
increasing setback distances from sensitive receptors, provision of louvered
vent openings, location of vent openings away from adjacent residential uses,
and restriction of generator testing to the daytime hours.

certificate of
occupancy for each
building located on
the site.

plans regarding noise
attenuation measures for
stationary equipment.

submittal and
approval of plans
including noise
attenuation
measures by the
Port’s Building
Permit Group.
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CASE NO. 2013.0208E
Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR

SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

Monitoring/Reporting

Implementation | Mitigation Responsibility (Public Monitoring
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule Agency) Schedule
Mitigation Measure M-NOI-2.3: Design of Future Noise-Sensitive Uses. | Vertical Prior to the Port staff to review the noise | Considered
Prior to issuance of a building permit for a residential building on Mission | developer(s) and issuance of the study. A single noise study | complete after
Rock Boulevard between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street, a qualified building permit for | or multiple noise studies may | submittal and

acoustician. vertical be produced to address approval of the

noise study shall be conducted by a qualified acoustician to determine the
need to incorporate noise attenuation measures into the building design in

construction of any

project phasing.

noise study by

order to meet Title 24’s interior noise limit for residential uses as well as residential building the Port.
the City’s (Article 29, Section 2909(d)) 45-dBA (Ldn) interior noise limit on each parcel on

for residential uses. This evaluation shall account for the projected increase Mission Rock

in traffic noise as a result of project traffic along Mission Rock Boulevard Boulevard between

between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street and any new Terry A. Francois

shielding benefits provided by surrounding buildings that exist at the time Boulevard and

of development, future cumulative traffic noise increases on adjacent Third Street.

roadways, existing and planned stationary sources (i.e., emergency

generators, HVAC, etc.), and future noise increases from all known

cumulative projects located with direct line-of-sight to the project building.

Mitigation Measure M-NOI-2.4: Design of Future Noise-Generating Uses | Garage developer Prior to the The Port’s Building Permit Considered

near Residential Uses.

Future land uses shall be designed to minimize the potential for sleep
disturbance (defined as exceeding 45 dBA at residential interiors during the
hours of 10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) at any future adjacent residential uses. Design
approaches including, but not limited to, the following shall be incorporated
into future development plans to minimize the potential for noise conflicts of
future uses on the project site:

o Design of Future Noise-Generating Uses. To reduce potential conflicts
between sensitive receptors and new noise-generating land uses located
adjacent to these receptors, exterior facilities such as loading areas/docks,
trash enclosures, and surface parking lots shall be located on the sides of
buildings facing away from existing or planned sensitive receptors (e.g.,
residences). If this is not feasible, these types of facilities shall be
enclosed or equipped with appropriate noise shielding.

o Design of Future Above-Ground Parking Structure on Block D2. For
parking garage on Block D2, the sides of the parking structures facing
adjacent or nearby existing or planned residential uses shall be designed to
shield residential receptors from noise associated with parking cars.

(for Block D2
garage) and
vertical
developer(s) (for
commercial/office
buildings),

issuance of a
building permit for
each
commercial/office
building, and prior
to issuance of
building permit for
Block D2 parking
garage.

Group to review construction
plans to confirm that future
noise-generating land uses
meet the requirements of this
Measure M-NOI-2.4.

complete after
submittal and
approval of
construction
plans by the
Port’s Building
Permit Group.
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Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR

SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

Monitoring/Reporting

Implementation | Mitigation Responsibility (Public Monitoring
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule Agency) Schedule
M-NOI-3.1: Pile-Driving Control Measures — Annoyance. Infrastructure Prior to issuance of | Infrastructure developer or Considered

To reduce impacts associated with pile driving, a set of site-specific vibration
attenuation measures shall be implemented under the supervision of a

developer and/or
vertical

building permit for
each proposed

vertical developer(s) (as
applicable) to submit the

complete upon
submittal and

qualified acoustical consultant during the project construction period. These | developer(s) (as building. Construction Noise Control | approval of the
attenuation measures shall include as feasible, in consideration of technical applicable), Plan (detailed in M-NOI-1) | Construction
and structural requirements and conditions, the following control strategy, as | qualified to the Port’s Building Permit | Noise Control
well as any other effective strategies to the extent necessary to achieve a PPV | acoustical Group documenting site- Plan (including
vibration level at neighboring properties of less than the strongly perceptible consultant. specific vibration attenuation | vibration

level of 0.10 in/sec. measures. A single Noise attenuation
The project sponsor shall require the construction contractor to limit pile- Cor_1tr0| Plan or multiple meafures)_ to_ the
driving activity so that the PPV vibration level at neighboring uses is less than Noise Control Plans may be | Port’s Building
0.10 in/sec to the extent it is practical and necessary, and, to the extent it is produced to address project | Permit Group.
practical, implement “quiet” pile-driving technology, such as predrilling piles, phasing.

using sonic pile drivers, or using more than one pile driver to shorten the total

duration of pile driving.

M-NOI-3.2: Pile-Driving Vibration Control Measures — Damage. Infrastructure Prior to Infrastructure developer or Considered

To reduce the potential for damage to Pier 48, the following measures shall be
implemented:

e The Port of San Francisco shall be notified in writing prior to construction
activity that construction may occur within 100 feet of the Pier 48 buildings.

e The project sponsor shall retain a structural engineer, an architectural
historian, and a licensed historical architect (hereafter referred to as the
building evaluation team) to evaluate potentially affected buildings and
determine their susceptibility to damage. The structural engineer shall
evaluate the building structure. The architectural historian and licensed
historical architect shall evaluate architectural elements. This building
evaluation team shall then establish building-specific vibration thresholds
that will (a) identify the level of vibration affected historic buildings will
tolerate so as to preclude structural damage to the building of a nature that
would result in material damage to any historic features of the buildings,
and (b) identify the level of vibration at which cosmetic damage may
begin to occur to buildings.

e The building evaluation team shall inventory and document existing
cracks in paint, plaster, concrete, and other building elements.

developer and/or
vertical
developer(s) (as
applicable),
building evaluation
team.

construction
activities adjacent
to Pier 48.

vertical developer(s) (as
applicable) to submit
proposed building-specific
vibration thresholds with
input from structural
engineer, architectural
historian, and historic
architect; an inventory of the
condition of Pier 48; a
vibration monitoring plan;
and results of the inspection
following construction
activities to the Port’s
Building Permit Group for
review and approval.

complete upon
submittal and
approval of
documentation
incorporating
identified
measures by the
Port’s Building
Permit Group.
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CASE NO. 2013.0208E
Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT
NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility (Public
Agency)

Monitoring
Schedule

e The building evaluation team shall develop a ground-borne vibration
monitoring plan that will include monitoring vibration at the buildings of
concern to determine if the established thresholds are exceeded.

e The project sponsor shall retain a qualified acoustical consultant or
engineering firm to implement the vibration monitoring plan at Pier 48.
As part of the monitoring plan, the consultant shall conduct regular
periodic inspections for cosmetic damage to each building within 160 feet
of planned ground-disturbing activity on the project site.

e Should vibration levels be observed in excess of the cosmetic damage
threshold or cosmetic damage be observed below that level, the driving of
piles within 100 feet of the Pier 48 structure (or within the impact distance
determined by the study of building-specific vibration thresholds, per
second bullet above, whichever distance is shorter) shall be halted until
measures are implemented to prevent cosmetic damage to the extent
feasible. These measures include use of alternative construction
techniques, including, but not limited to, use of pre-drilled piles if soil
conditions allow, use of smaller, lighter equipment, using vibratory
hammers in place of impact hammers, and using pile cushioning or
equipping the impact hammer with wooden cushion blocks to increase the
period of time over which the energy from the driver is imparted to the
pile. Should cosmetic damage to a building occur as a result of ground-
disturbing activity on the site notwithstanding the use of alternative
construction techniques, the building(s) shall be remediated to its prel]
construction condition at the conclusion of ground-disturbing activity on
the site.

e Should vibration levels be observed that reach the threshold designed to
protect historic buildings from material damage to historic features, pile-
driving within impact distances of the Pier 48 building, as determined by
the building evaluation team, shall be halted and a structural bracing
program or other appropriate protective measures for the potentially
affected buildings shall be designed by the building evaluation team and
implemented by the project sponsor. The structural bracing program or
other protective measures shall be designed to prevent damage to the
potentially affected buildings that could materially impair their historic
resource status consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(2).
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR

SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility (Public
Agency)

Monitoring
Schedule

In addition, the structural bracing program shall be consistent with the

proposed rehabilitation of the Pier 48 buildings and meet the Secretary of

the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.
Following completion of construction, the project sponsor shall conduct a
second inspection to inventory changes in existing cracks and new cracks or
damage, if any, that occurred as a result of pile driving. If new damage is
found, then the project sponsor shall promptly arrange to have the damage
repaired in accordance with recommendations made by the building
evaluation team.

Air Quality Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.1: Off-Road Construction Equipment
Emissions Minimization.

The project sponsor shall require all construction contractors to implement the
following measures to reduce construction emissions.

A. Engine Requirements

1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower and operating for
more than 20 total hours over the entire duration of construction
activities shall have engines that meet or exceed either USEPA or
ARB Tier 4 Interim off-road emissions standards. Tier 4 final
equipment, which may be largely available in the Bay Area, may be
used to comply with this requirement (since Tier 4 final engines must
comply with a stricter standard than Tier 4 interim engines, Tier 4
final engines meet Tier 4 interim standards and thus comply with this
requirement).

2. Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable
diesel engines shall be prohibited.

3. Diesel engines, whether for off-road or on-road equipment, shall not
be left idling for more than 2 minutes at any location, except as
provided in exceptions to the applicable state regulations regarding
idling for off-road and on-road equipment (e.g., traffic conditions, safe
operating conditions). The contractor shall post legible and visible
signs in English, Spanish, and Chinese in designated queuing areas
and at the construction site to remind operators of the 2-minute idling
limit.

Infrastructure
developer and/or
vertical
developer(s) (as
applicable).

Prepare and
Implement
Construction
Emissions
Minimization Plan:
Prior to issuance of
grading, excavation,
or demolition
permits and ongoing
during demolition
and construction
activities.

Quarterly
Monitoring Reports:
Quarterly after start
of construction
activities.

Final Construction
Report: After
completion of
construction
activities but prior
to receiving a final
certificate of
occupancy.

Infrastructure developer
and/or vertical developer(s)
(as applicable) or contractor
to submit a Construction
Emissions Minimization
Plan to Port staff for review
and approval.

Quarterly reports to be
submitted to Port staff
documenting compliance
with the plan for review and
approval.

Final Construction Report to
be submitted to Port staff for
review and approval.

Considered
complete upon
Port review and
approval of
Construction
Emissions
Minimization
Plan, ongoing
review and
approval of
quarterly reports,
and review and
approval of final
construction
report.
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NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule

Implementation | Mitigation

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility (Public
Agency)

Monitoring
Schedule

4. The contractor shall instruct construction workers and equipment
operators regarding the maintenance and tuning of construction
equipment and require that such workers and operators properly
maintain and tune equipment in accordance with manufacturers’

specifications.
B. Waivers

1. The Planning Department’s Environmental Review Officer (ERO) or
designee may waive the requirement for an alternative source of power
from Subsection (A)(2) if an alternative source of power is limited or
infeasible at the project site. If the ERO grants the waiver, the
contractor must submit documentation that the equipment used for

onsite power generation meets the requirements of Subsection (A)(1).

2. The ERO may waive the equipment requirements of Subsection (A)(1)
if use of a particular piece of off-road equipment with a Tier 4 interim-

compliant engine is not feasible or reasonable, the equipment would
not produce the desired emissions reductions because of the expected
operating modes, installation of the equipment would create a safety
hazard or impair visibility for the operator, or there is a compelling
emergency that requires use of off-road equipment that is not Tier 4
interim-compliant. If seeking an exception, the project sponsor shall
demonstrate to the ERO’s satisfaction that the resulting construction
emissions would not exceed the health risk thresholds of significance
for cancer risk and PM2.5 concentrations with respect to sensitive
receptors, as identified within the EIR under Impact AQ-4. If the ERO
grants the waiver, the contractor must use the next-cleanest piece of
available off-road equipment, according to the table below.

3. Off-road Equipment Compliance Step-down Schedule

Compliance Engine Emissions Emissions
Alternative Standard Control

1 Tier 3 ARB Level 2 VDECS
2 Tier 2 Alternative Fuel*

VDECS = Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategies

* Alternative fuels are not a VDECS.
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NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility (Public
Agency)

Monitoring
Schedule

4. How to use the table: If the ERO determines that the equipment
requirements cannot be met, then the project sponsor must attempt to
meet Compliance Alternative 1. If the ERO determines that the
contractor cannot supply off-road equipment that meets Compliance
Alternative 1, then the contractor must meet Compliance Alternative 2.

C. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan

Before starting onsite construction activities, the contractor shall submit a
Construction Emissions Minimization Plan to the ERO for review and
approval. The plan shall state, in reasonable detail, how the contractor shall
meet the requirements of Section A.

1. The plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase,
with a description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every
construction phase. The description may include, as such information is
available, but is not limited to: equipment type, equipment manufacturer,
equipment identification number, engine model year, engine
certification (tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and
expected fuel usage and hours of operation. For VDECS installed, the
description may include technology type, serial number, make, model,
manufacturer, ARB verification number level, and installation date and
hour meter reading on installation date. For off-road equipment using
alternative fuels, the description shall also specify the type of alternative
fuel being used. Renewable diesel shall be considered an alternative fuel
if it can be demonstrated to the Planning Department or the City’s air
quality specialists that it is compatible with tiered engines and that
emissions of ROG and NOx from the transport of fuel to the project site
will not offset its NOXx reduction potential.

