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PREVIOUS ELEVATION VS. UPDATED ELEVATION
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430 MAIN STREET COMMUNITY OUTREACH

We've engaged in extensive community outreach since our acquisition of the site in 2014
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430 MAIN STREET COMMUNITY SUPPORT

We have 71 letters of support from a diverse group of stakeholders

RESIDENTS NEIGHBORHOOD UNIONS / GENERAL COMMUNITY
BUSINESSES CONTRACTORS GROUPS

BayCrest ‘ THE
/& Degenkolb E THE.
: . WILL T —— . South Beach | Rincon | Mission Bay
Bridgeview : __ Neighborhood Association
Embarcadero Lofts (@LE LA, ﬁ;’,}.‘ n
PARTNERS 7 e ”*ﬁ \SM‘B
L ; ilgi s rsinesss, assaciation

333 15t Street :
NORTHMARG

THE
NEW

300 Berry Street

301 Main Street

88 Guy Place Y e |
lw ILLUMIENATE BOCCE '
LEAGUE

400 Spear Street

&9 Bernie's Grooming: City Dogs

TOTAL LETTERS: 78
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UPDATED ELEVATIONS
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NEIGHBOR COURTYARD PERSPECTIVE

PREVIOUS PROPOSAL CURRENT PROPOSAL
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PROPOSED PROJECT OVERVIEW

Our proposed project will add 141 residential units of mixed income housing to 430 Main Street

141 FOR-RENT APARTMENTS

STUDIO, ONE, AND TWO BEDROOM UNITS

19 BELOW MARKET RATE UNITS

119 BICYCLE PARKING SPACES

72 CAR SPACES (INC. CAR SHARE AND EV PARKING)

WAR HORSE & I'DEWATER <



430 MAIN STREET PROJECT BENEFITS

The project has significant benefits to the community

CREATING approximately 170 jobs through union signatory GC
BUILDING 19 on-site Below Market Rate units

INSTALLING bike parking, street trees, and outdoor seating
JOINING the East Cut CBD to further capitalize their efforts
SUPPORTING local businesses through additional residents
CONTRIBUTING $6 Million in Impact Fees

CONTRIBUTING $14 Million in taxes over 10 years

WAR HORSE ) I'DEWATER .



DECREASED DENSITY FROM NEIGHBORLY CONCESSIONS

ADJACENT RESIDENTIAL
BUILDING

ADJACENT RESIDENTIAL
BUILDING

PROPERTY LINE

— B ——

LOSS IN NET RENTABLE SF: 8,125 SF

T oeRNToREOW -- e e ===
\ CORRIDOR B [ CORRIDOR =T e STUDIO
< MEP ] : *7
W= STUDIO
1 2 BED 2 BED 2 BED 2 BED | i -
<; ' STUDIO '7
1 BED
g 1 BED 1BED - *
' ! 2 BED
ﬂ 2 BED OPEN TO BELOW sTUDIO |

LOSS OF RESIDENTIAL UNITS (700 SF AVG.): 12 UNITS
LOSS OF PERMINANTLY AFFORDABLE UNITS (700 SF AVG.): 2 UNITS

WAR HORSE
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TWO TOWER SCHEME

Two Tower Base Case
Units 116 Units 144 Units
Efficiency 70% 75%
Construction +15% i
Costs Increase
Livability Deipr){itciark Gretgt“agchctess

WAR HORSE g I'oew

Planning not supportive of this design

Neighborhood not supportive of this design
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PROPOSED BUILDING DESIGN : NOTCH SCHEME
LOOKING FROM CAL TRANS LOT/ BEALE STREET



PROPOSED BUILDING DESIGN :
NOTCH SCHEME
FROM BAYCREST COURTYARD




City & County of San Francisco

Menaiyell at CPC Hearng 7/];_-, b

Ethics Commission

Contact of Public Official Details

Date

Lobbyist

Firm or Employer
LLP

Client

Client Address

Client Phone
Public Official
Department

Subject Area

Issue
File Number
Outcome Sought

Expert in Attendance (Area of Expertise)

08/14/2017

Junius, Andrew
Reuben, Junius & Rose,
Tidewater Capital

25 Taylor Street
San Francisco, CA, 94102

41593539
Rahaim, John
Planning

Planning and Building
Permits

430 Main
2014.002003

Approval



08/14/2017 Junius, Andrew Tidewater Capital Rahaim, John 430 Main
06/20/2017 Junius, Andrew Tidewater Capital Rahaim, John 430 Main
06/13/2017 Junius, Andrew Tidewater Capital Rahaim, John 430 Main
05/25/2017 Junius, Andrew Tidewater Capital Rahaim, John 430 Main
05/08/2017 Junius, Andrew Tidewater Capital Rahaim, John 430 Main
05/03/2017 Junius, Andrew Tidewater Capital Rahaim, John 430 Main
05/01/2017 Junius, Andrew Tidewater Capital Rahaim, John 430 Main
04/27/2017 Junius, Andrew Tidewater Capital Rahaim, John 430 Main
04/26/2017 Junius, Andrew Tidewater Capital Rahaim, John 430 Main
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EXHIBIT A 430 MAIN STREET
Refined Shadow Fan diagram, factoring in existing shadow

THE EMBARCADERD

AGGREGATE NEW SHADOW AREAS OF IMPACT FULL YE AR

REFINED SHADOW FAN
Proposed Project | Publicty-Accessible Open Spaces
. 2 Bryant Street Open Space

Refined Shadow Fan —
of Proposed Project @ tred Pak POPOS)
@ Rincon Hil Dog Park

vocasional leguent
shadow shadow ‘ )
@ 300 Beale Street Plaza POPOG)

PAGE 11

PREVISION DESIGN | 430 MAIN STREET SHADOW ANALYSIS REPORT | FINAL | OCTOBER 23, 2017
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

MEMORANDUM

DATE: May 10, 2018

TO: Doug Vu
Current Planning Division

FROM: Michael Li
Environmental Planning Division

RE: 2014-002033ENV
429 Beale Street and 430 Main Street
Proposed Design Modifications

This memorandum addresses the environmental review status of the proposed project at
429 Beale Street and 430 Main Street. On March 19, 2018, the Planning Department published a
Community Plan Evaluation (CPE) determining that the proposed project would not result in any
significant environmental impacts.

The proposed project was the subject of a Planning Commission hearing held on March 29, 2018.
During the hearing, the Planning Commission directed the project sponsor to explore design
modifications to the proposed project. Three design options have been presented for
consideration (Options A, B, and C).

Since each of the design options would result in a slightly smaller building envelope and a
slightly lower unit count when compared to the proposed project, the CPE that was published on

March 19, 2018 covers the three design options. No further environmental review is required.

Please see the attached memorandum from Ramboll, the air quality consultant, for more
information about the air quality analysis for the three design options.

www.sfplanning.org

_S.m\.!t- t €RPC Hearin ,‘7/“’/‘8

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



RAMBGLL ENVIRONMENT

& HEALTH

Date: May 9, 2018
To: Mr. Michael Li

Environmental Planning Division

San Francisco Planning Department

1660 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA 94103

michael.j.li@sfgov.org
From: Michael Keinath, PE
Subject: Review of Air Quality Effects of Updated Design for Tidewater

Capital’s 430 Main/429 Beale Building in San Francisco
Ramboll US Corporation ("Ramboll”), has been asked by the San Francisco Ramboll_ '
Planning Department (“SF Planning”) to review the design updates to the ;ﬁiltecilzlg)c:ma St
proposed residential building at 430 Main/429 Beale in San Francisco and to San Francisco, CA 94111

evaluate how the changes would affect results of the air quality analysis
performed by Ramboll and submitted to San Francisco Environmental Planning
in March 2018.

T +1 415796 1950
F +1 415 398 5812
www.ramboll.com

BACKGROUND

Ramboll conducted a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis of
local air quality and health impacts associated with the operation of the
proposed residential building at 430 Main/429 Beale ("Project”) in San Francisco.
The analysis evaluated air quality and health impacts to on-site and adjacent
off-site sensitive receptors from operational sources and cumulative sources at
the site including an emergency generator and Project-generated traffic.

Additionally, Ramboll performed a refined building downwash analysis using a
computational fluid dynamics (CFD) model to analyze how the proposed building
at 430 Main/429 Beale in downtown San Francisco affects air flows and pollutant
concentrations from nearby traffic in the courtyards of the BayCrest Towers
building located to the north of the Proposed Project.

At the request of the San Francisco Planning Commission, Tidewater prepared
updated design options for the proposed building to include a cut-out in the
center of the building:

e Option A is very similar to the previously analyzed design, however, there is
a two story cut-out enclosed by glass windows in the middle of the building.

e« Option B is cut-out in the middle of the building, two-story high by
approximately ten meters (or 33 feet) wide, with glass railings on open
bridge walkways.

1/2



RAMBGLL
e Option Cis also a cut-out in the middle of the building, three-story high by approximately ten
meters (or 33 feet) wide, with glass railings on open bridge walkways.

Updated design drawings for each Option are attached.

ANALYSIS

According to the Project Sponsor, the operational sources of emissions from the Proposed Project,
which include Project-generated traffic and an emergency generator, will remain the same or slightly
decrease (as the total number of residential units would be reduced) for the various design options.
Therefore, Ramboll expects that the results of the local air quality and health impacts associated with
the operation of the Proposed Project will remain unchanged.

Similarly, Ramboll does not expect the overall conclusions of our building downwash analysis to
change with the three updated design options. The pollutant concentrations from nearby traffic in the
courtyards of the BayCrest Towers building located to the north of the Proposed Project are
anticipated to remain well below thresholds, as was determined in our original analysis. Specific
changes relating to each option are noted below:

¢ Option A: The resulting pollutant concentrations from Option A would be equivalent to the
Proposed Project, since the building configuration is almost identical and thus, air flow surrounding
the building would remain unchanged. This option will provide the same level of air quality as was
previously predicted. The CFD prediction for the original analysis showed a small fraction of the
allowable increase in pollutants above existing conditions for the center and east courtyards, and
an improvement in air quality in the courtyard to the west. All increases were well below applicable
thresholds.

e Option B: The cut-out in the building envelope will allow more wind to pass through in the
courtyard. Since the center courtyard would not be completely unobstructed, we anticipate that air
quality in the center courtyard will be in the similar range as predicted in our previous analysis
submitted in March 2018. The courtyards to the west and east will not be affected, and the air
quality level will be of similar level as predicted in our previous analysis submitted in March 2018.

e Option C: Similar to Option B, we anticipate that the cut-out in the building envelope will allow
more wind to pass through in the courtyard. Adding an extra level to the opening compared with
Option B will allow additional air flow into the enclosed center courtyard. However, the center
courtyard would not be completely unobstructed. We anticipate that air quality in the center
courtyard will be in the similar range as predicted in our previous analysis submitted in March
2018. The courtyards to the east and west will not be affected and air quality will remain
unchanged from the original design.

In conclusion, Ramboll does not expect the overall concentrations of poliutants from our building
downwash analysis to change substantially with the three updated design options. As was concluded in
our original analysis, the pollutant concentrations from nearby traffic in the courtyards of the BayCrest
Towers building located to the north of the Proposed Project are anticipated to remain well below
applicable thresholds. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.
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Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

Philz Coffee is a chain coffee retailer with 46 locations nationally, 13 of them
being in San Francisco. Philz wants to change the retail zoning at 2230 Polk
Street (previous site of the Russian Hill Bookstore) to bring their chain to that
location. In just a four-block radius of Polk Street, there are four
independently owned cafes and two corporate chains along with many
independently owned casual eateries with coffee/espresso bar service.