2. The project sponsor shall ensure that all applicable requirements of the
plan have been incorporated into the contract specifications. The plan
shall include a certification statement, stating that the contractor agrees
to comply fully with the plan.

3. The contractor shall make the plan available to the public for review
onsite during working hours. The contractor shall post at the
construction site a legible and visible sign summarizing the plan. The
sign shall also state that the public may ask to inspect the plan for the
project at any time during working hours and explain how to request
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MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility (Public
Agency)
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Schedule

to inspect the plan. The contractor shall post at least one copy of the
sign in a visible location on each side of the construction site facing a
public right of way.
D. Monitoring
After start of construction activities, the contractor shall submit quarterly reports
to the ERO, documenting compliance with the plan. After completion of
construction activities but prior to receiving a final certificate of occupancy, the
project sponsor shall submit to the ERO a final report, summarizing
construction activities, including the start and end dates, the duration of each
construction phase, and the specific information required in the plan.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.2: On-Road Material Delivery and Haul

Trucks Construction Emissions Minimization.

The project sponsor shall require all construction contractors to implement the

following measures to reduce construction haul truck emissions.

A. Engine Requirements

1. The project sponsor shall also ensure that all on-road heavy-duty

diesel trucks with a gross vehicle weight rating of 19,500 pounds or
greater used at the project site (such as haul trucks, water trucks, dump
trucks, and concrete trucks) be model year 2010 or newer.

B. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan

As part of the Construction Emissions Minimization Plan identified above for

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.1 Section C, the contractor shall state, in

reasonable detail, how the contractor shall meet the requirements of Section A.

1. The plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase,

with a description of how the on-road haul truck fleet required for every
construction phase will comply with the engine requirements stated
above. The plan shall also include expected fuel usage (or miles
traveled) and hours of operation for the on-road haul truck fleet. For on-
road trucks using alternative fuels, the description shall also specify the
type of alternative fuel being used. Renewable diesel shall be considered
as an alternative fuel if it can be demonstrated to the Planning
Department or the City’s air quality specialists that it is compatible with
on-road truck engines and that emissions of ROG and NOx from
transport of fuel to the project site will not offset its NOx reduction
potential.

Infrastructure
developer and/or
vertical
developer(s) (as
applicable).

Prepare and
Implement
Construction
Emissions
Minimization Plan
including engine
requirements: Prior
to issuance of a
grading,
excavation, or
demolition permits
and ongoing
during demolition
and construction
activities.
Quarterly
Monitoring
Reports: Quarterly
after start of
construction
activities.

Final Construction
Report: After
completion of
construction

Infrastructure developer
and/or vertical developer(s)
(as applicable) or contractor
to submit a Construction
Emissions Minimization
Plan including engine
requirements to Port staff for
review and approval.
Quarterly reports to be
submitted to Port staff
documenting compliance
with the plan for review and
approval.

Final Construction Report to
be submitted to Port staff for
review and approval.

Considered
complete upon
Port review and
approval of
Construction
Emissions
Minimization
Plan, ongoing
review and
approval of
quarterly reports,
and review and
approval of final
construction
report.
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NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

Monitoring/Reporting

Implementation | Mitigation Responsibility (Public Monitoring
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule Agency) Schedule
a. See Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.1 Section C, Part 2. activities but prior
b. See Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.1 Section C, Part 3. to receiving a final
C. Monitoring certificate of
See Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.1 Section D. oceupancy.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.3: Low-VOC Architectural Coatings. Vertical At the start of Vertical developer(s) to Ongoing
The project sponsor shall use low-VOC (i.e., ROG) coatings, beyond local developer(s). construction submit initial report and throughout
requirements (i.e., Regulation 8, Rule 3: Architectural Coatings), for at least 90 activities and quarterly reports to the Port’s | construction and
percent of all residential and nonresidential interior and exterior paints. This quarterly during Building Permit Group operation.
includes all architectural coatings applied during both construction and construction and documenting compliance for
reapplications throughout the project’s operational lifetime. At least 90 percent the project’s review and approval.
of coatings applied must meet the “super-compliant” VOC standard of less than operational
10 grams of VOC per liter of paint. After start of construction activities, the lifetime.
contractor shall submit quarterly reports to the ERO documenting compliance
with this measure by providing an inventory listing the VOC content of all
coatings purchased and applied during construction activities.
For the reapplication of coatings during the project’s operational lifetime, the
Declaration of Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions shall also contain a
stipulation that low-VOC coatings must be used and a list of potential
coatings shall be provided. A list of “super-compliant” coatings can be found
on the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s website:
http://www.agmd.gov/home/regulations/compliance/architectural-
coatings/super-compliant-coatings.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.4: Best Available Control Technology for Pier 48 developer. | Prepare and Pier 48 developer or Considered

In-Water Construction Equipment.
The project sponsor shall require all construction contractors to implement the
following measures to reduce emissions from in-water equipment.
A. Engine Requirements
1. The project sponsor shall ensure that the construction barge shall have
engines that meet or exceed USEPA marine engine Tier 3 emissions
standards.
2. The project sponsor shall also ensure that the construction work boat
engine shall be model year 2005 or newer or meet NOx and PM
emissions standards for that model year.

Implement
Construction
Emissions
Minimization Plan
including barge
and work boat
engine
requirements: Prior
to issuance of a
grading,
excavation, or
demolition permits

contractor to submit a
Construction Emissions
Minimization Plan including
barge and work boat engine
requirements to Port staff for
review and approval.
Quarterly reports to be
submitted to Port staff
documenting compliance
with the plan for review and
approval.

complete upon
Port review and
approval of
Construction
Emissions
Minimization
Plan, ongoing
review and
approval of
quarterly
reports, and
review and
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B. Construction Emissions Minimization Plan and ongoing Final Construction Reportto | approval of final

As part of the Construction Emissions Minimization Plan identified above for
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.1 Section C, the contractor shall state, in
reasonable detail, how the contractor shall meet the requirements of

Section A.

1. The plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase,
with a description of how each in-water equipment piece (e.g. barge
engines, work boats) required for every construction phase will
comply with the engine requirements stated above. The plan shall also
include expected fuel usage and hours of operation for in-water
equipment. For in-water equipment using alternative fuels, the
description shall also specify the type of alternative fuel being used.
Renewable diesel shall be considered as an alternative fuel if it can be
demonstrated to the Planning Department or the City’s air quality
specialists that it is compatible with tiered engines and that emissions
of ROG and NOx from transport of fuel to the project site will not
offset its NOx reduction potential.

during demolition
and construction
activities.
Quarterly
Monitoring
Reports: Quarterly
after start of
construction
activities.

Final Construction
Report: After
completion of
construction
activities but prior
to receiving a final
certificate of

be submitted to Port staff for
review and approval.

construction
report.

a. See Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.1 Section C, Part 2. occupancy.
b. See Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.1 Section C, Part 3.
C. Monitoring
See Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.1 Section D.
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.5: Emissions Offsets for Construction and Infrastructure Implement a Implementation of specific Implementation
Operational Ozone Precursor Emissions. developer. specific offset offset project or program: of specific offset

Prior to the estimated first year of exceedance, the project sponsor, with

oversight of the Planning Department, shall elect to either:

1. Directly implement a specific offset project or program to achieve
emission reductions of up to 9.6 tons of ozone precursors to offset the
combined emissions from construction and operations remaining above
significance levels after implementation of identified mitigation
measures. To qualify under this mitigation measure, the specific
emissions reduction project must result in emissions reductions within
the SFBAAB that are real, surplus, quantifiable, and enforceable and
would not otherwise be achieved through compliance with existing
regulatory requirements or any other legal requirement. Prior to
implementation of the offset project, the project sponsor must obtain the

project or program:
Prior to the
estimated first year
of exceedance and
notify the Port
within 6 months of
completion of the
offset project.
Mitigation Fee:
Installment for
each development
block to be paid

Port approval of proposed
offset program. Port
verification of successful
completion of offset
program.

Mitigation Fee:
Infrastructure developer,
BAAQMD, and Port to
determine fee. BAAQMD
and infrastructure developer
to develop and implement
MOU.

project or
program:
Complete upon
Port’s
verification of
successful
completion of
offset program.
Mitigation Fee:
Complete for
each block upon
payment of fee
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Planning Department’s approval of the proposed offset project by with site permit installment
providing documentation of the estimated amount of emissions of ROG application for outlined in the
and NOx to be reduced (tons per year) within the SFBAAB from the each block, if no MOU.

emissions reduction project(s). The project sponsor shall notify the
Planning Department within 6 months of completion of the offset
project for Planning Department verification.

2. Pay a mitigation offset fee to the BAAQMD Bay Area Clean Air
Foundation (Foundation) in installments, as further described below, with
each installment_amount to be determined prior to the estimated first year
of exceedance. This fee is intended to fund emissions reduction projects to
achieve reductions totaling up to 10.5 tons of ozone precursors per year,
the estimated maximum tonnage of operational and construction-related
emissions offsets required to reduce emissions below significance levels
after implementation of other identified mitigation measures. This total
emissions offset amount was calculated by summing the maximum daily
construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOy (pounds/day),
multiplying by 260 work days per year for construction and 365 days per
year for operation, and converting to tons. The amount represents the total
estimated operational and construction-related ROG and NOx emissions
offsets required.

The fee shall be paid in up to 12 installments, each installment payable at
the time of application for a site permit for each development block,
representing the portion of the 10.5 tons of o0zone precursors per year
attributable to each building, as follows: (a) Blocks A, G, and K: 6.6% or
0.70 tons per each development block; (b) Pier 48: 18.6% or 1.95 tons;

(c) Blocks B, C, and D: 9% or 0.95 tons per each development block;

(d) Blocks E and F: 10.3% or 1.08 tons per each development block; and
(e) Blocks H, I, and J: 4.6% or 0.49 tons per each development block. The
mitigation offset fee, currently estimated at approximately $18,262 per
weighted ton, shall not exceed $35,000 per weighted ton of ozone
precursors plus an administrative fee of no more than 5 percent of the total
offset to fund one or more emissions reduction projects within the
SFBAAB. The not to exceed amount of $35,000 will be adjusted to reflect
annual California Consumer Price Index adjustments between 2017 and
the estimated first year of exceedance. Documentation of payment shall be
provided to the Planning Department.

specific project or
program is
identified. Enter
into MOU with
BAAQMD
Foundation and
pay offset fee in
installments for
each development
block.
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Unless directly implementing a specific offset project (or program) as
described above, the project sponsor would enter into a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) with the BAAQMD Foundation in connection with
each installment payment described above. The MOU will include details
regarding the funds to be paid, the administrative fee, and the timing of
the emissions reductions project. Acceptance of this fee by the BAAQMD
shall serve as acknowledgment and a commitment to (1) implement an
emissions reduction project(s) within a time frame to be determined, based
on the type of project(s) selected, after receipt of the mitigation fee to
achieve the emissions reduction objectives specified above and (2)
provide documentation to the Planning Department and the project
sponsor describing the project(s) funded by the mitigation fee, including
the amount of emissions of ROG and NOXx reduced (tons per year) within
the SFBAAB from the emissions reduction project(s). To qualify under
this mitigation measure, the specific emissions reduction project must
result in emission reductions within the SFBAAB that are real, surplus,
quantifiable, and enforceable and would not otherwise be achieved
through compliance with existing regulatory requirements or any other
legal requirement.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2.1: Best Available Control Technology for Vertical Prior to issuance of | Vertical developer(s) shall Considered
Operational Diesel Generators. developer(s). permit for each submit documentation of complete upon
The project sponsor shall ensure that the operational backup diesel generators backup diesel compliance to the Port for review and
comply with the following: (1) ARB Airborne Toxic Control Measure generator from review and approval. approval of
(ATCM) emissions standards for model year 2008 or newer engines; and (2) BAAQMD. documentation by
meet or exceed one of the following emission standards for particulate matter: Port staff.

(A) Tier 4 interim certified engine or (B) Tier 2 or Tier 3 certified engine that
is equipped with an ARB Level 3 VDECS. A nonverified diesel emissions
control strategy may be used if the filter has the same particulate matter
reduction as the identical ARB-verified model and BAAQMD approves of its
use. The project sponsor shall submit documentation of compliance with the
BAAQMD NSR permitting process (Regulation 2, Rule 2, and Regulation 2,
Rule 5) and the emissions standard requirement of this measure to the
Planning Department for review and approval prior to issuance of a permit for
a backup diesel generator from any City agency.
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Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2.2: Reactive Organic Gases Emissions Vertical Prior to issuance of | Vertical developer(s) to Considered
Reduction Measures. developer(s). any building work with the San Francisco | complete after

To reduce ROG emissions associated with the project, the project sponsor
shall provide education for residential and commercial tenants to help reduce
area source (e.g., architectural coatings, consumer products, and landscaping)
emissions associated with residential and building operations. Prior to receipt
of any building permit and every 5 years thereafter, the project sponsor shall
work with the San Francisco Department of Environment to develop
electronic correspondence, which will be distributed by email annually to
tenants of the project that encourages the purchase of consumer products that
are better for the environment and generate fewer VOC emissions. The
correspondence shall encourage environmentally preferable purchasing and
include contact information and links to SF APPROVED. While
microbreweries do not typically implement emission control devices, to
further reduce ROG (primarily ethanol) emissions associated with Pier 48
industrial operations, the project sponsor shall implement technologies to
reduce ethanol emissions if available and practicable. Such measures could
include wet scrubbers, ethanol recovery and capture (e.g., carbon absorption)
or incineration. At the time when specific designs for the Pier 48 use are
submitted to the City for approval, the project sponsor shall provide an
analysis that quantifies the emissions, based on the specific design proposal,
and evaluates ROG emission control technologies.

permit and every 5
years thereafter.

Department of Environment
to develop materials. San
Francisco Department of the
Environment to review and
approve materials.

documentation
provided to the
Department of
Environment of
distribution of
educational
materials to
residential and
commercial
tenants.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2.3: Transportation Demand Management.
The project sponsors shall prepare and implement a Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Plan. The TDM Plan shall have a goal of reducing
estimated aggregate daily one‘\way vehicle trips by 20 percent compared to
the aggregate daily one-way vehicle trips identified in the project’s travel
demand memo, prepared by Adavant Consulting, dated June 30, 2015
(“Travel Demand Memo”), and attached as Appendix 4-4 to the Draft EIR.
The project sponsors shall be responsible for monitoring implementation of
the TDM Plan and proposing adjustments to the TDM Plan if its goal is not
being achieved, in accordance with the following provisions.

The TDM Plan may include, but is not limited to, the types of measures
summarized below by way of example. TDM Plan measures shall generally be
consistent with the City's adopted TDM Program Standards and the draft

Transportation
Coordinator and/
or infrastructure
developer to
prepare the TDM
Plan, which will be
implemented by
the Transportation
Coordinator and
will be binding on
all development
parcels.

Transportation
Coordinator and/or
Infrastructure
developer to
prepare TDM Plan
and submit to
Planning
Department staff
prior to approval
of the project.

Transportation Coordinator
to submit the TDM Plan to
Planning Department staff
for review and approval.
Transportation Coordinator
to submit monitoring report
annually to Planning
Department staff and
implement TDM Plan
Adjustments (if required).

The TDM Plan is
considered
complete upon
approval by the
Planning
Department staff,
in consultation
with the SFMTA.
Annual
monitoring
reports would be
on-going during
project buildout,

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Page 34 of 34




Motion No.
October 5, 2017

CASE NO. 2013.0208E
Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR

SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

Monitoring/Reporting

Implementation | Mitigation Responsibility (Public Monitoring
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule Agency) Schedule
proposed TDM Plan prepared by Nelson Nygaard, dated September 2016, and or until five

attached as Appendix 4-5 to the Draft EIR. The TDM Plan describes the scope
and applicability of candidate measures in detail, and may include, for example:

e Active Transportation: Provision of streetscape improvements to encourage
walking, secure bicycle parking, shower and locker facilities for cyclists,
subsidized bike share memberships for project occupants, bicycle repair and
maintenance services, and other bicycle-related services;

e Car-Share: Provision of car-share parking spaces and subsidized
memberships for project occupants;

o Delivery: Provision of amenities and services to support delivery of goods
to project occupants;

e Family-Oriented Measures: Provision of on-site childcare and other
amenities to support the use of sustainable transportation modes by families;

¢ High-Occupancy Vehicles: Provision of carpooling/vanpooling incentives
and shuttle bus service;

e Information and Communications: Provision of multimodal wayfinding
signage, transportation information displays, and tailored transportation
marketing services;

e Land Use: Provision of on-site affordable housing and healthy food retail
services in underserved areas;

e Parking: Provision of unbundled parking, short-term daily parking
provision, parking cash out offers, and reduced off-street parking supply.
The TDM Plan shall describe each measure, including the degree of
implementation (e.g., how long will it be in place, how many tenants or
visitors it will benefit, on which locations within the site it will be placed,
etc.) and the population that each measure is intended to serve (e.g.,
residential tenants, retail visitors, employees of tenants, visitors). The TDM
Plan shall commit to monitoring vehicle trips to and from the project site to
determine the TDM Plan’s effectiveness, as required by TDM Plan
Monitoring and Reporting outlined below.
The TDM Plan shall have been approved by the Planning Department prior to
site permit application for the first building and the TDM Plan shall be
implemented as to each new building upon the issuance of the certificate of
occupancy for that building.

consecutive
reporting periods
show that the
fully-built project
has met its
reduction goals,
at which point
reports would be
submitted every
three years.
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The TDM Plan shall remain a component of the proposed project to be

implemented for the duration of the project.

TDM Plan Monitoring and Reporting: the Transportation Coordinator shall

collect data, prepare monitoring reports and submit them to the Planning

Department. To ensure the goal of reducing by 20 percent the aggregate daily

one-way Vvehicle trips is reasonably achievable, the project sponsor shall monitor

daily one-way vehicles trips for all buildings that have received a Certificate of

Occupancy, and compare these vehicle trips to the aggregate daily one-way

vehicle trips anticipated for the those buildings based on the trip generation rates

contained within the proposed project Travel Demand Memo.

e Timing: The Transportation Coordinator shall collect monitoring data
and shall begin submitting monitoring reports to the Planning
Department beginning 18 months after the completion and
commencement of operation of the proposed garage on Block D.
Thereafter, annual monitoring reports shall be submitted (referred to as
“reporting periods”) until five consecutive reporting periods show that
the project has met the reduction goal, at which point monitoring data
shall be submitted to the Planning Department once every 3 years. The
project sponsor shall complete each trip count and survey (see below for
description) within 30 days following the end of the applicable reporting
period. Each monitoring report shall be completed within 90 days
following the applicable reporting period. The project sponsor shall
modify the timing of monitoring reports such that a new monitoring
report is submitted 12 months after adjustments are made to the TDM
Plan in order to meet the reduction goal, as may be required under the
“TDM Plan Adjustments” heading, below. In addition, the Planning
Department may modify the timing of monitoring reports as needed to
consolidate this requirement with other monitoring and/or reporting
requirements for the project, such as annual reporting under the
proposed project Development Agreement.

e Term: The Project Sponsor shall monitor, submit monitoring reports,
and make plan adjustments as provided below until the earlier of: (i) the
expiration of the Development Agreement, or (ii) the reduction goal has
been met for up to eight consecutive reporting periods as determined by
the Planning Department. Notwithstanding the foregoing or any other
provision of this mitigation measure, all obligations for monitoring,
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reporting and for making adjustments to the TDM Plan shall terminate if

the project sponsor has paid and/or made a commitment to pay the offset

fee for any shortfall in the TDM Plan's meeting the reduction goal as
provided below.

e Components: The monitoring and reporting, including trip counts,
surveys and travel demand information, shall include the following
components or comparable alternative methodology and components, as
approved, accepted or provided by Planning Department staff:

o Trip Count and Intercept Survey: Provide a site-wide trip count and
intercept survey of persons and vehicles arriving and leaving the
project site, other than on AT&T Park ballgame or other major event
(e.g., concert or other event substantially occupying the capacity of
AT&T Park) days or hours, for no less than two days during the
reporting period between 6:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. One day shall be a
Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday during one week without
federally recognized holidays, and another day shall be a Tuesday,
Wednesday, or Thursday during another week without federally
recognized holidays. The trip count and intercept survey shall be
prepared by a qualified transportation or survey consultant, and the
Planning Department shall approve the methodology prior to the
Project Sponsors conducting the components of the trip count and
intercept survey. The Planning Department anticipates it will have a
standard trip count and intercept survey methodology developed and
available to project sponsors at the time of data collection.

o Travel Demand Information: The above trip count and survey
information shall be able to provide the travel demand analysis
characteristics (work and non-work trip counts, origins and
destinations of trips to/from the project site, and modal split
information), as outlined in the Planning Department’s
Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental
Review, October 2002, or subsequent updates in effect at the time of
the survey.

o Documentation of Plan Implementation: The transportation
coordinator shall work in conjunction with the Planning Department
to develop a survey (online or paper) that can be reasonably
completed by the transportation coordinator and/or Transportation
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Management Association (TMA) staff members to document
implementation of TDM program elements and other basic
information during the reporting period. The project sponsors shall
include this survey in the monitoring report submitted to the
Planning Department.

o Assistance and Confidentiality: The Planning Department will assist
the transportation coordinator with questions regarding the
components of the monitoring report and will assist the transportation
coordinator in determining ways to protect the identity of individual
survey responders.

TDM Plan Adjustments. The project sponsors shall adjust the TDM Plan
according to the monitoring results if three consecutive reporting periods
demonstrate that measures within the TDM Plan are not achieving the
reduction goal. The TDM Plan adjustments shall be made in consultation with
the Planning Department and may require refinements to existing measures
(e.g., changes to subsidies, increased bicycle parking), inclusion of new
measures (e.g., a new technology or project operational changes not
inconsistent with any agreements with the Port), or removal of existing
measures (e.g., measures that are ineffective or induce vehicle trips).® If three
consecutive reporting periods’ monitoring results demonstrate that measures
within the TDM Plan are not achieving the reduction goal, the project
sponsors shall propose TDM Plan adjustments to be incorporated in the TDM
Plan within 270 days following the last reporting period. The project sponsors
shall implement the TDM Plan adjustments until the results of three
consecutive reporting periods demonstrate that the reduction goal is being
achieved.

If after implementing TDM Plan adjustments as described above, and the
project sponsors have not met the reduction goal for up to eight consecutive
reporting periods as determined by the Planning Department, the project
sponsors may, at any time thereafter, elect to address the shortfall in meeting
the TDM Plan reduction target by, in addition to paying the emission offset
fees set forth in Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.5, also paying an additional

® No parking-related restrictive measures on the project site shall by design or effect, restrict parking on the project site for patrons of AT&T ballpark games or events.
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offset fee in accordance with Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.5, in the amount
required to address, both the shortfall in reduction during the previously
monitored years and the anticipated shortfall in the remaining expected years
of project operations, the latter of which shall be based on the shortfall that
occurred in the most recently monitored year. Calculations of emissions to be
offset shall be based on the total amount of emissions anticipated to be
reduced by achieving the 20 percent TDM goal adjusted for the actual
percentage of aggregate daily onelway vehicle trip reduction achieved in the
most recently monitored year.
Wind and Shadow Mitigation Measures
M-WS-1: Assessment and Mitigation of Wind Hazards on a Building-by- | Vertical Prior to or as part Vertical developer(s) to Considered
Building Basis. developer(s) and of the submittal submit to the Planning complete upon
1. Prior to or as part of the submittal package for the schematic design of anew | qualified wind package for the Department and the Port, for | approval of wind
building (Proposed Building), the Proposed Building developer shall submit | consultant. schematic design | their review and approval, a | report by the
to the Planning Department, for its review and approval, a scope of work Vertical of a new building. | scope of work and, following | Planning
and, following approval of the scope, a report from a Qualified Wind developer(s) to the approval of the scope of | Department and
Consultant (QWC) that reviews the Proposed Building schematic design, implement work by Planning Port.
absent landscaping.? "QWC" means a wind consultant retained by the architectural or Department and Port staff, a
Proposed Building(s) developer and approved by the Planning Department | landscaping report from a qualified wind

for preparation of the report. The EIR wind consultant for the proposed
project and any other wind consultant on the City's then approved list or
otherwise approved by the City will be considered a QWC.

2. The QWC report shall evaluate whether the Proposed Building(s) would
create a Significant Wind Impact. “Significant Wind Impact” means a
substantial increase on a site-wide basis in the number of hours per year
that the 26 mph wind hazard criterion is exceeded or, if baseline wind
conditions are greater than 26 mph, a substantial increase in the area
subjected to winds greater than 26 mph. This analysis shall focus on the
entire project area that was studied in wind tunnel tests conducted for the
EIR and not just the area immediately surrounding the Proposed
Building(s).

features, or a
combination of
such features, that
have been
demonstrated in
wind tunnel to
reduce the
Proposed
Building’s wind
hazards to a level
no greater than
those of either

consultant that determines
building-specific wind
conditions.

®  The scope of work for this report shall use the same methodology and wind test point locations as the Wind Study prepared for this EIR.
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3. The QWC shall consider the Proposed Building(s) in the context of the
"Current Project," which, at any given time during construction of the
Project, shall be defined as the building masses used in the Original Model
(Wind Study Configuration B),” except as updated to reflect schematic
design submittals for any previously approved building that has not yet
commenced construction, and construction permit designs for on-site
buildings that are under construction or have completed construction. This
model shall be referred to as the “Current Project” and shall be updated
over time as architectural design for each proposed project block/building
is completed.

4. The Proposed Building shall be tested in the wind tunnel as proposed,
including any architectural features that can be shown on plans to mitigate
wind effects.® Testing may not include any existing or proposed onsite
landscaping. A separate test shall be conducted with existing and proposed
onsite landscaping included, if required per Section 5, below. The
accompanying report shall compare the wind tunnel results analyzing the
Proposed Building in the context of the Current Project to the following
two baselines: (1) the EIR baseline conditions for the project site (Wind
Study Configuration A), and (2) Existing Plus Project (i.e., with Mission
Rock proposed project) conditions used in the EIR (Wind Study
Configuration B).