For many owners of independent coffee shops, the store is their only source
of income. They do not have the resources of a “formula retail” chain store
establishment to take a substantial drop in business.

Please sign this petition to support the independent “mom and pop”
businesses that help keep the Russian Hill neighborhood unique. Don't let
Polk Street become #47 in the Philz chain. Thank you.

NAME: __ fivmar  Wof
SIGNATURE,_ //cff»>'4§<'/

——

ADDRESS: [0 €L~ 39 #VE

EMAIL:

ﬁfﬂf‘? /%/ Renvibls (2) & pipil (o9t
NAME: 5 el

SIGNATURE: SS g %ﬂ/( -

ADDRESS:

EMAIL: S(SCCZA@M. (gwj (e




Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

name: JCHH AR ri}ﬁ"a\f

SIGNATURE: k@Mﬁ* (/_k\_ e
ADDRESS: 24&%7 Yo v e+ Q‘qu
EMAIL: Jﬂt%ﬁﬂ nder@o) ma] con

NAME: Jehn [Aeed

= .../
SIGNATURE: g
/

ADDRESS:  |30S  (Geen

EMAIL: JM{SZ‘%@@WJ =

NAME: A4 dhelle Dhonk
SIGNATURE: J L il (s 5&1@@/\
ADDRESS: 2506 Polll SF 5 56 94109

emaiL: Ok (le. Shond 'bﬂnud[. Cow-




Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NAME: Drcu [ szt

SIGNATURE: %*’f?ﬁ/ )
e

{
ADDRESS: 700 Stacklan <

EMAIL: C(LaZZCf". 1@jm«‘/_c<')m

name: (e /5180
SIGNATURE: \IZ:ZW,,W?

ADDRESS: )33 Pg)K St
EMAIL: /M4ﬂ@57§/aé> Wmﬁ dezal

NAME: ﬂ@w@\ M an &/\69 biav
SIGNATURE: A@u@\
’-:-;:;_";'_

ADDRESS: 0450 Vareks e . Q¢ ¢h gUteq.

EMAIL:



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NAME: 6 hjﬁa \M

SIGNATURE: \\ 1}\&

ADDRESS: “‘)/7/ \‘1‘?(/ (T 0"-”04
ARV e gml iy

NAME: e Nosean(T

SIGNATURE: C;J/,

ADDRESS: {(ﬁjﬁ\w j*ﬂ[/ <t A M

EMAIL: ')eymﬁﬁ M3 Comn

NAME: EA““"Q Zpr(/

SIGNATURE: /\/ﬁ\,

ADDRESS: 338 [ l9(f7L
EMAIL: er mr@ 3&\,\00» (oM




Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!
C Mo PHILZ)
e DE. [P L1 e 2 IHBARD

SIGNATURE: (% u%ﬂ g’“’?’ﬁ”"@‘
ADDRESS: =3 T M T LA A MAQQ
SF A Q41 2o

DRZ(H P L2o@S A T Cop

NAME: C)ry\.\een ELQS)%(NC&_Q

SIGNATURE: _f/ z, Loos. é;,,,, "

ADDRESS: ji/ ecst =3 .l D Tueet MNevtia UecrCeoyer

EMAIL:

EMAIL: € =cussSD gwwel Comn

wie _ MITCH PACUWA
SIGNATURE: | %—\

ADDRESS: 1S \[4n pESs Av€ A SOY

EMAIL: V"\K\\'J/\?‘&)\ A4S0 @ﬂmc{.{,@vﬂ




Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

nave:  Quelle Depprtans
SIGNATURE: (&\\A«Qh Wﬂaﬁg

et St A 3 Son Srandse (A THET

ADDRESS:
EMAIL: 6ma‘£mﬂmmﬁ@3maﬂwm

NAME: _ \ )MM Bl

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: B3t 4.3
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NAME: Qréml/\/\m{ MM Yy
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Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NAME: _ A1 li51~ L/F;fas\'
SIGNATURE: %p@(/7
ADDRESS: K¥) Rupl—€ < t

EMAIL:  allidan. ¢ \yade @7ma, [ o

NAME: ///W %Wd

SIGNATURE: -——T—_— é /\_ ‘ {f
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SIGNATURE: /%%W
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Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NavE:  CAleaSToPdep . Cop T
SIGNATURE: d ¢4§\: /5) ’((‘

~ ADDRESS: R '%ﬂht‘tﬁHE- Nt b LA
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12



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NAME: o Clwﬁ Sk

sionature: ALy, Ot — . __
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Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NAME:  BWewtac Yia Ly

SIGNATURE: @/’F’ i)
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From: Eric McGinty <emcginty@envivid.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 09, 2018 7:35 AM

To: Bendix, Brittany (CPC); Lindsay, David (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: 3941 Sacramento Street (McGinty project)
Brittany/David,

I just wanted to make sure the support of our project makes it into the record at the hearing tomorrow. I realize you may not be at the hearing, but
can you make sure the following support gets recorded during the intro. Each of the follow supporters has emailed their support in and copied the

commissioners. I expect another couple of support emails today.
3939 Sacramento - Steve Webber - next door neighbor to the east ‘/
3937 Sacramento - Eva Muttenthaler - next door neighbor to the east

3965 Sacramento - Brian & Amy Carr - neighbor on Sacramento ‘/

Build the Richmond - Jane Natoli
Please confirm.

thanks,
eric

Begin forwarded message:

From: Steven Weber <steven-weber@sbcglobal.net>
Subject: 3941 Sacramento Street (McGinty project)
Date: May 8, 2018 at 10:13:34 PM PDT




Lindsay, David (CPC)

From: Eric McGinty <emcginty@envivid.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 10, 2018 9:22 AM

To: Lindsay, David (CPC); Bendix, Brittany (CPC)
Cc: Melinda A. Sarjapur

Subject: Fwd: Support for 3941 Sacramento Street
David,

See below.

thanks,

eric

Begin forwarded message:

From: Jane Natoli <wafoli@gmail.com>
Subject: Support for 3941 Sacramento Street
Date: May 5, 2018 at 5:50:34 PM PDT

To: emcginty@envivid.com

Cc: brittany.bendix@sfgov.org

Hello,

My name is Jane Natoli, I'm an organizer with Grow the Richmond, and I just wanted to say I'm excited to see this plan to turn 1 home into 2 homes
move forward. I think it's great that this family is adding another home for multi-generational living in the neighborhood and hope this will move
forwarded expeditiously with no DR as currently recommended.

Thanks!

Jane Natoli



Lindsay, David (CPC)

From: Richard Frisbie <frfbeagle@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 09, 2018 7:58 PM

To: msarjapur@reubenlaw.com; Bendix, Brittany (CPC); Lindsay, David (CPC)
Cc: McGinty Eric

Subject: Re: Support for 3941 Sacramento St.

This is a resend as | managed to misspell "gov" and David Lindsay's copy bounce back.
Hopefully this is an improved version.
Richard Frishie

Sent from my iPad

>0n May 9, 2018, at 7:30 PM, Richard Frisbie <frfbeagle @gmail.com> wrote:

>

> As a person interested in the surrounding neighborhoods and the character and quality of change | attended the 3941Sacramento St. Pre-App meeting a year
ago. | found the concept both viable and eminently compatible. One of the owners, | believe on the east side, was the only other person from the neighborhood
who attended and as an interested, but not directly impacted, resident | found the dialog positive, to the point and constructive. By the end of the meeting a
consensus as to the agreed to changes had been reached.

> | thought the design was complementary to its surroundings and,of equal importance, the resulting house will be a home well suited to a growing family,
something ever more difficult to find. The City needs to maintain strong family base and | believe the proposed plans support that idea.

> Frankly I'm surprised that the project is still under discussion and am writing to express my support not only for the plans but for the professional approach the
McGinty's took to the process. This is especially true as | have attended a number of far more "controversial" submissions in the area over the past year and all
of them have been able to move forward. Hopefully this will be the case for 3941 Sacramento St.

> If there is anything | can do to further encourage approval of the project please let me know.

> Respectfully,

> Richard Frisbie

>

> Sent from my iPad




Lindsay, David (CPC)

From: Eric McGinty <emcginty@envivid.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 10, 2018 9:24 AM

To: Lindsay, David (CPC)

Cc: Bendix, Brittany (CPC); Melinda A. Sarjapur
Subject: Fwd: Sacramento

See below. Steve’s email was meant to be from both of them (Eva was CC’ed). Let me know if this isn’t good enough and I can reach out to Eva for
another.

thanks,
eric

Begin forwarded message:

From: Eva H Muttenthaler <emuttenthaler@sbcglobal.net>

Subject: Re: Sacramento

Date: May 8, 2018 at 8:13:03 PM PDT

To: Eric McGinty <emcginty@envivid.com>, Steven Weber <steven-weber@sbcglobal.net>, "steven-weber@sbcglobal.net" <steven-
weber@sbcglobal.net>

Reply-To: Eva H Muttenthaler <emuttenthaler@sbcglobal.net>

Eric, thank you for your detailed e-mail. | also want to apologize for not being able to attend the Public Hearing on Thursday.
| hope that your proposed plans are approved by the Planning Commission.

Good luck!

Eva (Muttenthaler)



Lindsay, David (CPC)

From: Steven Weber <steven-weber@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 10:14 PM

To: Bendix, Brittany (CPC); Lindsay, David (CPC); msarjapur@reubenlaw.com

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore,
Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)

Subject: 3941 Sacramento Street (McGinty project)

Dear Planners, Commissioners and Counsel,

I write in support of Eric McGinty's project at 3941 Sacramento Street which is scheduled for Discretionary Review on Thursday, May 10,
2018.

I and my co-condo owner, Eva Muttenthaler, reside at 3939 Sacramento Street and 3937 Sacramento Street respectively. We are the
immediate neighbors to the East of the project.

In May of last year, Mr. McGinty reached out to us for a pre-application meeting in order to familiarize us with his proposal. Since then we
have met with him both on and off-site on several occasions during which we were provided with architectural plans, photos showing exterior
materials and finishes and 3D modeling. As his project developed, he was always available to us via phone, email, and text and has been
most responsive to our concerns and accommodating to our few suggested modifications. It has been a pleasure working with Mr. McGinty
over this past year, and we look forward to having him and his family as neighbors.

I truly hope you will give this project your favorable consideration.
Very truly yours,

Steven J. Weber
(cell) 415.310.6212



Lindsay, David (CPC)

From: Brian Carr <bpcarr@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2018 10:21 AM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore,
Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Lindsay, David (CPC); Bendix, Brittany (CPC)

Cc: Amy Grossi Carr; msarjapur@reubenlaw.com

Subject: 3941 Sacramento Street

President Rich Hillis

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3941 Sacramento Street (1015/043)
Planning Dept Case no. 2017-005392DRP
Hearing Date: May 10, 2018

Dear President Hollis and Commissioners:

We, Brian and Amy Carr, who live at 3965 Sacramento are in full support the McGinty family remodel at 3941 Sacramento Street. We find their remodel
proposal reasonable and consistent with the scale and approach of the surrounding residences, and have no objections or issues with their proposed plans as
they appear to be within planning and building guidelines for the neighborhood.

Furthermore, the McGinty family is a wonderful example of a family with young children trying to stay in the city to raise their family.

Please approve their project and let it move along without further delay. Please feel free to contact us with any questions.