5. No further analysis shall be required if the QWC concludes, and the
Planning Department concurs, that the Proposed Building's schematic
design, absent proposed onsite landscaping, would not create a Significant
Wind Impact. If the QWC concludes that the Proposed Building's
schematic design, absent proposed onsite and existing offsite landscaping,
would create a Significant Wind Impact, as defined above, then a second
wind tunnel test shall be conducted, taking into account proposed onsite
landscaping and existing offsite landscaping. The intent of landscaping is

Wind Study
Configuration A or
Wind Study
Configuration B.

" All references to the Wind Study refer to the Mission Rock EIR Pedestrian Wind Study Wind Tunnel Tests Report prepared by RWDI, final report, January 25, 2017, which can

be found in Appendix 7-1 to this EIR.

8 These could include features such as setbacks, wind baffles, randomized balconies, overhands, canopies, awnings and the like, provided they are consistent with the project’s
Design Controls and shown on schematic architectural plans for the Proposed Building.
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to emulate the function and effect of a manmade wind screen. The

following parameters have been determined to be the minimum

requirements for landscaping features to be effective in controlling wind:®

e Itisthe combined effect of a cluster or group of landscaping features
that is most effective, rather than the maturity of one tree.

e Since a general rule is that vertical wind control features should be
taller than the average height of a person, foliage from the ground up
is most effective at a height of approximately 6 to 8 feet.

e Since winds can easily flow under tree crowns, underplantings
(e.g., shrub plantings at the base of a tree) should be included where
trunks are bare for the first 5 to 6 feet of a tree measured from the
ground.

e Tree crowns with at least 60 percent cover (density of leafage) and
even spread of branches are most effective.

Biological Resources Mitigation Measures

M-BI-3.1: Conduct Impact Hammer Pile Driving during Periods that
Avoid Special-Status Fish Species’ Spawning and Migration Seasons.
In-water pile installation using impact hammers shall occur within the work
window of June 1 to November 30, which has been established for dredging
in San Francisco Bay to reduce potential effects on special-status fish species.

Pier 48 developer.

During the
construction work
window of June 1
to November 30.

Pier 48 developer to submit
detailed construction
schedule to Port staff for
review and approval.

Considered
complete upon
approval of
construction
schedule by Port
staff.

M-BI-3.2: Pile-Driving Noise Reduction for the Protection of Fish.

Prior to the start of pile driving in the Bay, the project sponsor shall develop
an underwater noise monitoring and attenuation plan and obtain approval
from NMFS. The NMFS-approved plan or any modifications shall be
provided to the City Planning Department for determination of consistency
with the requirements in this measure.

The plan shall provide details regarding the estimated underwater sound
levels expected, sound attenuation methods, methods used to monitor and
verify sound levels during pile-driving activities, and management practices

Pier 48 developer.

Prior to the start of
pile driving in the
Bay.

Pier 48 developer to prepare
an underwater noise
monitoring and attenuation
plan and obtain approval
from NMFS. The NMFS-
approved plan or any
modifications to be provided
to the Port staff for
determination of consistency
with the requirements in this

Considered
complete upon
review and
approval of the
sound attenuation
and monitoring
plan by NMFS
and consistency
determination by

° RWDI, Landscaping, December 8, 2016.
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR
SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT
NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

Monitoring/Reporting

Implementation | Mitigation Responsibility (Public Monitoring
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule Agency) Schedule
to be taken to reduce pile-driving sound in the marine environment to below measure. Port staff.

NMEFS thresholds for injury to fish. The plan shall incorporate, but not be
limited to, the following BMPs:

o All steel pilings shall be installed with a vibratory pile driver to the
deepest depth practicable. An impact pile driver may be used only where
necessary, as determined by the contractor and/or project engineer, to
complete installation of the steel pilings, in accordance with seismic safety
or other engineering criteria.

e The smallest pile driver and minimum force shall be used to complete the
work necessary to meet NMFS requirements, as determined by the
contractor and/or project engineer.

e The hammer shall be cushioned using a 12-inch-thick wood block during
all impact hammer pile-driving operations.

e To reduce impacts to levels below injury thresholds, based on
hydroacoustic monitoring and the amount of impact pile driving
occurring on a particular day, a bubble curtain, wood block cushion, air
barrier, or similar technology shall be employed during impact pile-
driving activities.

e A “soft start”' technique shall be employed upon initial pile-driving
activities every day to allow fish an opportunity to vacate the area.

e During impact pile driving, the contractor shall limit the number of
strikes per day to the minimum necessary to complete the work, as
determined by the contractor and/or project engineer.

e No pile driving shall occur at night.

o During impact pile driving, a qualified fish biologist shall monitor the
project site for fish that exhibit signs of distress. If fish are observed
exhibiting signs of injury or distress, work shall be halted by the
biologist, and the cumulative SEL up to that point shall be examined. If
the cumulative SEL is close to the threshold or exceeds the threshold,
then pile-driving activities will cease until the next day.

0 Soft starts require an initial set of three strikes from the impact hammer at 40 percent energy, followed by a 1-minute waiting period between subsequent three-strike sets. Soft
starts for vibratory hammers will initiate noise at 15 seconds at reduced energy, followed by a 1-minute waiting period between subsequent starts. This process should continue
for a period of no less than 20 minutes.
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR

SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

Monitoring/Reporting

Implementation | Mitigation Responsibility (Public Monitoring

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule Agency) Schedule
e All pile-driving and pile-removal activity shall be monitored by a NMFS-

approved biological monitor before and during all pile driving. The

biological monitor shall maintain a monitoring log of daily pile-driving

activities, any field sound measurements, fish sightings, and implementation

of soft-start and shut-down requirements. A monitoring report shall be

prepared for submission to NMFS and the City (submitted monthly and at

the completion of all pile-driving/pile-removal activities).
M-BI-3.3: Pile-Driving Noise Reduction for Protection of Marine Mammals. | Pier 48 developer. | Prior to the start of | Pier 48 developer to prepare | Considered
Prior to the start of pile driving in the Bay, as part of the underwater noise pile driving in the an underwater noise complete upon
monitoring and attenuation plan required by Mitigation Measure M-BI-3.2, Bay. monitoring and attenuation review and

the project sponsor shall provide details regarding the estimated underwater

sound levels expected, not just from impact hammer pile driving that may

affect fish but also from vibratory pile driving and removal because these
sound levels may affect marine mammals. The plan shall also address sound
attenuation methods, methods used to monitor and verify sound levels during
pile-driving activities, and management practices to be taken to reduce pile-
driving sound in the marine environment to below NMFS thresholds for
injury to marine mammals. As part of implementation of the sound
attenuation monitoring plan, the project sponsor shall take actions to reduce
the effect of underwater noise transmission on marine mammals. These
actions shall include, at a minimum:

e The establishment of initial safety zones, based on the estimated NMFS
injury threshold contours for the different marine mammals (as shown in
Table 4.L-8 and Table 4.L-9). The initial size of the safety zones may be
modified, based on subsequent analysis of the anticipated noise levels and
the actually proposed piles, equipment, and activity prior to construction
but only with the approval of NMFS.

e Hydroacoustic monitoring, according to the NMFS-approved sound
attenuation and monitoring plan, shall be completed during initial pile driving
to verify projected isopleths for pile driving and removal. The plan shall
require real-time hydroacoustic monitoring for a sufficient number of piles to
determine and verify modeled noise isopleths. The safety zones established
prior to construction may be modified, based on field measurements of noise
levels from different pile-driving activities, if the field measurements indicate
that different noise threshold contours than those estimated prior to
construction are appropriate but only with approval of NMFS.

plan (including estimated
underwater sound levels
expected) and obtain
approval from NMFS. The
NMFS-approved plan or any
modifications to be provided
to Port staff for
determination of consistency
with the requirements in this
measure.

approval of the
sound attenuation
and monitoring
plan by NMFS
and consistency
determination by
Port staff.
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR

SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility (Public
Agency)

Monitoring
Schedule

e Halting of work activities when a marine mammal enters a safety zone
(specific to that species) and resumed only after the animal has not been
observed within the safety zone for a minimum of 15 minutes.

e Use of a “soft start”* technique each day upon commencement of pile-
driving activity, any time after ceasing pile-driving activity for more than
1 hour, and any time after shutdown due to marine mammal entry into a
safety zone.

e Monitoring by an NMFS[approved biological monitor of all pile-driving
and pile-removal activity before and during all pile driving/removal to
inspect the work zone and adjacent Bay waters for marine mammals and
implement the safety zone requirements described above. The biological
monitor shall maintain a monitoring log of daily pile-driving/removal
activities, any field sound measurements, marine mammal sightings, and
implementation of soft-start, shut-down, and safety-zone requirements. A
monitoring report shall be prepared for submission to the City and NMFS
(submitted monthly and at the completion of all pile-driving/pile-removal
activities).

M-BI-5: Conduct Pre-Construction Surveys for Nesting Migratory
Birds.

To facilitate compliance with state and federal laws (California Fish and
Game Code and the MBTA) and prevent impacts on nesting migratory birds,
the project sponsor shall avoid vegetation/structure removal, ground-
disturbing activities, and elevated noise levels near suitable nesting habitat
during the nesting season (February 1 through August 31) or conduct pre-
construction surveys, as described below. Alternatively, the project sponsor
may remove vegetation or structures that may support nesting birds outside of
the breeding season such that no breeding habitat would be present should
construction start in the normal breeding season.

Infrastructure or
vertical
developer(s) (as
applicable),
qualified wildlife
biologist (if
necessary).

Infrastructure or
vertical
developer(s) (as
applicable) to
avoid vegetation
and/or structure
removal, ground-
disturbing
activities, and
elevated noise
levels near suitable
nesting habitat

Avoid Removal during
Nesting Season: contractor
to provide detailed
construction schedule to Port
to confirm affected activities
fall outside nesting season or
removal of trees and/or
structures occurs outside
breeding season.

Nesting Surveys: If
necessary, wildlife biologist
to complete a memorandum

Avoid Removal
during Nesting
Season: complete
upon review and
approval of
construction
schedule by Port
staff.

Nesting Surveys:
Considered
complete upon
review and

11 Soft starts require an initial set of three strikes from the impact hammer at 40 percent energy, followed by a 1-minute waiting period between subsequent three-strike sets. Soft
starts for vibratory hammers will initiate noise at 15 seconds at reduced energy, followed by a 1-minute waiting period between subsequent starts. This process should continue

for a period of no less than 15 minutes.
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SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USE PROJECT

NOTE: Each mitigation measure in this document applies to the proposed project and all variants, unless noted otherwise.

Monitoring/Reporting

Implementation | Mitigation Responsibility (Public Monitoring
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule Agency) Schedule
If it is not feasible to avoid the nesting season and suitable nesting areas during the nesting | detailing the survey effort approval of

remain on the project site, the project sponsor shall hire a qualified wildlife
biologist with demonstrated nest-searching experience to conduct surveys for
nesting birds, including raptors. The following list details the nesting bird
survey requirements for this project.

e One nesting bird assessment is required at the beginning of each year, at the
start of the nesting bird season (February), to determine if suitable nesting
habitat remains or has been reinstated (e.g., the project site is revegetated).

o If suitable nesting habitat is present, one nesting survey shall be conducted
between February and April, and one nesting survey shall be conducted
between April and June.

e Additional nesting surveys are required when construction work stops at a
portion of the site where suitable nesting habitat remains for more than
15 days or if construction is phased in such a way that no disturbance has
occurred in a portion of the project site.

e If active nests are observed during construction when the wildlife
biologist is not present, all work within 250 feet of the nest shall stop, and
wildlife biologist shall be contacted immediately. All personnel shall
move at least 250 feet away from the nest. To the extent feasible, after
consulting with the wildlife biologist, construction equipment shall be
shut down or moved 250 feet away from the nest.

Nesting bird surveys shall be performed no earlier than 7 days prior to the

commencement of ground-disturbing activities and vegetation removal

(including clearing, grubbing, and staging). The area surveyed shall include

all construction areas as well as areas within 250 feet outside the boundaries

of the areas to be cleared or as otherwise determined by the biologist.

If the wildlife biologist finds any active nests (e.g., a nest with eggs, chicks, or

young) during the survey, the biologist shall establish no-disturbance species-

specific buffer zones for each nest, marked with high-visibility fencing,
flagging, or pin flags. No construction activities shall be allowed within the
buffer zones. The size of the buffer shall be based on the species' sensitivity to
disturbance and planned work activities in the vicinity; typical buffer sizes are

250 feet for raptors and 50 feet for other birds. The buffer shall remain in

effect until the chicks have fledged from the nest or the nest is no longer

active, which will be verified by the biologist.

season (February 1
through August
31), conduct pre-
construction
surveys (February
through June), or
remove vegetation
and/or structures
outside breeding
season.

and results and submit the
memorandum to the
infrastructure developer or
vertical developer (s) (as
applicable) and Port staff
within 7 days of survey
completion. Port staff to
review and approve report.

nesting surveys
by Port staff.
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MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Implementation
Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Reporting
Responsibility (Public
Agency)

Monitoring
Schedule

If inactive nests are identified, the project sponsor or its contractor shall
remove those nests from the structure/vegetation and install nest exclusion
measures on structures (i.e., fine mesh netting, panels, or metal projectors)
outside of the nesting season, if deemed necessary and suitable by the
qualified wildlife biologist. All exclusionary devices shall be monitored and
maintained throughout the breeding season to ensure that they are successful
in preventing the birds from accessing the cavities or nest sites.

After each survey and/or after nest-deterrence activities are completed, the
wildlife biologist shall complete a memorandum detailing the survey effort
and results and submit the memorandum to the project sponsor within 7 days
of survey completion.