Sincerely,
Brian and Amy Carr
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1038 Howard Street - San Francisco, CA 94103 www.unitedplayaz.org
April 10, 2018

San Francisco Planning Commission
Attn: Steve Wertheim

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Support for Central SoMa Park
Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners,

My name is Rudy Corpuz Jr. | am the Founder and Director of United Playaz and a lifelong
SoMa resident. | am writing to express my strong support for the proposed Central SoMa
Park, through the new Central SoMa Plan. Our organization serves upwards of 150 youth
per day and we utilize every open space available as we move around the neighborhood. It
is vitally important that everyone who spends time in SoMa have access to open space that is
clean, safe and welcoming.

SoMa has borne the brunt of new development for San Francisco but sadly we haven’t seen
as many improvements or additions to the open space available. The proposed Central
SoMa park is a much needed step in the right direction of creating new open spaces that will
support the already over used and under resourced parks that exist. Our staff and
constituents have participated in multiple community workshops and meetings to provide
input and feedback. We deeply appreciate the project sponsors effort to make the process of
creating the park as inclusive and responsive as possible. We are also very excited about
the Project Sponsor's willingness to maintain the park. We have experienced instances
where an amenity is created but not maintained and becomes no longer useful to the
community.

This project represents a long overdue investment in one of San Francisco’'s most
underserved neighborhoods. | enthusiastically support the proposal for Central SoMa Park
-and hope that the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will move expeditiously to
approve it for the benefit of the community and the City overall.

In peace,

G

Rudy Corpuz Jr.
Executive Director



Bay

7 May 2018

Dear Planning Commissioners,

My name is Carla Laurel and | am the Executive Director of West Bay, the oldest Filipino 501¢c3
organization in San Francisco. We serve recent Filipino youth and their families in SoMa and the greater
San Francisco Bay Area.

| am writing this letter in support of The Central Soma Park. The project sponsors of Build Public, Brooke
Ray Rivera & Jared Press, and Tishman Speyer’s, Henry Spears, have made a consistent effort to get to
know the community and families at

West Bay and in Soma. They have met with me individually and attended community events to convened
many meeting with the community to get input on the park’s design to ensure it is reflective of what
residents want. AS an organization serving predominantly youth, they were happy to work with me and
community partners to convene youth workshops regarding the park.

They have expressed much interest and not just short-term, but

long-term dedication to impacting the lives of our youth, families and seniors through

supporting our programs financially, as well as through offering youth job opportunities and input on the
park’s design and functionality moving forward, so they can, too, be true stakeholders. | believe the
Central Soma Park will positively impact our community by providing free safe space for our youth and
families that currently only have two parks close to their homes.

West Bay supports the Central Soma Park and looks forward to continually working with them to make
Soma more family friendly. Kindly feel free to contact me for any questions.

Sincerely,

A

Carla Laurel

Executive Director

West Bay Pilipino Multi Service Center
M: (415) 748 - 4864

Email: carla@westbaycentersf.org

175 7th Street, San Francisco, CA 94103 www.westbaycenter.org



S 0 m b O South of Market Business Association

615 Seventh Street ¢ San Francisco , CA 94103-4910 * www.sfsomba.org
Phone: 415.621.7533 * Fax: 415.621.7583 * e-mail: info@sfsomba .com

April 9, 2018

San Francisco Planning Commission
Attn: Mr. Steve Wertheim

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Support for Central SoMa Park
Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners,

I am writing to express my strong support for the proposed Central SoMa Park, a much-
needed new 1-acre city-owned public open space on the block bounded by 4th, 5th, Brannan
and Bryant through the new Central SoMa Plan. I am a business owner in Central SoMa and
know firsthand just how much our community needs more space where we can gather, play
and relax in a clean, safe, and welcoming public setting.

Central SoMa, which is vastly underserved by open space, is undergoing a tremendous
transformation that will bring new residents, daytime employees and visitors to the
neighborhood. At present, South Park is the only other open space resource in the Central
SoMa Plan Area. This project will more than double that amount of open space with a
signature new public park designed by Tom Leader, an internationally recognized landscape
architect. I am excited by the prospect of an open space that brings much-needed greenery
to Central SoMa while also providing a gathering space for community events.

Furthermore, the Project Sponsor’s willingness to maintain the park represents an incredible
opportunity for the neighborhood and City, and should not be passed up. It is critical that
both the creation of the park and its long term maintenance, operations, and activation are
fully funded through the Central SoMa Plan.

This project represents a long overdue investment in one of San Francisco’s most
underserved neighborhoods. I enthusiastically support the proposal for Central SoMa Park
and hope that the Planning Commission and Board of Supetvisors will move expeditiously
to approve it for the benefit of the community and the City overall.

Sincerely,
Henry Karnilowicz
President
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May 8, 2018

San Francisco Planning Commission
Attn: Steve Wertheim

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Support for Central SoMa Park
Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners,

I am writing to express my strong support for the proposed Central SoMa Park, a much-needed new 1-
acre city-owned public open space on the block bounded by 4th, 5th, Brannan and Bryant through the
new Central SoMa Plan. Our nonprofit mission at the San Francisco Parks Alliance is to champion,
transform and activate parks and public spaces throughout the City, and we know firsthand just how
much our community needs more space where we can gather, play and relax in a clean, safe, and
welcoming public setting.

Central SoMa, which is vastly underserved by public open space, is undergoing a tremendous
transformation that will bring new residents, daytime employees and visitors to the neighborhood. At
present, South Park is the only other open space resource in the Central SoMa Plan Area. This project
will more than double that amount of open space with a signature new public park designed by Tom
Leader, an internationally recognized landscape architect. I am excited by the prospect of an open space
that brings much-needed greenery to Central SoMa while also providing a gathering space for
community events.

Furthermore, the adjacent developer’s willingness to help build and operate the publicly-owned park
through the City’s Plaza Program represents an incredible opportunity for the neighborhood and City,
and should not be passed up. It is critical that both the creation of the park and its long term maintenance,
operations, and activation receive funding through the Central SoMa Plan.

This project represents a long overdue investment in one of San Francisco’s neighborhoods most
underserved by public space. | enthusiastically support the proposal for Central SoMa Park and hope
that the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will move expeditiously to approve it for the
benefit of the community and the City overall.

Sincerely, —

e Drew Becher

CEQ, San Francisco Parks Alliance

San Francisco, CA 94103-2486

415.621.3260

www.sfparksalliance.org




8 May 2018

San Francisco Planning Commission
Attn: Steve Wertheim

Central SoMa Plan Project Manager
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Support for Central SoMa Park

Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners,

I am writing to express support for the proposed Central SoMa Park, a much-needed
new l-acre city-owned public open space in the block bounded by 4th, 5th, Brannan
and Bryant through the new Central SoMa Plan. As a 25-year resident of the area
having served on Supervisor Kim’s D6 Parks and Open Space Task Force, I know just
how much our diverse community needs more green space where we can gather,

play and relax in a clean, safe, and welcoming public setting.

Central SoMa, which is vastly underserved by public open space, is set to undergo a
huge transformation through this plan that will add new residents, daytime
employees and visitors to the neighborhood. The Park Project Sponsor’s willingness
to maintain the park through the City's Plaza Program represents a valuable
opportunity for the neighborhood and City, and should be leveraged. It is vital that
both the creation of the park and its long-term maintenance, operations, and

activation receive funding from the Central SoMa Plan.

This project represents a long overdue investment in one of San Francisco’s
neighborhoods most underserved by public open space. I support the proposal for
Central SoMa Park and hope that the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors
will move expeditiously to approve it for the benefit of the community and the City

overall.

Sincerely,

Alice Rogers

ALICE ROGERS | 10 SOUTH PARK STREET STUDIO 2 | SAN FRANCISCO CA | 94107



May 7, 2018

San Francisco Planning Commission
Attn: Steve Wertheim

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Support for Central SoMa Park
Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners,

| am writing in support of the proposed Central SoMa Park because those of us who live in SoMa
desperately need more open space. We have fewer parks and less open space than any other part
of the City. This one-acre park would be an exquisite addition for local residents and visitors to enjoy
the outdoors. It is a healthy proposition.

| am elated with the developer’s willingness to help build and operate the park through the City’s Plaza
Program. We need to take advantage of this great opportunity.

SoMa residents want to be able to enjoy their neighborhood via open spaces — not just streets and
sidewalks. This project would allow people to do just that. The park would also help create a sense
of community by bringing people together.

A new Central SoMa Park will be such a positive addition to this growing neighborhood. 1 urge you to
approve it so that we can assure it is available as soon as possible to residents and visitors alike.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Catherine (Katy) Liddell
403 Main Street #813
San Francisco, CA 94105
415.412.2207
clliddell@me.com
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San Francisco Planning Commission
Attn: Steve Wertheim

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Support for Central SoMa Park
Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners,

I am writing to express my strong support for the proposed Central SoMa Park, a much-needed new 1-acre city-
owned public open space on the block bounded by 4th, 5th, Brannan and Bryant through the new Central SoMa
Plan. I am a property owner and business owner in Central SoMa and know firsthand just how much our
community needs more space where we can gather, play and relax in a clean, safe, and welcoming public setting.

Central SoMa, which is vastly underserved by open space, is undergoing a tremendous transformation that will
bring new residents, daytime employees and visitors to the neighborhood. At present, South Park is the only other
open space resource in the Central SoMa Plan Area. This project will more than double that amount of open space
with signature new park designed by Tom Leader, an internationally recognized landscape architect. I attended a
community workshop where [ had an opportunity t ogive feedback on the proposed design as well as vision for
programming and activation. I am excited by the prospect of an open space that brings much-needed greenery to
Central SoMa while also providing a gathering space for community events.

Furthermore, the Project Sponsor’s willingness to maintain the park represents an incredible opportunity for the
neighborhood and City, and should not be passed up. It is critical that both the creation of the park and its long term
maintenance, operations, and activation are fully funded through the Central SoMa Plan.

This project represents a long overdue investment in one of San Francisco’s most underserved neighborhoods. 1
enthusiastically support the proposal for Central SoMa Park and hope that the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors will move expeditiously to approve it for the benefit of the community and the City overall.

Best,

Marilyn Yu
marilyn@shared-sf.com

739 Bryant Street, San Francisco, CA 94107 | www.SHARED-SK.com | 415.317.5905




E. M. HUNDLEY HARDWARE CO.
617 BRYANT ST.
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107
Ph: 415 777-5050 Fax: 415 777-5960

April 10, 2018

San Francisco Planning Commission
Attn: Steve Wertheim

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Support for Central SoMa Park

Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners,

| am writing to express my strong support for the proposed Central SoMa Park, a much-needed new 1-acre
city-owned public open space on the block bounded by 4th, 5th, Brannan and Bryant through the new
Central SoMa Plan. | am a business and property owner in Central SoMa and know firsthand just how much
our community needs more space where we can gather, play and relax in a clean, safe, and welcoming public

setting.

Central SoMa, which is vastly' underserved by open space, is undergoing a tremendous transformation that
will bring new residents, daytime employees and visitors to the neighborhood. At present, South Park is the
only other open space resource in the Central SoMa Plan Area. This project will more than double that
amount of open space with signature new park designed by Tom Leader, an internationally recognized
landscape architect. My family has owned and operated E.M. Hundley Hardware Co. in San Francisco since
1919. We have operated at 617 Bryant Street, directly adjacent to the proposed Central SoMa Park, since
1985. | am excited by the prospect of an open space that brings much-needed greenery to Central SoMa
while also providing a gathering space for community events.

Furthermore, the Project Sponsor’s willingness to maintain the park represents an incredible opportunity for
the neighborhood and City, and should not be passed up. It is critical that both the creation of the park and
its long term maintenance, operations, and activation are fully funded through the Central SoMa Plan.

This project represents a long overdue investment in one of San Francisco’s most underserved
neighborhoods. | enthusiastically support the proposal for Central SoMa Park and hope that the Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors will move expeditiously to approve it for the benefit of the community
and the City overall.

Sincerely,

Grant Hundley

President / CEO

E.M. Hundley Hardware Co.
617 Bryant Street

San Francisco, CA 94107




655-685 4" Street LP

35 Sidney Street
Mill Valley, CA 94941

May 10, 2018

San Francisco Planning Commission
Attn: Steve Wertheim

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Support for Central SoMa Park
Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners,

I am writing to express my strong support for the proposed Central SoMa Park, a much-needed new 1-acre
city-owned public open space on the block bounded by 4th, 5th, Brannan and Bryant through the new
Central SoMa Plan. | am the owner of the building of The Creamery and lron Cactus, located a block and a
half away from the proposed Central SoMa Park. As a longtime SoMa property owner, | know firsthand just
how much our community needs more space where we can gather, play and relax in a clean, safe, and
welcoming public setting.

This project represents a long overdue investment in one of San Francisco’s most underserved
neighborhoods. | enthusiastically support the proposal for Central SoMa Park and hope that the Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors will move expeditiously to approve it for the benefit of the community
and the City overall. Furthermore, the Project Sponsor’s willingness to maintain the park represents an
incredible opportunity for the neighborhood and City, and should not be passed up. It is critical that both the
creation of the park and its long term maintenance, operations, and activation are fully funded through the
Central'SoMa Plan.

Sincerely,
\

=
Rob Me\li?t'h

Owner, 655 — 685 4™ Street
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333 3 St., Suite 205
4 D S a S San Francisco, CA 94107
_ _ ; 415.227.0331

www.psoashodywork.com
info@psoasbodywork.com

San Francisco Planning Commission 5/10/18
Attn: Steve Wertheim

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Support for Central SoMa Park
Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners,

I am writing to express my strong support for the proposed Central SoMa Park, a much-needed new -acre city-
owned public open space on the block bounded by 4th, 5th, Brannan and Bryant through the new Central SoMa
Plan. I am a both a resident who looks out my back window at the proposed space and a business owner in the
neighborhood.

As someone who promotes health in our community, [ know firsthand just how much our community needs
more space where we can gather, play and relax in a clean, safe, and welcoming public setting. I’ve always
known San Francisco as a green city with plentiful parks. What happened to the planning in SoMa?!

Central SoMa, which is vastly underserved by public open space, is undergoing a tremendous transformation
that will bring new residents, daytime employees and visitors to the neighborhood. At present, South Park is the
only other open space resource in the Central SoMa Plan Area. This project will more than double that amount
of open space with a signature new public park designed by Tom Leader, an internationally recognized landscape
architect. | am excited by the prospect of an open space that brings much-needed greenery to Central SoMa while
also providing a gathering space for community events.

Furthermore, the adjacent developer’s willingness to help build and operate the park through the City’s Plaza
Program represents an incredible opportunity for the neighborhood and City, and should not be passed up. It is
critical that both the creation of the park and its long-term maintenance, operations, and activation receive
funding from the Central SoMa Plan.

This project represents a long overdue investment in one of San Francisco’s neighborhoods most underserved
by public space. | enthusiastically support the proposal for Central SoMa Park and hope that the Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors will move expeditiously to approve it for the benefit of the community
and the City overall.

Sincerplv.

Jennifer Lightstone
Owner — Psoas Massage + Bodywork
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San Francisco Planning Commission
Attn: Steve Wertheim

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Support for Central SoMa Park
Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners,

I am writing to express my strong support for the proposed Central SoMa Park, a much-needed new
1-acre city-owned public open space on the block bounded by 4th, 5th, Brannan and Bryant through
the new Central SoMa Plan. | am a resident Central SoMa and know firsthand just how much our
community needs more space where we can gather, play and relax in a clean, safe, and welcoming
public setting.

Central SoMa, which is vastly underserved by public open space, is undergoing a tremendous
transformation that will bring new residents, daytime employees and visitors to the neighborhood. At
present, South Park is the only other open space resource in the Central SoMa Plan Area. This project
will more than double that amount of open space with a signature new public park designed by Tom
Leader, an internationally recognized landscape architect. | am excited by the prospect of an open
space that brings much-needed greenery to Central SoMa while also providing a gathering space for
community events.

Furthermore, the adjacent developer’s willingness to help build and operate the park through the City’s
Plaza Program represents an incredible opportunity for the neighborhood and City, and should not be
passed up. It is critical that both the creation of the park and its long-term maintenance, operations,
and activation receive funding from the Central SoMa Plan.

This project represents a long overdue investment in one of San Francisco’s neighborhoods most
underserved by public space. | enthusiastically support the proposal for Central SoMa Park and hope
that the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will move expeditiously to approve it for the
benefit of the community and the City overall.

Sincerely,
Anita Wong

175 Bluxome Street #116
San Francisco, CA 94017




SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DRAFT Planning Commission Motion
NO. M-XXXXX

HEARING DATE: May 10 Apri-42, 2018
Case No.: 2011.1356E
Project Address:  Central SoMa Plan
Zoning: Various
Block/Lot: Various
Project Sponsor:  San Francisco Planning Department

Steve Wertheim— (415) 558-6612
steve.wertheim@stgov.org

Staff Contact: Elizabeth White— (415) 575-6813
elizabeth. white@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE PROPOSED CENTRAL SOMA PLAN.

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) hereby CERTIFIES the
final Environmental Impact Report identified as Case No. 2011.1356E, the “Central SoMa Plan”
(hereinafter “Project”), based upon the following findings:

1. The City and County of San Francisco, acting through the Planning Department (hereinafter
“Department”) fulfilled all procedural requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(Cal. Pub. Res. Code section 21000 et seq., hereinafter “CEQA”), the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal.
Admin. Code Title 14, section 15000 ef seq., (hereinafter “CEQA Guidelines”) and Chapter 31 of the
San Francisco Administrative Code (hereinafter “Chapter 31”).

A. The Department determined that an Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter “EIR”) was
required and provided public notice of that determination by publication in a newspaper of
general circulation on April 24, 2013.

B. The Department held a public scoping meeting on May 15, 2013 in order to solicit public comment
on the scope of the Project’s environmental review.

C. On December 14, 2016, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(hereinafter “DEIR”) and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the
availability of the DEIR for public review and comment and of the date and time of the Planning
Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this notice was mailed to the Department’s list of
persons requesting such notice.

www . sfplanning.org

o ore oo S

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409
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Information:
415.558.6377



Motion No. M-XXXXX CASE NO. 2011.1356E
Hearing Date: May 10Ap+il-42, 2018 Central SoMa Plan
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D. On December 14, 2016, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of persons
requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, and to government agencies, the
latter both directly and through the State Clearinghouse.

E. Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State Clearinghouse
on December 14, 2016.

The Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on said DEIR on January 26, 2017 at which
opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the DEIR. The
period for acceptance of written comments ended on February 13, 2017.

The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public
hearing and in writing during the 60-day public review period, prepared revisions to the text of the
DEIR in responses to comments received or based on additional information that became available
during the public review period, and corrected errors in the DEIR. This material was presented in the
Responses to Comments document, published on March 28, 2018, distributed to the Commission and
all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon request at the
Department.

A Final Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter “FEIR”) has been prepared by the Department,
consisting of the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the review process, any
additional information that became available, and the Responses to Comments document all as
required by law.

Project EIR files have been made available for review by the Commission and the public. These files
are available for public review at the Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and are part of the
record before the Commission.

On May 10Apsit32, 2018, the Commission reviewed and considered the information contained in the
FEIR and hereby does find that the contents of said report and the procedures through which the
FEIR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA
Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

The project sponsor has indicated that the presently preferred alternative is the Central SoMa Plan.

The Planning Commission hereby does find that the FEIR concerning File No. 2011.1356E: Central
SoMa Plan reflects the independent judgement and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco,
is adequate, accurate and objective, and that the Responses to Comments document and the errata
dated April 5, 2018 and May 9, 2018 contains no significant revisions to the DEIR that would require
recirculation of the document pursuant to CEQA Guideline section 15088.5, and hereby does
CERTIFY THE COMPLETION of said FEIR in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, hereby does find that the project
described in the Environmental Impact Report:

RANCISCO 2
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Motion No. M-XXXXX CASE NO. 2011.1356E
Hearing Date: May 10April42, 2018 Central SoMa Plan

A. Will result in the following significant and unavoidable project-specific environmental impacts,
which cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance:

SAN FRANCISCO

a.

Central SoMa Plan development, including proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating and environmental effect. Specifically, the Plan could result in
traffic noise along Howard Street (under the two-way option for Howard and Folsom
streets) that exceeds the noise standards in the General Plan’s Environmental Protection
Element.

Central SoMa Plan development would result in the demolition or substantial alteration
of individually identified historic architectural resources and/or contributors to a historic
district or conservation district, including as-yet unidentified resources, a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines
section 15064.5.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would result in a substantial increase in transmit demand that
would not be accommodated by local transit capacity, and would cause a substantial
increase in delays resulting in adverse impacts on local and regional transit routes.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would result in crosswalk overcrowding at the following
intersections:

i. Third/Mission
ii. Fourth/Mission
ili. Fourth/Townsend

Central SoMa Plan development would result in an increased demand for on-street
commercial and passenger loading and a reduction in on-street loading supply such that
the loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities would not be
accommodated within on-street loading supply, would impact existing passenger
loading/unloading zones, and may create hazardous conditions or significant delay that
may affect transit, other vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians.

Construction activities associated with Central SoMa Plan development, including the
proposed open space improvements and street network changes, would result in
substantial interference with pedestrian, bicycle, or vehicle circulation and accessibility to
adjoining areas, and would result in potentially hazardous conditions.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed street network changes, would
generate noise that would result in exposure of persons to noise levels in excess of

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3



Motion No. M-XXXXX CASE NO. 2011.1356E
Hearing Date: May 10Aprit-12, 2018 Central SoMa Plan

standards in the San Francisco General Plan or Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police
Code), and would result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise above
existing levels.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed street network changes and
open space improvements, would result in construction activities in the Plan Area that
could expose persons to substantial temporary or periodic increase in noise levels
substantially in excess of ambient levels.

The operation of subsequent individual development projects in the Central SoMa Plan
Area and the proposed street network changes (but not the proposed open space
improvements) would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or
projected air quality violation, and/or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of criteria pollutants for which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed street network changes, would
result in operational emissions of fine particulate matter (PMzs) and toxic air
contaminants that would result in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations.

Subsequent future development under the Plan could alter wind in a manner that
substantially affects public areas.

B. Will contribute considerably to the following cumulative environmental impacts, which cannot be
mitigated to a level of insignificance:

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

a.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative land use
impact. Specifically, one-way and two-way options for Folsom and Howard Streets could
make a considerable contribution to cumulative traffic noise levels, which would exceed
the noise standards in the General Plan’s Environmental Protection Element.

Central SoMa Plan development would contribute considerably to significant cumulative
historical resources impacts because the Plan could result in demolition and/or alteration
of historical resources.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would contribute considerably to significant cuamulative transit
impacts on local and regional transit providers.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative
pedestrian impacts.



Motion No. M-XXXXX CASE NO. 2011.1356E
Hearing Date: May 10Apri-12, 2018 Central SoMa Plan

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative loading
impacts.

Central SoMa development, including the proposed street network changes and open
space improvements, would result in cumulative noise impacts.