Geology and Soils Mitigation Measures

M-GE-5: Accidental discovery of paleontological resource.

Given the potential for paleontological resources to be present at the project
site at excavation depths within the Colma Formation, the following
measures shall be undertaken to avoid any significant adverse effect from
the proposed project on paleontological resources. Before the start of any
drilling or pile-driving activities, the project sponsor shall retain a qualified
paleontologist, as defined by the SVP, who is experienced in teaching
nonspecialists. The qualified paleontologist shall train all construction
personnel who are involved with earthmoving activities, including the site
superintendent, regarding the possibility of encountering fossils, the
appearance and types of fossils that are likely to be seen during
construction, and proper notification procedures should fossils be
encountered. Procedures to be conveyed to workers include halting
construction within 50 feet of any potential fossil find and notifying a
qualified paleontologist, who shall evaluate the significance.

If paleontological resources are discovered during earthmoving activities,
the construction crew shall immediately cease work near the find and notify
the project sponsor and the San Francisco Planning Department.
Construction work in the affected areas shall remain stopped or be diverted
to allow recovery of fossil remains in a timely manner. The project sponsor
shall retain a qualified paleontologist to evaluate the resource and prepare a
recovery plan in accordance with SVP guidelines. The recovery plan may
include a field survey, construction monitoring, sampling and data recovery

Infrastructure
developer and/or
vertical
developer(s) (as
applicable), and
qualified
paleontologist.

Before the start of
any drilling or
pile-driving
activities.

Infrastructure developer or
vertical developer(s) (as
applicable) to retain
qualified paleontologist and
notify Port staff. Port staff to
approve selection of
paleontologist.

If necessary, paleontologist
to prepare and submit a
recovery plan for Port review
and approval.

Considered
complete once
training is
complete, once
construction is
complete, or once
the Planning
Department
approves the
recovery plan and
the infrastructure
developer or
vertical
developer(s) and
qualified
paleontologist
implements the
plan.
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Responsibility

Mitigation
Schedule
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Agency)
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Schedule

procedures, museum storage coordination for any specimen recovered, and
a report of findings. Recommendations in the recovery plan that are
determined by the San Francisco Planning Department to be necessary and
feasible shall be implemented before construction activities can resume at
the site where the paleontological resources were discovered. The San
Francisco Planning Department shall be responsible for ensuring that the
monitor’s recommendations regarding treatment and reporting are
implemented.

IMPROVEMENT MEASURES FOR THE SEAWALL LOT 337 AND PIER 48 MIXED-USED PROJEC

T

I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan.

Traffic Control Plan for Construction — To reduce potential conflicts between
construction activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos during
construction activities, the project sponsor should require construction
contractor(s) to prepare a traffic control plan for major phases of construction
(e.g. demolition and grading, construction, or renovation of individual
buildings). The project sponsor and their construction contractor(s) should
meet with relevant City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to reduce
traffic congestion, including temporary transit stop relocations and other
measures to reduce potential traffic and transit disruption and pedestrian
circulation effects during major phases of construction. This includes
coordinating project construction activities with nearby City construction
projects, such as the Third Street Rehabilitation Project. For any work within
the public right-of-way, the contractor would be required to comply with the
San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, which
establishes rules and permit requirements so that construction activities can be
conducted safely and with the least possible interference with pedestrians,
bicyclists, transit, and vehicular traffic. Additionally, restrict truck movements
and deliveries to the maximum feasible extent during peak hours (generally
7:00 to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 to 6:00 p.m., or other times, as determined by
SFMTA and the TASC).

In the event that the construction timeframes of the major phases and other
development projects adjacent to the project site overlap, the project sponsor
should coordinate with City agencies through the TASC and the adjacent
developers to minimize the severity of any disruption to adjacent land uses
and transportation facilities from overlapping construction transportation

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Infrastructure
developer and/or
developer(s) (as
applicable) (s).

Construction
Management Plan
for Construction:
Prior to the
issuance of a
grading,
excavation, or
building permit.
Project
Construction
Updates: ongoing
throughout
construction
activities.

Infrastructure developer
and/or vertical developer(s)
(as applicable) and
construction contractor(s) to
submit Traffic Control Plan
for Construction to the Port
and SFMTA for review and
approval. Project
construction update materials
would be provided in the
annual mitigation and
monitoring plan.

Ongoing during
project
construction.
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Monitoring/Reporting
Implementation | Mitigation Responsibility (Public Monitoring
MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL Responsibility Schedule Agency) Schedule
impacts. The project sponsor, in conjunction with the adjacent developer(s),
should propose a construction traffic control plan that includes measures to
reduce potential construction traffic conflicts, such as coordinated material
drop-offs, collective worker parking and transit to job site and other measures.
Reduce Single-Occupant Vehicle Mode Share for Construction Workers — To
minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction
workers, the project sponsor should require the construction contractor to
include in the Traffic Control Plan for Construction methods to encourage
walking, bicycling, carpooling, and transit access to the project construction
sites by construction workers in the coordinated plan.
Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Residents and Businesses — To
minimize construction impacts on access for nearby residences, institutions,
and businesses, the project sponsor should provide nearby residences and
adjacent businesses with regularly updated information regarding
construction, including construction activities, peak construction vehicle
activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, and lane closures via a
newsletter and/or website.
I-TR-7: Garage Access — Pedestrian Design Features. Garage developer. | During the final Garage developer to design Considered
During the final design process for the parking facilities and the pedestrian design process for | parking facilities and complete once
realm of adjacent streets, improvements should be designed for the safe the parking pedestrian realm for the safe | SFMTA and
interface of vehicles and pedestrians at parking facility driveways. This design facilities and the interface of vehicles and Planning
shall include adequate sight distance, signing, striping, warning devices, and pedestrian realm of | pedestrians. SFMTA, in Department signs
lighting. adjacent streets. consultation with the off on final plans.
Planning Department to
review and approve plans.
I-TR-10: Garage Access — Bicycle-Vehicle Design Features. Garage developer. | During final design | Garage developer to design Considered
During the final design process for Long Bridge Street, adequate sight process for Long Long Bridge Street with complete once
distance should be provided through a combination of signing, striping, and Bridge Street. adequate sight distance. SFMTA signs off
lighting improvements, which should be designed for the safe interface of SFMTA to review and on final plans.
vehicles and cyclists at the two Block D2 parking facility driveways. approve plans.
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I-TR-12: Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions During Large | Project Ongoing. Transportation Coordinator On-going during
Events. The project’s Transportation Coordinator should participate as a Transportation to provide at least 1-month project
member of the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee | Coordinator. notification to Port, Planning | operations.
and provide at least 1-month notification prior to the start of any large event Department, and SFMTA
that would overlap with an event at AT&T Park. prior to the start of any large
event that would overlap
with an event at AT&T Park.
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Planning Commission Resolution No. XXXXX
HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 5, 2017

Date: September 21, 2017
Case No.: 2013.0208 ENV/PCA/MAP/DVA
Project Name: Mission Rock (aka Seawall Lot 337 / Pier 48)

Existing Zoning: ~ Mission Bay Open Space (MB-OS); M-2 (Heavy Industrial) Zoning District;
Mission Rock Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 8719/ 006; 9900/048

Proposed Zoning: ~ Mission Mixed-Use Zoning District / Mission Rock Special Use District;
Mission Rock Height and Bulk District

Project Sponsor: ~ Port of San Francisco and SWL 337 Associates, LLC

Staff Contact: Mat Snyder — (415) 575-6891
mathew.snyder@sfgov.org

RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPROVE
AMENDMENTS TO THE PLANNING CODE TO ESTABLISH THE MISSION ROCK MIXED-USE
DISTRICT, THE MISSION ROCK SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, ALONG WITH OTHER RELATED
MINOR CHANGES TO ARTICLE 2 AND ARTICLE 9 OF THE PLANNING CODE; AND BY
AMENDING ZONING MAP ZN 08 BY DESIGNATING ASSESSOR’S BLOCK AND LOT: 8719/ 006
AND 9900/-48 AS PART OF THE MISSION ROCK MIXED-USE DISTRICT AND BY AMENDING
SPECIAL USE DISTRICT MAP SD 08 BY DESIGNATING ASSESSOR’S BLOCK AND LOTS: 8719/
006 AND 9900/048 AS PART OF THE MISSION ROCK SPECIAL USE DISTRICT; ADOPT
FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND PLANNING CODE SECTION
101.1 AND FINDINGS UNDER PLANNING CODE SECTION 302, AND INCORPORATING
FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.

WHEREAS, on September 5, 2017, Mayor Edwin Lee and Supervisor Jane Kim introduced an
ordinance (Board File 170940) for Planning Code Text Amendments to establish the Mission Rock Mixed-
Use District and the Mission Rock Special Use District (herein “SUD”), and for Planning Code Map
Amendments by amending Zoning Map ZN08 by designating Assessor’s Block and Lot: 8719/006 as part
of the Mission Rock Mixed-Use District and by amending Special Use District Map SD08 by designating
assessor’s block and lots: 8719/ 006 and 9900/048 to the Mission Rock SUD.

WHEREAS, pursuant to Planning Code Section 302(b), on September 5, 2017, the San Francisco
Board of Supervisors initiated these Planning Code Text and Map Amendments.

WHEREAS, these Planning Code Text and Map Amendments would enable the Project. The
Project includes new market-rate and affordable residential uses, commercial uses, retail, light industrial
uses, parking, shoreline improvements, infrastructure development and street improvements, and public
open space. Depending on the uses proposed, the Project would include approximately 1.1. to 1.6 million
gross square feet (gsf) of residential uses (estimated as between 1,000 to 1,600 residential units) (of which
40% will be below market rate), approximately 972,000 to 1.4 million gsf of commercial-office uses, and a
maximum of approximately 245,000 gsf of retail uses. The Project also includes construction of
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Resolution No. XXXXX Case No. 2013.0208MAP/PCA
Hearing Date: October 5, 2017 Mission Rock Planning Code Textand Zoning Map Amendment

transportation and circulation improvements, new and upgraded utilities and infrastructure, geotechnical
and shoreline improvements, up to 3,000 off-street parking spaces in one or two new garages and 100
spaces elsewhere throughout the site. The Project is more comprehensively described in the Seawall Lot
337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project Draft EIR.

WHEREAS, the Project would construct new buildings that would range in height from 90 to 240
feet, as is consistent with Proposition D which was passed by the voters of San Francisco in November
2015.

WHEREAS, these Planning Code Text Amendments would establish the Mission Rock Mixed
Use District and Mission Rock SUD, which would outline the land use controls for the Project site.

WHEREAS, these Planning Code Map Amendments would designate the newly created Mission
Rock Mixed-Use District and the Mission Rock Special Use District to the Project Site; the newly created
SUD outline the land use controls for the Project site.

WHEREAS, this Resolution approving these Planning Code Text and Map Amendments is a
companion to other legislative approvals relating to the Project, including approval of the Mission Rock
Design Controls document, and recommendation for approval of the Development Agreement.

WHEREAS, as part of the implementation of the Project, the Office of Community Investment and
Infrastructure (OCII) will consider removing certain property identified as Mission Bay Parcel P20 (a 0.3-
acre, approximately 20-foot-wide strip of land adjacent to the south side of Seawall Lot 337, along the
north side of Mission Rock Street) from the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, and such removal
would be part of the Project implementation as described in the Development Agreement. Parcel P20 is
currently subject to the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan and is designated in that plan as a small
open-space buffer. When it adopted AB 2797, the state legislature recognized the need to remove P20
from the Redevelopment Plan, on the basis that “the revitalization of Seawall Lot 337 . . . is of particular
importance to the state.” As such, AB 2797 calls for the amendment of the Redevelopment Plan to
remove P20 without State-level review under Health & Safety Code Sections 34163(c)-(f) and 34164(a) and

(b).

WHEREAS, on October 5, 2017, the Planning Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR
for the Mission Rock Project (“FEIR”) and found the FEIR to be adequate, accurate and objective, thus
reflecting the independent analysis and judgment of the Department and the Commission, and that the
summary of comments and responses contained no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and certified the
FEIR for the Project in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), the CEQA
Guidelines and Chapter 31 by Motion No. XXXXX.

WHEREAS, on October 5, the Commission by Motion No. XXXXX approved CEQA Findings,
including adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), under Case No.
2013.0208ENV, for approval of the Project, which findings and MMRP are incorporated by reference as
though fully set forth herein.

WHEREAS, on October 5, 2017, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a
regularly scheduled meeting on the proposed Planning Code Text and Map Amendments and has
considered the information included in the File for these Amendments, the staff reports and
presentations, public testimony and written comments, as well as the information provided about the
Project from other City departments.
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WHEREAS, a draft ordinance, substantially in the form attached hereto as Exhibit A, approved as
to form, would establish the Mission Rock Mixed Use District, Mission Rock SUD, and make other related
Planning Code Text and Map amendments.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby finds that the
Planning Code Text Amendments and Zoning Map Amendments promote the public welfare,
convenience and necessity for the following reasons:

1. The Amendments would help implement the Mission Rock Mixed-Use Project development,
thereby evolving currently under-utilized surface parking lot for needed housing, commercial
space, and parks and open space.

2. The Amendments would help implement the Mission Rock Mixed-Use Project, which in turn will
provide employment opportunities for local residents during construction and post-occupancy,
as well as community facilities and parks for new and existing residents.

3. The Amendments would help implement the Mission Rock Mixed-Use Project by enabling the
creation of a mixed-use and sustainable neighborhood, with fully rebuilt infrastructure. The new
neighborhood would improve the site’s multi-modal connectivity to and integration with the
surrounding City fabric, and connect existing neighborhoods to the City’s waterfront.

4. The Amendments would enable the construction of a new vibrant, safe, and connected
neighborhood, including new parks and open spaces. The Amendments would help ensure a
vibrant neighborhood with active streets and open spaces, high quality and well-designed
buildings, and thoughtful relationships between buildings and the public realm, including the
waterfront.

5. The Amendments would enable construction of new housing, including new on-site affordable
housing, and new retail and manufacturing uses. These new uses would create a new mixed-use
neighborhood that would strengthen and complement nearby neighborhoods.

6. The Amendments would facilitate the preservation and rehabilitation of Pier 48 - an important
historic resource listed in the National Register of Historic Places.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission finds the Planning Code Text and
Map Amendments are in general conformity with the General Plan and Planning Code Section 101.1 as
set forth below.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission finds the Project and its approvals
associated therein, including the amendment to the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan to remove
Parcel P20 from that Plan, all as more particularly described in Exhibits B and C to the Development
Agreement on file with the Planning Department in Case No. 2013.0208DVA, are on balance consistent
with the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan, as described herein as follows:

HOUSING ELEMENT
OBJECTIVE 1

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE
CITY’S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.
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POLICY 1.1
Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, especially affordable
housing.
POLICY 1.8

Promote mixed use development, and include housing, particularly permanently affordable housing, in new
commercial, institutional or other single use development projects.

POLICY 1.10
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households can easily rely on public
transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips.

The Project is a mixed-use development with approximately 1.1 to 1.6 million gsf of residential
uses (estimated at between 1,100 and 1,600 dwelling units) at full project build-out, which will
provide a wide range of housing options. As detailed in the Development Agreement, the Project
substantially exceeds the inclusionary affordable housing requirements of the Planning Code,
through a partnership between the developer and the City to reach a 40% affordable level.

OBJECTIVE 11
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN FRANCISCO'S
NEIGHBORHOODS.

POLICY 11.1
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, flexibility,
and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character.

POLICY 11.2
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals.

POLICY 11.7
Respect San Francisco’s historic fabric, by preserving landmark buildings and ensuring consistency with
historic districts.

The Project, as described in the Development Agreement and controlled in the Design Controls
(DC), includes a program of substantial community benefits and detailed plans designed to
create a vibrant new mixed-use amenity-rich neighborhood at the location of an existing surface
parking lot. The new neighborhood will feature small blocks and well-articulated buildings with
a human scale modeled off of features characteristic of San Francisco neighborhoods. Through
the standards and guidelines in the DC and through the Development Agreement (DA), the
Project Sponsor has committed to the rehabilitation of Pier 48 pursuant to the Secretary of Interior
Standards.

OBJECTIVE 12
BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES THE
CITY’S GROWING POPULATION.
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POLICY 12.1
Encourage new housing that relies on transit use and environmentally sustainable patterns of movement.

POLICY 12.2
Consider the proximity of quality of life elements, such as open space, child care, and neighborhood services,
when developing new housing units.

The Project appropriately balances housing with new and improved infrastructure and related
public benefits.

The project site is located proximate to both major regional and local public transit, including
Muni Metro and Caltrain. The Project includes incentives for the use of transit, walking and
bicycling through its TDM program. In addition, the Project's streetscape design would enhance
vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian access and connectivity through the site. Therefore, new
residential and commercial buildings constructed as part of the Project would rely on transit use
and environmentally sustainable patterns of movement.

The Project will provide over eight acres of new open space for a variety of activities, including
an expanded China Basin Park, a central town square-like space, a waterfront wharf, and other
small plazas and pedestrian connections throughout.

The Project includes substantial contributions related to quality of life elements such as open
space, affordable housing, transportation improvements, childcare, public art, workforce

development, youth development, and historic preservation.

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 1
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT.

POLICY 1.1
Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable consequences.
Discourage development which has substantial undesirable consequences that cannot be mitigated.

The Project is intended to provide a distinct mixed-use development with residential, office,
retail, cultural, and open space uses. The Project would leverage the Project site's location on the
waterfront and close proximity to major regional and local public transit by building a dense
mixed-use development that allows people to work and live close to transit. The Project would
incorporate varying heights, massing and scale, maintaining a strong human-scaled streetwall
along streets, and focused attention around public open spaces. The Project would create a
balanced commercial center with a continuum of floorplate sizes for a range of users, substantial
new on-site open space, and sufficient density to support and activate the new active ground
floor uses and open space in the Project.
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The Project would help meet the job creation goals established in the City's Economic
Development Strategy by generating new employment opportunities and stimulating job
creation across all sectors. The Project would also construct high-quality housing with sufficient
density to contribute to 24-hour activity on the Project site, while offering a mix of unit types,
sizes, and levels of affordability to accommodate a range of potential residents. The Project
would facilitate a vibrant, interactive ground plane for Project and neighborhood residents,
commercial users, and the public, with public spaces that could accommodate a variety of events
and programs, and adjacent ground floor building spaces that include elements such as
transparent building frontages and large, direct access points to maximize circulation between,
and cross-activation of, interior and exterior spaces.

OBJECTIVE 2
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE A SOUND AND DIVERSE ECONOMIC BASE AND FISCAL
STRUCTURE FOR THE CITY.

POLICY 2.1
Seek to retain existing commercial and industrial activity and to attract new such activity to the city.

See above (Commerce and Industry Element Objective 1 and Policy 1.1) which explain the
Project's contribution to the City's overall economic vitality.

OBJECTIVE 3
PROVIDE EXPANDED EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR CITY RESIDENTS,
PARTICULARLY THE UNEMPLOYED AND ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED.

POLICY 3.2
Promote measures designed to increase the number of San Francisco jobs held by San Francisco residents.

The Project would help meet the job creation goals established in the City's Economic
Development Strategy by generating new employment opportunities and stimulating job
creation across all sectors. The Project will provide expanded employment opportunities for City
residents at all employment levels, both during and after construction. The Development
Agreement, as part of the extensive community benefit programs, includes a Workforce
Development Plan, including a local hire participation level of 30% per trade. Vertical developers
will contribute $1,000,000 to OEWD in 11 parcel-by-parcel installments. Half of the funds will
support community-based organizations that provide barrier removal services and job readiness
training for individuals within at-risk populations, and half will support city programs that
provide job training for local residents.

OBJECTIVE 6
MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL AREAS EASILY
ACCESSIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS.

POLICY 6.1 Ensure and encourage the retention and provision of neighborhood-serving goods and
services in the city’s neighborhood commercial districts, while recognizing and encouraging diversity
among the districts.
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POLICY 6.2

Promote economically vital neighborhood commercial districts which foster small business enterprises and
entrepreneurship and which are responsive to economic and technological innovation in the marketplace
and society

POLICY 6.4
Encourage the location of neighborhood shopping areas throughout the city so that essential retail goods
and personal services are accessible to all residents.

POLICY 6.5

Discourage the creation of major new commercial areas except in conjunction with new supportive
residential development and transportation capacity.

POLICY 6.7

Promote high quality urban design on commercial streets.

The Project meets and furthers the Objectives and Policies of the Commerce and Industry
Element by reinforcing the typical San Francisco pattern of including resident serving uses along
with mixed-use development. The Amendments will generally permit small-scale retail and
community-related uses throughout the site by requiring it at key locations along China Basin
Park and along the pedestrian-oriented “Shared Pubic-Way.” The Project calls for neighborhood
commercial and other retail be established in a pedestrian-oriented active environment typical of
San Francisco neighborhoods and specifically called for in the Commerce and Industry Element.
The provision of retail space will provide entrepreneurial opportunities for local residents and
workers. As noted above, streets will be designed to Better Streets standards with the particular
goal of assuring an active and engaging environment for pedestrians.

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 2
USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND
IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT.

POLICY 2.1
Use rapid transit and other transportation improvements in the city and region as the catalyst for desirable
development, and coordinate new facilities with public and private development.

POLICY 2.5
Provide incentives for the use of transit, carpools, vanpools, walking and bicycling and reduce the need for
new or expanded automobile and automobile parking facilities.

The Project is located along Third Street and the Muni T-Line, whose service will substantially
expand in the near future with the opening of the Central Subway. The Project is also in close
proximity to the San Francisco Caltrain station along with other major bus lines. The Project
includes a detailed TDM program, including various performance measures, physical
improvements and monitoring and enforcement measures designed to create incentives for
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transit and other alternative to the single occupancy vehicle for both residential and commercial
buildings. In addition, the Project's design, including its streetscape elements, is intended to
promote and enhance walking and bicycling.

OBJECTIVE 23
IMPROVE THE CITY'S PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION SYSTEM TO PROVIDE FOR EFFICIENT,
PLEASANT, AND SAFE MOVEMENT.

POLICY 23.1
Provide sufficient pedestrian movement space with a minimum of pedestrian congestion in accordance with
a pedestrian street classification system.

POLICY 23.2

Widen sidewalks where intensive commercial, recreational, or institutional activity is present, sidewalks
are congested, where sidewalks are less than adequately wide to provide appropriate pedestrian amenities,
or where residential densities are high.

POLICY 23.6
Ensure convenient and safe pedestrian crossings by minimizing the distance pedestrians must walk to
Cross a street.

The Project will establish a new tight-knit street network on the project site, and will provide
pedestrian improvements and streetscape enhancement measures as described in the DC and
reflected in the mitigation measures, the Transportation Plan, and in the Development
Agreement. The Project would establish two new north-south rights-of-way and three new east-
west rights-of-way through the site, increasing the sites connectivity and access. All streets will
be constructed to Better Street standards; the transportation network will include robust bike
facilities and will improve and complete a missing link in the Bay Trail and Blue Greenway.

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 1
EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITS
NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF ORIENTATION.

POLICY 1.1
Recognize and protect major views in the city, with particular attention to those of open space and water.

As explained in the DC, the Project is very carefully designed with particular emphasis on
assuring a vibrant and engaging pedestrian realm. Buildings are to be scaled and shaped specific
to their immediate context by assuring streetwalls are well proportioned relative to adjacent
streets and open spaces. The Project’s proposed tallest buildings will be sited at key locations to
mark important gateway locations assuring that the buildings taken together create a dynamic
skyline. The overall heights of the project are harmonious with and complementary to the
overall city skyline when viewed from various distances.
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POLICY 1.2
Recognize, protect and reinforce the existing street pattern, especially as it is related to topography.

POLICY 1.3
Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that characterizes the city and its
districts.

POLICY 1.5
Emphasize the special nature of each district through distinctive landscaping and other features.

POLICY 1.6
Make centers of activity more prominent through design of street features and by other means.

POLICY 1.7
Recognize the natural boundaries of districts, and promote connections between districts.

POLICY 2.9
Review proposals for the giving up of street areas in terms of all the public values that streets afford.

POLICY 2.10
Permit release of street areas, where such release is warranted, only in the least extensive and least
permanent manner appropriate to each case.

The Project will create a new fine-knit street network on the project site where it does not
currently exist, increasing public access and circulation through the site. Buildings will be
constructed between a maximum height range of 90 and 240 feet, with buildings stepping down
to bases of 40 to 65 feet along streets. Building heights and urban design requirements in the DC
assure that Pier 48, the site’s existing historic Pier, will be respected and retain its predominance
along the bayfront. The Project is envisioned as an extension and improvement to the Mission
Bay neighborhood

OBJECTIVE 2
CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE A SENSE OF NATURE, CONTINUITY
WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM OVERCROWDING.

POLICY 2.4
Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural or aesthetic value, and promote the
preservation of other buildings and features that provide continuity with past development.

POLICY 2.5
Use care in remodeling of older buildings, in order to enhance rather than weaken the original character of

such buildings.

Pier 48 will be rehabilitated to Secretary of Interior’s Standards.



Resolution No. XXXXX Case No. 2013.0208MAP/PCA
Hearing Date: October 5, 2017 Mission Rock Planning Code Textand Zoning Map Amendment

OBJECTIVE 3
MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO COMPLEMENT THE CITY PATTERN,
THE RESOURCES TO BE CONSERVED, AND THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT.

POLICY 3.3
Promote efforts to achieve high quality of design for buildings to be constructed at prominent locations.

POLICY 3.4
Promote building forms that will respect and improve the integrity of open spaces and other public areas.

POLICY 3.5
Relate the height of buildings to important attributes of the city pattern and to the height and character of
existing development.

POLICY 3.7
Recognize the special urban design problems posed in development of large properties.

POLICY 3.8
Discourage accumulation and development of large properties, unless such development is carefully
designed with respect to its impact upon the surrounding area and upon the city.

While large in scope, the Project will be constructed in such a way to be an integral part of the
San Francisco urban fabric. Blocks are being established at smaller-than-typical sizes to assure
buildings are well-scaled, and that the site in permeable and accessible to all. Buildings will be
shaped to assure that their fronting streetwalls are well proportioned relative to their adjacent
streets and open spaces. The tallest of the site’s buildings will be placed at key gateway and
central locations and well-spaced to assure they work well together in adding to the City’s
skyline.

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 1
ENSURE A WELL-MAINTAINED, HIGHLY UTILIZED, AND INTEGRATED OPEN SPACE
SYSTEM.