Central SoMa development, including the proposed street network changes, but not open
space improvements, would contribute considerably to criteria air pollutant impacts
under cumulative 2040 conditions.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed street network changes but not
open space improvements, would result in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
levels of fine particulate matter (PMzs) and toxic air contaminants under 2040 cumulative
conditions.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its regular

meeting of May 10Apxi42, 2018.
Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ADOPTED:

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 5
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE: May 9, 2018

TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Jessica Range and Elizabeth White, Environmental Planning

RE: Errata to the Environmental Impact Report for the Central South of
Market (SoMa) Area Plan

Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

Following publication of the Responses to Comments (RTC) document for the Central South of Market
Area (SoMa) Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR), the Planning Department determined
it was necessary to:

(1) update the Central SoMa Plan Final EIR certification date;

(2) provide an analysis of changes to the Central SoMa Plan’s proposed height and zoning maps for
Block 3763, Lots 112 and 113 that was included in substitute legislation introduced on April 10, 2018
by Mayor Farrell and Supervisor Kim;

(3) darify the application of Central SoMa Plan EIR mitigation measures to subsequent development
projects;

(4) amend mitigation measures;
(®) include a list of required approvals for the Housing Sustainability District Ordinance; and

(6) evaluate a list of recommended and other potential changes to the Central SoMa Plan included in the
May 3, 2018 Planning Commission packet to determine whether the EIR adequately analyzes these
potential changes in the event decision makers choose to include these changes in the Central SoMa
Plan.

This erratum addresses each of these items. Staff-initiated EIR text changes will be incorporated into the
Final EIR. New revisions are noted in red with additions noted with double underline and deletions

noted in strikethrough.

1. Central SoMa Plan Final EIR Certification Date

On April 12, 2018, the Planning Commission continued certification of the Final EIR to May 10, 2018.
As such, the following revision is made to the exterior and interior RTC cover pages and page RTC-i:

Final EIR Certification Date: Ap+il12-2018 May 10, 2018

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St.
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San Francisco.
CA 94103-2479
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415.558.6378
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Errata to the EIR- Central SoMa Plan
Case No. 2011.1356E
May 9, 2018

Additionally, the following revisions are made to the distribution memoranda accompanying the
RTC:

This document, along with the Draft EIR, will be before the Planning Commission for
Final EIR certification on April 12,2018 May 10, 2018. The Planning Commission will receive
public testimony on the Final EIR certification at the Apxil 42,2018 May 10, 2018, hearing.

These revisions to the Final EIR’s certification date do not constitute significant new information that
requires recirculation of the EIR under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California
Public Resources Code section 21092.1) and the CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations
section 15088.5).

2. Update Central SoMa Plan analysis for Block 3763, Lots 112 and 113

On April 10, 2018 Mayor Farrell and Supervisor Kim introduced substitute legislation implementing
the Central SoMa Plan. The Environmental Planning Division of the Planning Department reviewed
the substitute legislation and determined that the proposed changes to the zoning and height map
for Block 3763 and Lots 112 and 113 require additional analysis to determine whether the proposed
changes would result in new significant impacts or impacts of greater severity that were not
disclosed in the Draft EIR. The substitute legislation would extend the proposed Central SoMa
Mixed Use-Office (CMUO) Use District onto an approximately 7,400-square-foot, irregularly shaped
area at the north-easternmost portion of Block 3763, Lot 112. The proposal would also extend a 350-
CS Height and Bulk District to encompass the southern portion of this same 7,400-square-foot area
(Block 3763, Lot 112), as well as the southern portion of Block 3763, Lot 113, which is an
approximately 5,400-square-foot, irregularly shaped parcel, immediately north of Lot 112. EIR
Appendix H, attached to this erratum, analyzes these proposed changes and finds that the proposed
revisions to the Central SoMa Plan’s Use District and Height and Bulk District Maps on Block 3763,
Lots 112 and 113, would not result in any new or substantially more-severe significant impacts with
respect to aesthetics, wind, or shadow, or any other CEQA topic, than those that were identified in
the Draft EIR. However, in light of these proposed changes, the following revisions to the EIR are
necessary:

Figure II-3 [Revised] in the RTC has been revised following publication of the RTC to show
the zoning now proposed on a portion of Block 3763, Lot 113.

Figure II-7 [Revised] in the RTC has been revised following publication of the RTC to show
the heights now proposed on Block 3763, Lot 112 and a portion of Lot 113.

Figure IV.B-19, Mid-Range Visual Simulation: Interstate 80 Westbound: Existing Conditions
Plus Plan has been revised following publication of the RTC to show the heights now
proposed on Block 3763, Lot 112 and a portion of Lot 113.

Figure IV.H-6 and the December 10 a.m. image in EIR Appendix E have been revised to
depict the changes in shadow analysis resulting from the proposed revisions to the Central
SoMa Height Map.

These revised figures are presented on the following pages.

www.sfplanning.org
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Errata to the EIR- Central SoMa Plan
Case No. 2011.1356E
May 9, 2018

In addition, the following text changes are made to the first paragraph of the wind analysis on page
IV.G-13 in the Draft EIR:

Two other new exceedances would occur at the intersection of Fourth and Townsend Streets
(#47 and 48), near the southwestern corner of a potential 400-foot-tall building, and five new
exceedances would occur near, and south of, the intersection of Second and Harrison Streets
(#4, 5, 7, 8, and 14), in proximity to a site at 400 Second Streets that would have height limits
permitting three-towers at heights of up to 200-feet; 350 feet,-and-350-feet.

The following text changes are made to the first full paragraph of Draft EIR p. IV.H-38 to reflect the
potential change in net new shadow from the proposed height map revision.

New shadow from Plan Area development could cast a small amount of new shadow on the
western edge of the POPOS in front of 303 Second Street, across Second Street from the Plan

Area, in the mid-afternoon on the solstice. w

EQE 5 On the equinoxes, new shading Would begm around noon, and would continue
through much of the afternoon, reaching a peak around 2:00 p.m., when about one quarter to
one third of the POPOS could be shaded. On the winter solstice, new shading could increase,
beginning around 10 am. and continuing through most of the afternoon. At its peak, new
shading could cover most of the plaza, especially between about noon and 2:00 p.m. By 3:00
p-m. on the winter solstice, most of the plaza is currently shaded. The actual amount of
shading would depend on the height and massing of the building projecting its shadow
toward this POPOS.

As explained above, Appendix H, attached to this erratum, evaluates the environmental effects of the
substitute Central SoMa Plan legislation introduced on April 10, 2018. This document is being
included in the EIR as a new Appendix H. Therefore, the following revision is made to the Draft EIR’s
Table of Contents’ list of appendices on Draft EIR page vi:

endix H Central SoMa Plan Draft EIR Revisions Arising from Zoning Changes at
cond i

These revisions to the Draft EIR does not constitute significant new information that requires
recirculation of the EIR under CEQA (California Public Resources Code Section 21092.1) and the
CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations Section 15088.5)

Clarification of the Application of EIR Mitigation Measures to Subsequent Development Projects

Subsequent development projects may be required to undergo additional environmental review in
accordance with California Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183
or California Public Resources Code Section 21094.5 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.3. That
analysis would determine whether Central SoMa EIR mitigation measures apply to a subsequent
development project. During that analysis, program-level mitigation measures identified in the
Central SoMa EIR may be amended to address the specific characteristics of the subsequent project’s
impact. To clarify this, the following revision is made to Section LB.4 on Draft EIR page I-6:

www.sfplanning.org
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c) states that subsequent activities in the program must be
examined in light of the program EIR to determine whether an additional environmental
document must be prepared. Thus, this EIR assumes that subsequent development projects
in the Plan Area would be subject to environmental review at such time as those projects are
proposed. The analysis of subsequent projects would be based on existing conditions at the
site and vicinity, at such time a project is proposed, and would take into account any updated
information relevant to the environmental analysis of the subsequent project (e.g., changes to
the environmental setting or updated growth forecasts, models, etc.). Furthermore, for the
environmental analysis of the subsequent project, the Planning Department would identi
applicable mitigation es in this ] orepare a project-specific Mitigation,
3 : 2 o heitoe: ot )

This revision to the Draft EIR does not constitute significant new information that requires
recirculation of the EIR under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public
Resources Code Section 21092.1) and the CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations Section
15088.5).

Amend Mitigation Measures
To clarify the process for mandatory consultation regarding avoidance or minimization of effects on
historical resources, the following amendment has been made to EIR Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a

(Mitigation M-CP-1a was revised as part of the April 5, 2018 errata to the EIR for the Central SoMa
Area Plan):

www.sfplanning.org
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TABLE 5-1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR [REVISIONS ONLY]
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Before After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation and Improvement Measures Mitigation
C. Cultural and l’aleontologlcal Resources
Impact CP-1: Development under the Plan would S * Mitigation Measure M-CP-la: Mandatory Consultation Regarding Avoidance or Minimization of_" SUM

result in the demolition or substantial alteration
of individually identified historic architectural
resources and/or contributors to a historic district
or conservation district located in the Plan Area,
including as-yet unidentified resources, a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5.

Effects on Identified-Historical Resources. The project sponsor of a subsequent development project in the
Plan Area shall consult with the Planmng Department—s—?feser—vaﬂen—staf«f at the time of submittal of an
me ication to determine whether there

are fea51ble means to ;eéesa—gﬂ—er—et-hemse—rewse—ﬂae—pre}eet—te—avmd a substantial signifieant-adverse

change in the significance of an effeets-em—historic architectural resources} (including historic districts),

whether prewously 1dent1f1ed or 1dent1f1ed as part of the pro;ect’ s hlstorlcal resources ana1y51s Ru_,mimt_tg
ial a

resource meang ghy_,_s_lgal demghpgn! dggructlon rglgggggn! gr alteraglon gf the resource or 1;; 1mmed1at

il a avmdance

is not fea51ble, the prOJect sponsor shall on ult w1th Pla.nmn De artmen ft to determin there

are feasible mean: ; to seek—feasible—meaﬂs—te—reduce effects on hlStOI'lC arcmtectural resource(s) te—fm

gvoidance or reduction of effecks, U*Llﬂ.uw_LiL.g,_Dq.mlmuxL,hﬂils;au:z.dshr_uhs.lnu_u:- gidance m‘ peduction
gg l;g accgmghghgg sucgesgfully_ w1th1n a reasongblg gengd of time, ;aklng mtg ac ggg; euongrmg!

Mnaaureﬁ M-CP- 1b£1'. 13 M- s.J: m.,.mm MMWM&M
TR s ETL e "h,ﬁ,{w-r_l-_ml- thizftt "It'ﬂsﬁ*:r.'- -ﬁ-w—r.ﬂpad}ir—&{
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The following revisions are made to RTC page 455:

On Draft EIR p.IV.C-58, Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a has been revised as follows to

clarify guidance with regard to avoiding or minimizing effects on historical impacts:
Mitigation Measure M-CP-la: Mandatory Consultation Regarding Avoidance or
Minimization of Effects on IdentifiedHistorical Resources. The project sponsor of a
subsequent development project in the Plan Area shall consult with the Planning
Department's—Preservation—staff at the time of submittal of an environmental evaluation
application or consolidated development application to determine whether there are feasible
means to redesign-or-otherwise revisethe prejectto-avoid a substantial significant-adverse

change in the significance of an effeets-en-historic architectural resource¢s} (including historic
districts), whether previously identified or identified as part of the project’s historical

indings st at the

ation, alteration of tl 2 0

significance of a historical resource would be materially impaired.” If avoidance is not
feasible, the project sponsor shall consult with Planning Department staff etermin
whether there are feasible means to seek—feasible—means—to—reduce effects on historic
architectural resource(s) te—the—maximum—extentfeasible. aless-than-significantlevel;
i inimization m e retai ¥ I -defini
fea may incl imi : retention of character-defini I
building setbacks, salvage, or adaptive reuse. In evaluating the feasibility of avoidance or
I ion of effec ing Department shall consider whether avoidance or reduction

can be accomplished successfully within a reasonable period of time. taking_into account

economi i tal, | ial and technologd s, along with the al

Plan policies and project objectives. The applicability of each factor would vary from project
; T Py : el i :

To further reduce the significant and unavoidable transit impact identified in the EIR, the following
amendments are made to EIR Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a in Table S-1, Summary of Impacts of the
Plan-Identified in the EIR.
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TABLE S-1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN—IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR [REVISIONS ONLY]
- Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Before After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation and Improvement Measures Mitigation
D. Transportation and Circulation
Impact TR-3: Development under the Plan, S Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a: Transit Enhancements. The following are City and County and sponsors of SUM
including  the  proposed  open space subsequent development projects _actions that could reduce the transit impacts associated with

improvements and street network changes, implementation of the Central SoMa Plan.
would result in a substantial increase in transit
demand that would not be accommodated by
local transit capacity, and would cause a
substantial increase in delays resulting in adverse
impacts on local and regional transit routes.