POLICY1.1
Encourage the dynamic and flexible use of existing open spaces and promote a variety of recreation and
open space uses, where appropriate.

POLICY1.7
Support public art as an essential component of open space design.

The Project would build a network of waterfront parks, playgrounds and recreational facilities on

the 28-Acre Site that will greatly enhance access to and along the Bay. China Basin Park will be
significantly expanded to provide a multi-use Bayfront park that provides both active and

10
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contemplative space, while providing a space for planned community events. A central town
square-like space will enable the proposed high-retail corridor to spill into open space creating an
active and engaging central civic space. The Project will provide approximately eight acres of
new and expanded open space for a variety of activities, including a great lawn, a small ballfield,
kayak boat launches, wharf, along with small pedestrian plazas throughout. In addition, the
Project would provide new private and/or common open space for the new dwelling units.

POLICY 1.12
Preserve historic and culturally significant landscapes, sites, structures, buildings and objects.

See Discussion in Urban Element Objective 2, Policy 2.4 and 2.5.

OBJECTIVE 3
IMPROVE ACCESS AND CONNECTIVITY TO OPEN SPACE.

POLICY 3.1
Creatively develop existing publicly-owned right-of-ways and streets into open space.

The Project provides approximately eight acres of new and expanded public open space and
opens up new connections to the shoreline in the Mission Bay neighborhood. The Project would
encourage non-automobile transportation to and from open spaces, and would ensure physical
accessibility within these open spaces. The Project features robust bike facilities to both assure
continuity of the Bay Trail and Blue Greenway, and improve bike access for its residents,
workers, and visitors.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 1
ACHIEVE A PROPER BALANCE AMONG THE CONSERVATION, UTILIZATION, AND
DEVELOPMENT OF SAN FRANCISCO’'S NATURAL RESOURCES.

Policy 1.4
Assure that all new development meets strict environmental quality standards and recognizes human
needs.

OBJECTIVE 15
INCREASE THE ENERGY EFFICIENCY OF TRANSPORTATION AND ENCOURAGE LAND USE
PATTERNS AND METHODS OF TRANSPORTATION WHICH USE LESS ENERGY.

POLICY 15.3
Encourage an urban design pattern that will minimize travel requirements among working, shopping,

recreation, school and childcare areas.

The Project is consistent with and implements the Environmental Protection Element in that it
calls for mixed-use, high density, transit-friendly, sustainable development.

11
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The Project’s approvals include a Sustainability Plan, that among other things, set goals for the
Project Sponsor that include sea level resilience through the year 2100, 100% operational energy
from renewable sources, 100% non-potable water met with non-potable sources, and 20% single
occupancy vehicle trip reduction.

PUBLIC SAFETY ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE2 REDUCE STRUCTURAL AND NON-STRUCTURAL HAZARDS TO LIFE
SAFETY, MINIMIZE PROPERTY DAMAGE AND RESULTING SOCIAL, CULTURAL AND
ECONOMIC DISLOCATIONS RESULTING FROM FUTURE DISASTERS.

POLICY 2.1 Assure that new construction meets current structural and life safety standards.
POLICY 2.3 Consider site soils conditions when reviewing projects in areas subject to liquefaction or
slope instability.

POLICY 2.9 Consider information about geologic hazards whenever City decisions that will influence
land use, building density, building confiqurations or infrastructure are made.

POLICY 2.12  Enforce state and local codes that regulate the use, storage and transportation of
hazardous materials in order to prevent, contain and effectively respond to accidental releases.

The Project is consistent with and implements the Community Safety Element. All
improvements, including infrastructure, buildings and open space improvements will be
constructed to local seismic standards, taking into account, among other considerations, the
geological condition of the soil.

AIR QUALITY ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE3 DECREASE THE AIR QUALITY IMPACTS OF DEVELOPMENT BY
COORDINATION OF LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION DECISIONS.

POLICY 3.1 Take advantage of the high density development in San Francisco to improve the transit
infrastructure and also encourage high density and compact development where an extensive

transportation infrastructure exists.

POLICY 3.2 Encourage mixed land use development near transit lines and provide retail and other
types of service oriented uses within walking distance to minimize automobile dependent development.

POLICY 3.6 Link land use decision making policies to the availability of transit and consider the
impacts of these policies on the local and regional transportation system.

POLICY 3.9 Encourage and require planting of trees in conjunction with new development to enhance
pedestrian environment and select species of trees that optimize achievement of air quality goals

12
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OBJECTIVE 6 LINK THE POSITIVE EFFECTS OF ENERGY CONSERVATION AND WASTE
MANAGEMENT TO EMISSION REDUCTIONS.

POLICY 6.2 Encourage recycling to reduce emissions from manufacturing of new materials in San
Francisco and the region.

The Project is consistent with and implements the Air Quality Element in that it calls for mixed-
use, high density, sustainable development that will enable efficient use of land and encourage
travel by transit, bicycle and by foot, thereby reducing auto use. The Sustainability Plan and
TDM Plan governing development of the Project mandate a 20% single occupancy vehicle trip
reduction.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission finds the Project and its approvals
associated therein, all as more particularly described in Exhibits B and C to the Development Agreement
on file with the Planning Department in Case No. 2013.0208DVA, are in general conformity with the
Planning Code Section 101.1 priority policies, as follows:

1. That existing neighborhood serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in or ownership of such businesses enhanced.

The Project will preserve and enhance existing neighborhood serving retail uses. The Project
includes adding roughly 245,000 square feet of new retail uses, that will be focused along a central
pedestrian “Shared Public Way” and fronting the site’s major parks. The project does not include
the removal of any existing neighborhood serving retail.

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order
to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.

The Project accommodates new development on land currently a surface parking lot. It would not
accommodate removing or changing the character of existing residential neighborhoods.  The
Project includes a robust affordable housing program setting aside 40-percent of the on-site
housing for below-market-rate units. The Project lays out requirements to assure the new
development has characteristics of mixed-use neighborhoods throughout San Francisco, including
but not limited to a fine-grained system of streets, well-modulated buildings with active frontages,
and the ability to establish diverse retail and community uses where nothing exists today.

3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.

The Project calls for development that would have a positive effect on the City’s affordable housing
stock. The Project would accommodate up to 1.6 million gsf of new residential units (estimated at
1,600 new units), of which 40-percent will be designated as Below-Market Rate. There is no
housing on the site today; the Project would not accommodate the removal of any existing
dwelling units.
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4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking.

The Project anticipates substantial new transit service improvements along Third Street with the
opening of the Central Subway in 2019, as well as substantial improvement to nearby Caltrain
service through the ongoing electrification project. Streets have been designed to emphasize travel
by bicycle or by foot. On-street parking is generally not proposed thereby allowing more street
space to be designated for bicyclists, pedestrians, and those arriving by transit, or taxi/TNCs, as
well as for deliveries. While a large centralized parking facility (up to 3,000 spaces in one or two
centralized garages) is proposed, the total number of spaces site-wide would not represent a
substantial net gain of spaces for the site overall from existing conditions. At present,
approximately 2,900 parking spaces are on the site between Lot A and Pier 48. Only 100 parking
spaces are allowed elsewhere on the site in addition to the centralized garages.

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service
sectors from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future
opportunities for resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

The Project would not adversely affect the industrial sector or service sectors. No such uses would
be displaced by the Project. The Project includes the rehabilitation of Pier 48, which will provide
about 250,000 gsf of new or improved space for production uses. Additional small production
spaces would also be required along Terry Francois Boulevard, providing industrial space where
none exists today.

6. That the City achieves the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and
loss of life in an earthquake.

All new construction would be subject to the City’s Building Code, Fire Code and other applicable
safety standards. Thus, the Project would improve preparedness against injury and loss of life in
an earthquake by prompting development that would comply with applicable safety standards.

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

Pier 48 would be rehabilitated pursuant to the Secretary of Interior’s Standards.

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development.

The Project would not significantly adversely affect existing open spaces or their access to
sunlight and vistas. The Project includes a robust parks and open space program including the
substantial expansion of China Basin Park and the establishment of two new additional parks and
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other pedestrian plazas throughout.  The Project includes a fine-grained network of new streets
thereby assuring the site permeability and access through it.

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Resolution on October 5, 2017.

Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

ADOPTED: October 5, 2017
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FILE NO. ORDINANCE NO.

[Planning Code, Zoning Map — Mission Rock Special Use District]

Ordinance amending the Planning Code and the Zoning Map to add the Mission Rock
Special Use District, generally bounded by China Basin to the north; Pier 48, the
marginal wharf between Pier 48 and Pier 50, the associated shoreline area and Terry
Francois Boulevard to the east; Mission Rock Street to the south; and 3rd Street to the
west; and to amend other related provisions; making findings under the California
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan,
the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1, and Planning Code Section
302.

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
Additions to Codes are in szngle-underlzne ztalzcs Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in
Board amendment additions are in double- underlmed Avrial font.
Board amendment deletions are in
Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables.

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:

Section 1. Findings.
(a) California Environmental Quality Act.

(1)  Atits hearing on , and prior to recommending the

proposed Planning Code amendments for approval, by Motion No. , the

Planning Commission certified a Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Seawall
Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed Use Project, also referred to as the Mission Rock Project (Project)
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources

Code Section 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg. Section 15000 et
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seq.), and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. A copy of said Motion is in Board of
Supervisors File No. , and is incorporated herein by reference. In accordance
with the actions contemplated herein, this Board has reviewed the FEIR, concurs with its
conclusions, affirms the Planning Commission’s certification of the FEIR, and finds that the
actions contemplated herein are within the scope of the Project described and analyzed in the
FEIR.

(2)  In recommending the proposed Planning Code Amendments for approval

by this Board at its hearing on , by Motion No. , the Planning

Commission also adopted findings under CEQA, including a statement of overriding
consideration, and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). A copy of said
Motion and MMRP are in Board of Supervisors File No. , and is incorporated
herein by reference. The Board hereby adopts and incorporates by reference as though fully
set forth herein the Planning Commission’s CEQA approval findings, including the statement
of overriding considerations. The Board also adopts and incorporates by reference as though
fully set forth herein the Project's MMRP.

(b)  Atthe same hearing on , the Planning Commission, in

Resolution No. , adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance
are consistent, on balance, with the City’s General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning
Code Section 101.1. The Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution
is in Board of Supervisors File No. , and is incorporated herein by reference.

()  Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Board finds that this Planning Code
Amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth
in Planning Commission Resolution No. , and the Board incorporates such
reasons herein by reference.

1/
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(d)  OnJune 30, 2014, the voters of the City and County of San Francisco approved
an initiative requiring voter approval for any future construction projects on the San Francisco
waterfront that required an increase in existing height limits (“Proposition B”). On November
3, 2015, in satisfaction of the requirements of Proposition B, the voters of the City and County
of San Francisco approved the “Mission Rock Affordable Housing, Parks, Jobs and Historic
Preservation Initiative” (“Proposition D") which established policies and modifications to the
San Francisco General Plan and Planning Code for an approximately 28 acre site located
between AT&T Park and the City’s new Public Safety Building (the “Mission Rock Site”).
These modifications included adding a new Section 291 to the Planning Code creating a
Mission Rock Height and Bulk District for the Mission Rock Site and establishing revised
maximum building height limits therein.

(e)  Section 291 of the Planning Code and Section 7 (Implementing Action) of
Proposition D also directs the establishment of design controls that will be applicable to the
Mission Rock Site.

4] On and , the Port Commission and the Planning

Commission, respectively, conducted duly noticed public hearings on proposed Mission Rock

Design Controls (“Design Controls”) and by Resolutions and ,

respectively, approved the Design Controls.

Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Section 201, adding
Section 249.80, and amending Sections 291, 901, and 902 to read as follows:

SEC. 201. CLASSES OF DISTRICTS.

In order to carry out the purposes and provisions of this Code, the City is hereby
divided into the following classes of use districts:

* ok % Kk

i
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Mission Rock Mixed Use District

(Also see Section 249.80)

MR-MU Mission Rock Mixed Use District (Defined in

Section 249.80(H(1))

* k k%

SEC. 249.80. MISSION ROCK SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

(a) Purpose and Boundaries. A Special Use District entitled the Mission Rock Special Use

District (SUD), the boundaries of which are shown on Sectional Map SUOS of the Zoning Maps of the

City and County of San Francisco, is hereby established to facilitate the City’s long-term goal of

development of a new Mission Rock neighborhood. The purpose of this SUD is to implement the

Mission Rock Affordable Housing, Parks, Jobs and Historic Preservation Initiative approved by City

voters on November 3, 2015 (Proposition D), and give effect to the Development Agreement (DA),

Disposition and Development Agreement (DDA) and related transactional documents as approved by

the Board of Supervisors in ordinances in File No. . which will provide benefits to the

City such as, among other things, development of a mixed-use, transit-oriented community on the

waterfront near public transit, major new housing, including a significant amount of affordable

housing, increased public access and open spaces, extensive infrastructure improvements, shops,

restaurants, cafes, neighborhood-serving retail, community spaces, commercial/office and light

industrial/production space, preservation and renovation of historic Pier 48, job creation,

responsiveness to climate change and resulting sea level rise, and the generation of revenue to fund

public improvements.