Enhanced Transit Fynding. To accommodate project transit demand, the SFMTA, and other City agencies and
departments as appropriate, shall seek sufficient operating and capital funding, including through the
following measures:

e Establish fee-based sources of revenue.

e Establish a congestion-charge scheme for downtown San Francisco, with all or a portion of the
revenue collected going to support improved local and regional transit service on routes that serve
Downtown and the Central SoMa Plan Area.

e Area Plan funding for transit enhancements.

Transit Corridor Improvement Review. During the design phase, the SFMTA shall review each street network
project that contains portions of Muni transit routes where significant transit delay impacts have been
identified (routes 8 Bayshore, 8AX Bayshore Express, 8BX Bayshore Express, 10 Townsend, 14 Mission, 14R
Mission Rapid, 27 Bryant, 30 Stockton, 45 Union-Stockton, and 47 Van Ness). Through this review, SEMTA
shall incorporate feasible street network design modifications that would meet the performance criteria of
maintaining accessible transit service, enhancing transit service times, and offsetting transit delay. Such
features could include, but shall not be limited to, transit-only lanes, transit signal priority, queue jumps,
stop consolidation, limited or express service, corner or sidewalk bulbs, and transit boarding islands, as
determined by the SFMTA, to enhance transit service times and offset transit delay. Any subsequent
changes to the street network designs shall be subject to a similar review process.

Transit Accessibility. To enhance transit accessibility, the Planning Department and the SFMTA shall
establish a coordinated planning process to link land use planning and development in Central SoMa to
transit and other sustainable mode planning. This shall be achieved through some or all of the following
measures:

e Implement recommendations of the Better Streets Plan that are designed to make the pedestrian
environment safer and more comfortable for walk trips throughout the day, especially in areas
where sidewalks and other realms of the pedestrian environment are notably unattractive and
intimidating for pedestrians and discourage walking as a primary means of circulation. This

l includes traffic calming strategies in areas with fast-moving, one-way traffic, long blocks, narrow

sidewalks and tow-away lanes, as may be found in much of the Central SoMa area.

e Implement building design features that promote primary access to buildings from transit stops
I and pedestrian areas, and discourage the location of primary access points to buildings through
parking lots and other auto-oriented entryways.

SAN FRANGISCO
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TABLE S-1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR [REVISIONS ONLY]
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Before After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation and Improvement Measures Mitigation

Develop Central SoMa transportation implementation programs that manage and direct resources
brought in through pricing programs and development-based fee assessments, as outlined above, to
further the multimodal implementation and maintenance of these transportation improvements.

Nsor: 1 roj i £f- i arking faciliti
vehicular pﬂr]unh SPAcEs. shall ensure 1I1..'|l TECUTTIng wh.LI.L q..u.J.u.H do not substanti 1.I.L1 affect
li é he li s 1 hicul ki ili

e, A i atement meth ill ing on

sllma.kt-.um*u@_umﬁf the pecugring LI.LLLLJ.L;..LI:?.A‘LLILA.LU-I% th w»Jd,u,lme .'hf_lJ.LJ._rkllﬁé.
h hic facili 5 od 12 li

§;;ggg§;gg agg;gmgg; methods include but are not limited t_o_t_h_g ollowing: redgmgg of facility to

improve vehicle circulation and/or onsite queue capacity; empl nt of parkin tendants;
i llation of LOT FULL si with active managemen arkin ;useof v rki
or other space- effici nt parking techni . use of off-si rking facilities or shared parking with
nearb es; use rking occupan nsors and signage directing drivers to available spaces;
sportation mand management strategie ch as listed in the San Francisco Planning

i thl [} 1r.m:~|pun.11mn u.'uu:ulll..mt L -.-.alualu_ lI e conditions. al .lu: site for no h_:m :l'l..m SEVEN
The con shall pr monitorin rt fs] h> D fi

[

Muni Storage and Maintenance. To ensure that Muni is able to service additional transit vehicles needed to
serve increased demand generated by development in Central SoMa, the SFMTA shall provide maintenance |

and storage facilities.

|
|
|
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Similarly, on Draft EIR p. IV.D-54, Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a has been amended as follows:

May 9, 2018

Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a: Transit Enhancements. The following are City and

County and sgbnsors of subsequent development projects actions that could reduce the

transit impacts associated with implementation of the Central SoMa Plan.

Enhanced Transit Funding. To accommodate project transit demand, the SFMTA, and other

City agencies and departments as appropriate, shall seek sufficient operating and capital

funding, including through the following measures:

e Establish fee-based sources of revenue.

e Establish a congestion-charge scheme for downtown San Francisco, with all or a

portion of the revenue collected going to support improved local and regional transit

service on routes that serve Downtown and the Central SoMa Plan Area.

e  Area Plan funding for transit enhancements.

Transit Corridor Improvement Review. During the design phase, the SFMTA shall review

each street network project that contains portions of Muni transit routes where significant

transit delay impacts have been identified (routes 8 Bayshore, 8AX Bayshore Express, 8BX
Bayshore Express, 10 Townsend, 14 Mission, 14R Mission Rapid, 27 Bryant, 30 Stockton, 45
Union-Stockton, and 47 Van Ness). Through this review, SFMTA shall incorporate feasible
street network design modifications that would meet the performance criteria of maintaining

accessible transit service, enhancing transit service times, and offsetting transit delay. Such
features could include, but shall not be limited to, transit-only lanes, transit signal priority,
queue jumps, stop consolidation, limited or express service, corner or sidewalk bulbs, and

transit boarding islands, as determined by the SFMTA, to enhance transit service times and
offset transit delay. Any subsequent changes to the street network designs shall be subject to a

similar review process.

Transit Accessibility. To enhance transit accessibility, the Planning Department and the

SFMTA shall establish a coordinated planning process to link land use planning and
development in Central SoMa to transit and other sustainable mode planning. This shall be

achieved through some or all of the following measures:

¢ Implement recommendations of the Better Streets Plan that are designed to make the

pedestrian environment safer and more comfortable for walk trips throughout the

day, especially in areas where sidewalks and other realms of the pedestrian

environment are notably unattractive and intimidating for pedestrians and

discourage walking as a primary means of circulation. This includes traffic calming

strategies in areas with fast-moving, one-way traffic, long blocks, narrow sidewalks

and tow-away lanes, as may be found in much of the Central SoMa area.

e Implement building design features that promote primary access to buildings from

transit stops and pedestrian areas, and discourage the location of primary access

points to buildings through parking lots and other auto-oriented entryways.
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e Develop Central SoMa transportation implementation programs that manage and
direct resources brought in through pricing programs and development-based fee
assessments, as outlined above, to further the multimodal implementation and

maintenance of these transportation improvements.

basis.
If a recurrin rs, the T rator of the parking facility shall empl

a ment methods as needed to abate th ue. Appropriat atement metho

d g artenda C O
AL IS

1 ;U cl. a i Q 0 = i 1] . Ju H
use of off-site parking facilities or shared parking with nearby uses: use of parking
occupancy sensors and signage directing drivers to available spaces; transportation

mand management_strategi listed in the i lannin
Code TDM Program.

If the Planning Dir r, or his or her designee, sus hat a_recurring qu i

ne Department shall

owner/operator shall hire a gualified transportation consultant to_evaluate the

iti i 1 h ev hall a
monitoring repor it he D revi k
determi that a recurri e does exis e facili e rato e 90

days from the date of the written determination to abate the queue.

Muni Storage and Maintenance. To ensure that Muni is able to service additional transit
vehicles needed to serve increased demand generated by development in Central SoMa, the
SFMTA shall provide maintenance and storage facilities.

Additionally, to further reduce the significant and unavoidable loading impact identified in the EIR, the
following amendments are made to Mitigation Measure M-TR-6b in Table S-1, Summary of Impacts of the
Plan-Identified in the EIR.

SAN FRANCISCO
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TABLE 5-1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR [REVISIONS ONLY]
- Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Before After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation and Improvement Measures Mitigation
D. Transportation and Circulation
Impact TR-6: Development under the Plan, S Mitigation Measure M-TR-6b: Accommodation of On-Street Commercial Loading Spaces and Passenger SUM

including  the  proposed open  space
improvements and street network changes,
would result in an increased demand of on-street
commercial and passenger loading and a
reduction in on-street commercial loading supply
such that the loading demand during the peak
hour of loading activities would not be
accommodated within on-street loading supply,
would impact existing passenger loading/
unloading zones, and may create hazardous
conditions or significant delay that may affect
transit, other vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians.

Loading/Unloading Zones.

The SFMTA shall develop a curb management strategy (strategy) for Central SoMa or within proximity of
the street network changes that articulates curb use priorities for different types of streets, while safely
managing loading demands. This strategy should guide the approach to any affected commercial and
passenger loading/unloading zones (loading zones) during any City agency’s development of detailed
plans for each segment of the proposed street network changes. Replacement of loading zones will be
considered, to the extent feasible.

The SFMTA and the Planning Department shall sheuld develop protocols for ongoing assessment of
commercial and passenger loading needs on the affected streets, and for review of new development

projects along the affected street segments to identify needed changes to the street network design (e.g.,
when a new driveway to a development site is required), or need for additional on-street commercial and
passenger loading spaces

uses w1§h frgngggg glgng a ggghg ng}=1 of-ggy_ ggntlﬁgd on the gxgh Inl_gg Qgtwgrk! wi ; g;__\ gngmg g
roposed bi lef111 ublic ri f ha ml 11 I‘l’llO ration: 1]l develop a

licable. Elements of thi: mclude it woul

rvices,

the followi

Qi for-hlre sgrv1ce_s_»
»  Detailed roles and .l.,:ugurubh.u'm fior man.:u,fu and monitoring the p.:.mn& lmazm._..,

nd properly _enforcin nger vehicles th

glgkmgg grlvewag! etcg
Thie plan shall be peviewed PP “'L wirommental Beview Offcer or e of Lhe :'l.'l!]II"'.h'

Depariment <Ln-.1 the Sus <‘ll['||.'||.“|1. Streets Director or designee of the SEMTA. The 11|.1. 1 shall be evaluated by

re_in violation in cle lane,
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TABLE S-1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN —IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR [REVISIONS ONLY]
Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Before After
Impact Mitigation Mitigation and Improvement Measures Mitigation
alified transportation professional, retaine the Project Sponsor after a building(s) reach %
cupancy and on r going forward until such time that the SFMTA determines that the evaluation i

no lgnggr necessary or could be done at lgsg treguent 1nterval§ Thg ggnteng of the gvaluaglon rg_:gort §hgll be
] aff, in consulta and 3 a le a

¢ b folded into other mitigation measure reporting Dblg._] IO, J. ongeing funl licts are u-.curnnp.hbud
the assessment, th inr rt ‘h il ltirh ition 0SS zol n

msn,_malgl with 5>-||_1th Y

make the fin hether ongoing conflicts are rring, I _event that ongoing conflicts

2 2 ] iren ay | 2
r of loadin i "ri’d tmh1h

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

12



Errata to the EIR- Central SoMa Plan
Case No. 2011.1356E
May 9, 2018

Similarly, on Draft EIR p.IV.D-54, Mitigation Measure M-TR-6b has been amended as

follows:

SAH FRANCISCO
PLANNIN

Mitigation Measure M-TR-6b: Accommodation of On-Street Commercial Loading Spaces
and Passenger Loading/Unloading Zones.

The SFMTA shall develop a curb management strategy (strategy) for Central SoMa or
within proximity of the street network changes that articulates curb use priorities for
different types of streets, while safely managing loading demands. This strategy should
guide the approach to any affected commercial and passenger loading/unloading zones
(loading zones) during any City agency’s development of detailed plans for each segment of
the proposed street network changes. Replacement of loading zones will be considered, to
the extent feasible.

The SFMTA and the Planning Department shall sheuld develop protocols for ongoing

assessment of commercial and passenger loading needs on the affected streets, and for
review of new development projects along the affected street segments to identify needed
changes to the street network design (e.g., when a new driveway to a development site is
required), or need for additional on-street commercial and passenger loading spaces.

. Coordination with for-hir i mpanies to _re uest assenger loading zones

equate signage rmit passenger loadm e _and allow no other vehlcle
ration_of tim ol 2 5 im. i
rk o rtain period of time .. three minutes) and alert sengers
a ir dri i arrive within 1 imefr.
° otifications and information to visitors and empl b enger loadin
and operations, including detailed inf i 1 i ion

drop-off of for-hire servi

oadm zone(s) and rlv enforcin n ehicles that are in vi 1 tio

nti e that h FMT rmines that the e aluatlo
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1 done at less frequ nt mtervals The content of the evaluation repor 1 be
lude an f on-street loadin iti i i 1 in

emand, loadin: rat bservations, and an assessment of h he project meets this
mitigation measur uation rt_ma fol i itigation i

reporting obligations. If ongoing conflicts are occurring based on the a5§g§smgnt! the plan

and day regngtlgns hstgd above, numbgr of loadmg vehicle operations germltteg during
certain hours listed above).

These amendments to the Final EIR mitigation measures do not constitute significant new
information that requires recirculation of the EIR under CEQA (California Public Resources Code
Section 21092.1) and the CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations Section 15088.5).

5. List of Approvals Required for the Housing Sustainability District Ordinance
The following approval has been added to Section ILE Approvals Required in Draft EIR, page II-45:
ILE Approvals Required

Approval and implementation of the final Central SoMa Plan would require the following
actions. (Approving bodies are identifies in italics.) Specific and detailed actions would be
determined as the Plan is developed.

) 1ot sihe Bious s inabilite Diak hic] Id ist of the
following actions:

o San Francisco Planning Commission: (1) Certify the EIR and (2) recommend
lanni 30) rancisco Board i

o n cisco_Boar: ‘ jsors: (1) Approve plannin nd (2

all of thg Central ggMa Plan area, as a Hougmg Sustamagﬂlg District.

6. Evaluation of Potential Changes to the Central SoMa Plan Included in the May 3, 2018
Planning Commission Packet

The May 3, 2018 Planning Commission packet includes a list of “Changes since Introduction”
(Exhibits IL.6, II1.5, IV 4, and V.4), recommended modifications to the Planning Code (contained in
Exhibit III.1) and “Issues for Consideration” (contained in Exhibits 116, IV.5, and V.5). The
Environmental Planning Division reviewed these items and determined that, apart from the
following item, the changes merely clarify or make corrections to the current proposal, or would not
result in environmental effects beyond that analyzed in the EIR.

Item not covered in the EIR analysis: Setting the maximum development capacity at each site to the
amount listed in the Key Development Sites Guidelines, rather than the formula provided.

Rationale: The proposed Planning Code formula (Section 263.32(c)(1)) setting development capacity
for the key sites was developed to ensure that development on key sites do not exceed the growth
projected under the EIR. It is unclear how setting maximum development capacity according to the

SAN FRANCISCO
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Key Development Sites Guidelines would affect the overall growth anticipated and evaluated in the
EIR. More information regarding the effects of this proposal on the Plan’s anticipated growth
projections would be required before the Commission adopt this proposal in order to assess whether
the environmental effects of the proposal are adequately addressed in the EIR. Furthermore, the
Planning Department staff do not recommend the Central SoMa Plan be amended to incorporate
this request.

In addition, as further explained in EIR Appendix I (attached), Planning Department staff
recommend a modification to the Plan to allow for limited grandfathering of the Planning
Department’s TDM requirements in Central SoMa. As explained in Appendix I, should the Planning
Commission choose to adopt this recommendation, they would need to amend Mitigation Measure
M-NO-1a in the EIR to align with this policy directive in the CEQA findings.

An analysis of the remaining Plan Changes since Introduction and Issues for Consideration, as set
forth in the May 3, 2018 Planning Commission packet, are included in Appendix I, attached. This
analysis finds that these potential changes to the Central SoMa Plan have been adequately analyzed
in the EIR and any amendments to the Central SoMa Plan, apart from that discussed above related
to the allowable development on Key Sites, to incorporate these potential changes would not result
in any changes to the EIR analysis and would not constitute significant new information that
requires recirculation of the EIR under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California
Public Resources Code Section 21092.1) and the CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of
Regulations Section 15088.5). This document is being included in the EIR as a new Appendix L
Therefore, the following revision is made to the Draft EIR’s Table of Contents’ list of appendices on
Draft EIR page vi:

Appendix 1. Analysis of Environmental Effects of Potential Changes Presented M
h f t 1
Enclosures:

AppendixH.  Central SoMa Plan Draft EIR Revisions Arising from Zoning Changes at Second and
Harrison Streets

AppendixI.  Analysis of Environmental Effects of Potential Changes Presented May 9, 2018 for the
Central South of Market (SoMa) Plan

SAN TRANGISLO
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memorandum

date May 2,2018

to Jessica Range and Liz White, Environmental Planning

from Karl Heisler and Eryn Brennan

subject Central SoMa Plan EIR Revisions Arising From Zoning Changes at Second and Harrison Streets

This memorandum evaluates changes in impacts that would result from a proposal by the Planning Department to
alter the proposed Use District Map and Height and Bulk District Map (also referred to as “zoning maps™’) from
those analyzed in the Central SoMa Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR)! for a small portion of the block
bounded by Harrison, Second, Bryant, and Third Streets. Specifically, the proposal entails extending a Central
SoMa Mixed Use-Office (CMUO) Use District onto an approximately 7,400-square-foot, irregularly shaped area
at the north-easternmost portion of Block 3763, Lot 112. This area has approximately 77 feet of frontage on the
west side of Second Street between Harrison and Bryant Streets, and tapers in a curve to 23 feet of frontage on
Vassar Place, a mid-block, dead-end street that extends south from Harrison Street west of Second Street. The
proposal would also extend a 350-CS Height and Bulk District to encompass the southern portion of this same
7,400-square-foot area (Block 3763, Lot 112), as well as the southwestern portion of Block 3763, Lot 113, which
is an approximately 5,400-square-foot, irregularly shaped parcel immediately north of Lot 112. The net result of
these changes for this 12,800-square-foot area would be to create a rectangular lot at the southwest corner of
Second and Harrison streets with uniform zoning as to both use district and height and bulk district. The 160-by-
175-foot parcel would total 28,000 square feet (0.64 acres) and would be entirely within a CMUO Use District
and a 350-CS Height and Bulk District.

Currently, Lot 113 is in a Mixed-Use Office (MUO) Use District, while the northeastern portion of Lot 112 is in a
Public (P) Use District as a result of its former use as California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) right-of-
way.? The Plan, as analyzed in the EIR, proposed to rezone Lot 113 to CMUO and make no change to the
northeastern portion of Lot 112, now also proposed as CMUO. Lot 113 is currently within an 85-X Height and
Bulk District and the northeastern portion of Lot 112 is within a 45-X Height and Bulk District. The EIR
evaluated the southern approximately 60 percent of the 12,800-square-foot area as a 200-CS Height and Bulk
District, while the northern part of the area was evaluated as a 350-CS Height and Bulk District. See Figure 1,
Existing, Proposed, and Revised Use District Map for Block 3763, and Figure 2, Existing, Proposed, and

1 The Central SoMa Plan EIR consists of the Draft EIR, the Responses to Comments (RTC), and all errata issued by the San Francisco
Planning Department following the publication of the RTC. All documents are available for review at:

http://sf-planning.org/central-soma-plan-environmental-review.

2 The 7,400-square-foot portion of Lot 112 owes its irregular shape to its former use within the right-of-way of the Terminal Separator
Structure, a series of on- and off-ramps that connected the now-demolished Embarcadero Freeway to the elevated 1-80 freeway.
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Revised Height and Bulk District Map for Block 3763, which depicts the existing height of the block, the
proposed heights analyzed in the EIR, and the revised use district and height and bulk district now proposed.
Draft EIR Figure II-3, Proposed Plan Area Use Districts, and Figure II-7, Proposed Plan Area Height and
Bulk Districts [Revised] are also revised to show the changes.

The Planning Department has determined that the potential changes to the Use District and Height and Bulk
District maps would not permit development at a density beyond that included in the population and employment
growth forecasts that were the basis for the transportation modeling undertaken for the EIR by the San Francisco
County Transportation Authority, and subsequent noise and air quality analyses.? The Planning Department
quantified the potential development capacity associated with the proposed Use District Map and Height and
Bulk District Map revisions and determined that the EIR’s growth projections are conservative (i.e., high-end)
estimates of potential growth because:

13 The EIR studied development capacity resulting from a maximum residential and maximum
commercial build out scenario,

25 The EIR analyzed higher heights than those proposed under the Plan on certain sites, and

3. The Plan’s limitations on tower bulk (discussed in detail below under Aesthetics) mean that the
extension of the 350-CS Height and Bulk District southward toward the Interstate-80 (I-80) freeway
would not permit a larger tower, in terms of floor area, than would already be permitted under the
Plan, although the change in the Height and Bulk District Map would permit the tower to be built-
closer to the freeway than would otherwise be the case.*

Therefore, the additional growth facilitated by these revisions to the Plan is adequately captured by the EIR’s
growth projections. Accordingly, the Use District and Height and Bulk District map changes would not result in
growth at levels in excess of that evaluated in the EIR. Additionally, the minimal physical distribution of
anticipated development—south onto the approximately-7,400-square-foot portion of Block 3763, Lot 112, would
not extend development to a previously unbuilt-upon location, given the former presence of the Caltrans Terminal
Separator Structure on this site. Therefore, there is no need for further analysis of impacts resulting from these
map changes to land use (division of a community or conflict with plans adopted to avoid environmental
impacts); cultural and paleontological resources (historical, archeological, tribal, cultural, and unique
paleontological resources and human remains); transportation (traffic, transit, pedestrian and bicycle circulation,
loading, parking, and emergency vehicle access); air quality (consistency with the relevant clean air plan, traffic-
generated emissions and construction emissions of criteria air pollutants and fine particulate matter and toxic air
contaminants, and odors); noise (traffic-generated noise, noise generated by stationary sources, and construction
noise); or hydrology (flooding risk and wastewater generation).