(b) Role of Port Commission. The property within the SUD is under the jurisdiction of the

Port Commission. As authorized under the Burton Act and AB 2797, the Port may hold. use, conduct,

operate, maintain, manage, administer, regulate, improve, sell, lease, encumber, and control non-trust

lands and improvements within the SUD for any purpose on conditions specified in the Burton Act and
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AB 2797 In the event of a conflict between this Code and the Burton Act, AB 2797, or the McAteer-

Petris Act (Cal. Gov't Code §§ 66600 et seq.), state law shall prevail.
(c) Relationship to Design Controls. The Mission Rock Design Controls (Design Controls

or DC), adopted by the Planning Commission and the Port Commission and as may be periodically

amended, sets forth Standards and Guidelines, applicable within the SUD. A copy of the Desicn

Controls is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. and available

on the Board’s website, and is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth. Any term

used in this Section 249.80 and not otherwise defined in the SUD or this Code shall have the meaning

ascribed to it in the Design Controls. The Port shall have exclusive jurisdiction and approval rights

over amendments to the Design Controls that affect only open space and right-of-way (including

streetscape) development within the SUD,_ which includes Chapters 2 through 4 of the Design Controls

and could include, depending on the context and application to the open space/streetscape areas within

Port jurisdiction, the following: Design Controls Section 5.1 (Designing for Environmental Change:

Site Grading and Differential Settlement), Section 5.3 (Active Edges), Section 5.4 (Public Passages),

Section 5.7 (Parkfront Zone), Section 6.6 (Environmental Comfort), Section 7.1 (Interpretative Sienage,

Regionally Appropriate Vegetation), Section 7.4 9 (Signage), and Section 7.5 (Lighting). Other than

amendments to sections of the Design Controls identified in this subsection (c) as being within the

exclusive jurisdiction of the Port Commission as specified above, the Port Commission and the

Planning Commission may amend the Design Controls upon initiation by either body or upon

application by an Applicant, to the extent that such amendment is consistent with this Section, the

General Plan, and the DA. Both the Port Commission and Planning Commission must approve any

amendment to the Design Controls that does not exclusively affect the open space and right-of-way

Chapters under the exclusive jurisdiction of the Port Commission. In the event of any conflict between

the SUD and the Design Controls, the SUD shall prevail.
11/
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(d) Relationship to Other Planning Code Provisions. The provisions of this SUD and the

Desion Controls shall supersede the Planning Code in its entirety, with the result that the Planning

Code shall not apply in the SUD, except with respect to (1) Planning Code definitions as specified in

subsection (e) below; (2) Planning Code sections adopted or amended in connection with this Special

Use District as follows: Section 105 (Zoning Maps), Section 201 (Mission Rock Mixed Use District),

Section 249.80 (Mission Rock Special Use District), Section 291 (Mission Rock Height and Bulk

District;) and Section 901 (Applicability of Article 9 Provisions and Other Provisions of the Planning

Code); (3) Planning Code sections adopted by ballot proposition prior to the effective date of the

ordinance (in Board of Supervisors File No. ) adopting this SUD as follows, and only to the

extent that such provisions are applicable under the ballot proposition to development within the SUD:

sections of the Planning Code adopted or amended by Proposition M (November, 1986) (Sections

101.1, 164, and 320-325); Proposition K (June, 1984) (Section 295); and Proposition G (March, 2002)

(Sections 602.7 (recodified at 602) and 611: and (4) any other section of the Planning Code referenced

herein (but only to the extent and for the purposes stated herein). Sections of the Planning Code

adopted by ballot proposition that are limited geographically and do not apply to the SUD are

Proposition G (Small Business Protection Act) (November, 2006) (Section 303.1); and Proposition X

(Limitation on Conversion of Production, Distribution, and Repair Use, Institutional Community Use,

and Arts Activities Use) (November, 2016) (Section 202.8). In the event of a conflict between any

provisions of the Planning Code that are incorporated herein by reference pursuant to subsection

(d)(4) above and the Design Controls or this Section 249.80, this Section 249.80 and the Desicn

Controls shall control. Later amendments to the code sections referenced in this subsection as

applicable in the SUD shall apply where not conflict with this SUD, the DC or the DA.

(e) Definitions. If not explicitly superseded by definitions established in this SUD or in the

DC, the definitions in this Code shall apply. In addition to the specific definitions set forth elsewhere in

this Section 249.80, the following definitions shall govern interpretation of this Section:
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“Active Uses” means Active Uses as defined and described in Chapter 1 of the Design Controls.

“Applicant” means the ground lessee, owner, or authorized agent of the owner or ground lessee of a

development parcel on the Project Site.

“Block” is a development Block as depicted on Figure 249.80-MR-1.

“Building Standards” means the standards applicable to Buildings and any associated privately-

owned open spaces within the Project Site as specified in subsection (g).

“Commercial Uses” means all Institutional Uses and Non-Retail Sales and Services, but excluding

Hospital, Commercial Storage, Wholesale Sales, and Wholesale Storage.

“DDA” means the Disposition and Development Agreement by and between the Port and Developer

regarding development of Vertical Improvements and Horizontal Improvements on the Project Site.

“Executive Director” means the Executive Director of the Port of San Francisco.

“Horizontal Improvement” means public capital facilities and infrastructure built or installed at the

Project Site. Horizontal Improvement include Shoreline Improvements, Public Space, Public ROWs,

and Utility Infrastructure, and exclude Site Preparation and Vertical Improvements, all as such terms

are more particularly defined in the DDA.

“Major Modification” means a deviation of 10% or more from any dimensional or numerical Standard

in the Design Controls or Building Standard in the SUD, except as limited by subsection (j)(1) below:

provided, however, that any such deviation from a Standard in Chapter 5 of the Design Controls shall

be deemed a minor modification. Major Modification also means a change to a standard that is non-

numeric but is absolute, such as locations of curb cuts.

“Minor Modification” means a deviation of (1) less than 10% from any dimensional or numerical

Standard in the Design Controls or Building Standard in the SUD, except as limited by subsection

(1)(1) below; or (2) from any non-numerical (other than non-numeric, absolute) or qualitative Standard

in the Design Controls.

"
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“Other Uses” means Community Recycling Collection Center, Open Recreation Area, Passive Outdoor

Recreation, Public Transportation Facility, Utility Installation, and Wireless Telecommunications

Facility.

“Parking Garage” means either a Private Parking Garage or Public Parking Garage as further

described in subsection 249.80(2)(7) and the Design Controls.

“Phase” means a phase of development as defined in the DDA.

“Production Uses” means all Aericultural, Industrial, and Non-Retail Uses, but excluding Large Scale

Urban Agriculture; Automobile Wrecking;: Food, Fiber and Beverage Processing 2; Hazardous Waste

Facility; Junk Yard: Power Plant: Shipyard; Storage Yard: Storage, Volatile Materials; Truck

Terminal; and all Non-Retail Automotive Uses.

“Project Site” means the Project Site for the Mission Rock development, as more particularly

described in the DDA.

“Proposition D” means the Mission Rock Affordable Housing, Parks, Jobs and Historic Preservation

Initiative_ which San Francisco voters approved on November 3, 201 5.

“Residential Uses” means Residential Uses as defined in Section 102, including Single Room

Occupancy and Student Housing and excluding any residential component of an Institutional Use.

“Retail Uses” means all Retail Sales and Services, and Retail Entertainment, and Arts and Recreation

Uses; but excluding Adult Business, Motel, Fringe Financial Services, Self~-Storage, Livery Stable, and

Sports Stadium. Retail Automotive Uses are not permitted.

“Standard” means the category of design control described in the Chapter Summary to the Design

Controls.

“Vertical DDA means a Vertical Disposition and Development Acreement between the Port and an

Applicant that sets forth contractual terms and conditions governing the Applicant’s development of

Vertical Improvements at the Project Site.
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“Vertical Improvements” means new construction of a Building or the rehabilitation of Pier 48 at the

Project Site, and any later expansion or major alteration of or addition to a previously approved

Building at the Project Site.

@ Uses.
(1)  Mission Rock Mixed Use District Zoning Designation. The Mission Rock

Mixed Use District (MR-MU) is the zoning designation for the Mission Rock site and is co-terminus

with the boundaries of the Mission Rock Special Use District. This Special Use District Section 249.80

and other Sections referenced herein establish all zoning controls for the MR-MU district.

(2) Permitted Uses. Uses principally permitted within the SUD are set forth in

Table 249.80-MR 1. Ficure 249.80-MR1 and Table 249.80-MR1 identify each development block and a

primary land use designation for that development block. Additional requirements that apply to

certain primary land use designations in a block, and the clarification of permitted uses on publicly-

accessible open spaces described in the Design Controls are set forth in subsections ()(2)(A) through

(D) below. Permitted uses at the ground floor are set forth in subsection ()(3) below. All uses are

allowed in this SUD unless otherwise explicitly prohibited as identified in this subsection (f). The intent

of this subsection is that the Planning Director, or the Executive Director in the case of temporary and

interim uses, interpret permitted uses broadly to allow for uses that may not currently exist or be

identified in this subsection (1) but that are consistent with the classes of expressly identified permitted

uses. The major categories of permitted uses in the SUD as set forth in Table 249.80-MR1 are:

Residential, Production (which includes Industrial and Agricultural uses), Commercial, Retail, Parking

Garage and Other Uses.

(A4) On Blocks primarily designated as Residential Mixed Use, at least 60%

of the gross square footage of the Buildings above the ground floor in each Block shall consist of

Residential Uses. The minimum 60% requirement shall be considered cumulatively on each subject

Block, starting with the first Vertical Improvement on the Block. No Vertical Improvement or change
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of use may be approved if it causes the gross square footage on the Block as a whole, considering all

existing and approved uses on the Block, to fall below 60% Residential Uses.

(B) On Blocks primarily designated as Commercial Mixed Use, at least 60%

of the gross square footage of the Buildings above the ground floor in each Block shall consist of Non-

Residential Uses. The minimum 60% requirement shall be considered cumulatively on each subject

Block, starting with the first Vertical Improvement on the Block. No Vertical Improvement or change

of use may be approved if it causes the gross square footage on the Block as a whole, considering all

existing and approved uses on the Block, to fall below 60% Non-Residential Uses.

(C) _ Hotel Uses are considered Retail Uses in this SUD and in the DC except

where otherwise specified therein, and in the DA for fee calculation purposes; provided however, that

for purposes of permitted land use location only, Hotels shall (i) be allowed in any location in which

Residential Uses are permitted: and (ii) count as Residential Uses for purposes of the 60% calculation

in this subsection ()(2)(4). The Design Controls contain a more detailed description of design and

other controls that govern Hotel Uses.

(D) __ The principally permitted use on publicly accessible open spaces as

described in the Design Controls is Open Space/public access, subject to continuing maritime use on

the south side of the apron and consistency of public access therewith, all as set forth in the DA and the

Design Controls.
"
"
/4
"
"
"
7/
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Table 249.80-MR1_Land Uses(1)

Mission Rock

Residential

Production

Commercial

Retail

Parking

Other

Parcels (as

Uses

shown in
Figure 249.80-
MR2)

Uses(2)

Uses

Uses

Garage(3)

Uses

A (Residential
| Mixed Use)(4)

I~

I~

[~

o

[~

B

(Commercial
Mixed Use)(5)

(o~

I~

I~

"o

I~

c

(Commercial
Mixed Use)(5)

[~

Mo

I~

i~

I~

DI

(Residential
| Mixed Use)(4)

[~

I~

I~

I~

I~

D2

E

(Commercial
_Mixed Use)(5)

~k

~

~Fk

~f

S

F (Residential

[~

[~

[~

o

I~

Mixed Use)(4)
G

[Commetjcial
| Mixed Use)(5)

I~

]

I~

Mo

o

H (Flex
Commercial or
Residential
| Mixed Use)(6)

o

I~

I~

[~

I

I (Flex
Commercial or
Residential

| Mixed Use)(6)

[~

I~

[~

i~

I~

J (Flex

Commercial or
Residential
| Mixed Use)(6)

[~

I~

I~

o

I~

K (Residential
Mixed Use)(4)

P

[~

I~

I~

Pier 48 (7)

NP

[~

I~

P=Permitted.

NP=Not Permitted.
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Notes:

(1) See Table 249.XX-MR2 and Figure 249 XX-MR2 for Ground Floor Controls. This Table 249.XX-
MR1 applies to uses above the ground floor.

(2) The following uses are permitted in areas designated for Production Uses only as accessory to
Production Uses in accordance with subsection 249.80 (H(7): Heavy Manufacturing 1 (woodworking
mill only), Heavy Manufacturing 2 (rendering or reduction of fat, bones, or other animal material
only), Heavy Manufacturing 3 (candles (from tallow), dye, enamel, lacquer, perfume, printing ink,
refuse mash, refuse grain, or soap only), Wholesale Sales, and Wholesale Storage.

(3) See Section 249.80(e)(7) for Building Standards that apply to off-street parking. Automotive
Repair and Automotive Wash are permitted as accessory to all Parking Garages.

(4) See Section 249.80(H(2)(A) for additional requirements that apply on Residential Mixed Use
Blocks. Hotel uses (up to 300 rooms) are permitted in any location in which Residential Uses are
permitted. See Section 249.80(H)(2)(C) for additional requirements that apply to Hotels.

(5) See Section 249.80(H(2)(B) for additional requirements that apply to Commercial Mixed Use
Blocks.

(6) A Flex Block can be developed as either a Commercial Mixed Use or Residential Mixed Use Block.

(7) District-Serving Utility Installation as defined in the Design Controls is the only Other Use
permitted; in addition, Active Uses are permitted.

i
1
1
1
i
i
1
i
1

1
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