With regard to impacts analyzed in the Initial Study for the Plan, there would be no change in impacts related to
population and housing, recreation, utilities, or public services because the intensity of development would not
change. As the zoning changes would not rezone previously undeveloped land, there would be no substantial
change in effects related to site-specific conditions, including biology; geology; hydrology other than flooding

3 Steve Wertheim, San Francisco Planning Department, “Zoning changes at Second and Harrison Streets (One Vassar)” memorandum to
Jessica Range, April 17, 2018.

4 The change in Use District from P to CMUO for the northeastern portion of Lot 112 would allow for a tower with about 6.5 percent more
floor area than would otherwise be the case because the P Use District does not permit residential, office, or other commercial uses.
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and wastewater, analyzed in the EIR, as noted above; or hazardous materials; mineral; energy; and agricultural
and forestry resources, analyzed in the Initial Study.

Based on the foregoing, the potential changes in impacts compared to those analyzed in the EIR would be limited
to three environmental topic areas: aesthetics, wind, and shadow. Each of these issues is discussed below.

Aesthetics

Analysis in the EIR

The EIR found that development pursuant to the Plan: (1) would not substantially degrade the visual character or
quality of the Plan Area or substantially damage scenic resources; (2) would alter public views of the Plan Area
from short-, mid-, and long-range vantage points and alter views into the surrounding neighborhoods from within
the Plan Area, but would not adversely affect public views or have a substantial adverse effect on scenic vistas;
and (3) would not create a new source of substantial light or glare in the Plan Area that would adversely affect
day or nighttime views or substantially impact other people or properties. All aesthetic impacts were determined
to be less than significant, and no mitigation measures were identified.

Analysis of Proposed Changes to the EIR Zoning Maps

The proposed changes to the Use District and Height and Bulk District maps on Block 3763 would permit
development on the west side of Second Street between Harrison Street and I-80 that would be closer to I-80 than
what was analyzed in the EIR. However, the Plan includes tower controls for office and other non-residential,
non-hotel buildings taller than 160 feet in height. These tower controls include a maximum individual floor plate
of 17,000 square feet and a maximum average size for all tower floors in a building of 15,000 square feet, as well
as maximum plan dimensions for towers of 150 feet in length and 190 feet in diagonal dimension. Buildings taller
than 250 feet must also include additional reduction in massing of the upper one-third of the tower, compared to
the lower two-thirds of the tower. Finally, the Plan would require a minimum distance of 115 feet between any
two towers and minimum setbacks from the street of 15 feet for all towers. (All of these tower controls are similar
to tower controls in the Downtown (C-3) Use Districts.) Together, these requirements would serve to reduce
building massing, compared to what could otherwise be constructed. Because the overall site at the southwest
corner of Second and Harrison streets is 160 feet wide by 175 feet deep (which results in a diagonal dimension of
approximately 237 feet, compared to the maximum permitted 190-foot diagonal), a tower on that site would be
required to include setbacks that would preclude a tower covering more than approximately 65 percent of the
overall site. Therefore, a tower constructed in the 350-CS Height and Bulk District that is newly proposed to be
expanded southward toward the 1-80 freeway would have to include setbacks on all four sides to accommodate
both street and interior lot line setback requirements. Because the minimum 15-foot setbacks on all four sides
would not achieve the maximum permitted diagonal dimension, additional setback(s) would be necessary, likely
on the west side to achieve the required tower separation from a potential tower across Vassar Place, where the
maximum height limit would be 200 feet. Accordingly, while development on the site in question could be closer
to the I-80 freeway, such development would likely occupy less of the lot width than had been assumed in the
EIR. Figure 3, Visual Simulation from I-80 Westbound, with Revision to Zoning Maps for Block 3763,
depicts modifications to Draft EIR Figure IV.B-19 to show the approximate outline of a potential building on the
site in question that could be visible with the changes to the Use District and Height and Bulk District maps. As
can be seen, the building would appear slightly taller than shown in the EIR because it would be closer to the



Central SoMa Plan EIR Revisions Arising From Zoning Changes at Second and Harrison Streets
May 2, 2018

freeway; however, assuming setbacks as described above, the building could appear slightly narrower than
depicted in the EIR. Therefore, the proposed change to the Use District Map and the Height and Bulk District
Map would result in a relatively minor change in the view from the freeway.

Proposed Plan

ﬁ Plan Building

SOURCE: Square One Productions; Environmental Science Associates, 2018
Figure 3
Visual Simulation from I-80 Westbound, with Revision to Zoning Maps for Block 3763

The change in views from other viewpoints for which visual simulations were presented in the EIR would not be
readily apparent. This is due to the combination of distance from the viewpoint to Block 3763 and the orientation
of other Plan Area buildings. For example, in the view from Potrero Hill (Draft EIR Figures IV.B-13 and IV.B-
14), the change in potential building envelope resulting from the southward extension of the 350-CS Height and
Bulk District and increased height on the southern portion of the site in question would be largely obscured by a
400-foot tower that is illustrated at the corner of Fourth and Townsend streets. In the most distant view, from
Corona Heights (Draft EIR Figures IV.B-15 and IV.B-16), the change in potential building envelope would be
negligible. From the I-280 Sixth Street off-ramp (Draft EIR Figures IV.B-17 and IV.B-18), the change in
potential building envelope would add a slight extension to a distant building modeled, resulting in an
incremental amount of sky obscured, but not blocking any views of any natural or built features. Figure IV.B-19
is discussed above, and the site in question is not visible in the other EIR visual simulations (Figures IV.B-20
through IV.B-23). Accordingly, the only change to the EIR visual simulations necessary is to Draft EIR Figure
IV.B-19.
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In close-in views from the street, the change in potential building envelope could be noticeable, but not
substantially so because of the bulk limitations discussed above. As discussed above, the changes to the Use
District and Height and Bulk District maps would not make a substantial difference in the bulk of a potential
tower that could be built on the site in question. The change to the Use District Map, however, would permit
development on what is now a parking lot south of the existing building at 400 Second Street, a location that
would not be buildable under the existing and current Plan-designated P Use District. However, most of this
portion of the site in question would be occupied by a podium-level structure at a height of 85 feet, which would
not result in a substantial change in street-level views compared to what would otherwise be allowed under the
Plan.

As with the Use District and Height and Bulk District maps analyzed in the EIR, the proposed changes to the Use
District and Height and Bulk District maps would not would not substantially degrade the visual character or
quality of the area or its surroundings, would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, and would
not substantially damage scenic resources (as none exist in the Plan Area). Light and glare impacts would be
similar to those discussed in the EIR because the proposed changes to the Use District and Height and Bulk
District maps are consistent with other heights analyzed in the EIR.

Based on the foregoing, the revisions to the Use District and Height and Bulk District maps would not result in
any new or substantially more-severe significant aesthetic impacts than identified in the EIR.

Wind
Analysis in the EIR

The EIR found that development anticipated under the Plan could alter wind in a manner that substantially affects
public areas. This was found to be a significant effect of the Plan. Although mitigation in the form of building
setbacks and other wind-reduction measures are identified in the EIR, the EIR concluded that, absent project-
specific wind-tunnel testing that would be required for taller subsequent projects in the Plan Area, it could not be
stated with certainty that each subsequent development project would be able to comply with the EIR’s
significance criterion without substantial modifications to the project’s design and program such that the project
would not be able to be developed to allowable building heights proposed by the Plan. Therefore, this impact was
identified as significant and unavoidable.

Analysis of Proposed Changes to the EIR Zoning Maps

Programmatic wind-tunnel testing for the EIR was undertaken at the Plan level, based on the same building
masses as evaluated in the visual simulations. In the vicinity of the proposed changes to the Use District and
Height and Bulk District maps, wind test points were located at the following eight locations® (see Figure 4,
Wind Tunnel Test Points near Block 3763, Lots 112 and 113):

e Two locations at and near the southwest corner of Second and Harrison streets, including along the
Second Street frontage of the site in question and at the corner. These points would be at the base of a
potential tower that would be permitted by the changes in the Use District and Height and Bulk District
maps), Test Points 4 and 5;

3 For a complete map of the wind test points in the Plan Area, refer to Figure VI.G-2 in the EIR on page IV.G-8.
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o The northeast and southeast corners of Second and Harrison streets, Test Points 6 and 7;
e The east side of Second Street just north of the elevated I-80 freeway, Test Point 8;
e The northeast and southeast corners of Second and Bryant streets, Test Points 9 and 10; and

e The eastern terminus of Perry Street north of I-80, Test Point 14,

Existing conditions at the eight test points noted above are generally relatively calm, with the wind speed that is
exceeded 10 percent of the time, or wind comfort speed, ranging from 6 miles per hour (mph) to 9 mph, except at
the northeast corner of Second and Bryant Streets (Point 9), where the existing wind comfort speed is 13 mph, the
speed at which winds typically begin to bother pedestrians.¢ With the exception of Test Point 9, all test points
currently meet the 11-mph pedestrian comfort criterion contained in the Planning Code. (In general, conditions in
SoMa are less windy than in very windy locations in San Francisco, such as the Van Ness and Market area.) The
Planning Code’s wind hazard criterion of 26 mph for one full hour of the year is not exceeded at any of the eight
nearby test points under existing conditions.

Of the eight test points, the EIR wind-tunnel testing found that Plan Area development would increase the wind
comfort speed at six locations, by 3 to 10 mph, with the greatest increases at the southwest and southeast corners
of Second and Harrison streets and on Perry Street. Wind comfort speeds would decrease slightly with Plan
development at the northeast corner of Second and Bryant streets and remain unchanged at the southeast corner of
Second and Bryant streets. With Plan development, wind speeds at five of the eight test points would exceed the
Planning Code’s 11-mph comfort criterion. Wind speeds would not exceed the 26-mph hazard criterion at any of
the eight locations under conditions with Plan development.

The following analysis specifically addresses potential wind impacts associated with the proposed changes in the
Use District and Height and Bulk District Map to permit development to extend farther southward toward the
elevated 1-80 freeway (approximately 45 feet tall at the location nearest to Block 3763, Lots 112 and 113) and to
increase the permitted height from 200 to 350 feet on a portion of Lot 12 and on Lot 13 of Block 3763. The
proposed changes to the Use District and Height and Bulk District maps would not be anticipated to substantially
alter the above results for the following reasons:

e For the closest test points to the proposed changes (Test Points 4 and 5, at Second and Harrison streets),
extending the development envelope toward the freeway and increasing the permitted building height in
the southern portion of the site in question would result in only a negligible change in wind conditions
because the permitted overall building height would not change and, in particular, the permitted height at
the street wall along Harrison Street would not change. Prevailing northwest, west, and southwest winds
would be diverted by a proposed building at a height of 350 feet, much as would be the case for the Plan
zoning maps analyzed in the EIR. In particular, Test Point 5, where the wind comfort speed would
increase by 10 mph to 17 mph with Plan development, would be comparably windy with the proposed
Use District and Height and Bulk District map changes.

6 The wind speed that is exceeded 10 percent of the time (with turbulence factored into the speed) is the speed relied upon in the Planning
Code for evaluation of pedestrian comfort. This “wind comfort speed” is useful as a general measure of typical maximum wind
speeds, since winds are at or below this speed 90 percent of the time.
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e Test Points 6 and 7 are located across Second Street from the site in question. The zoning map changes
would not substantially affect these points because, as with Points 4 and 5, Points 6 and 7 would be
primarily influenced by the height and massing along Harrison Street, which would not be altered, and by
the west-facing facade. Although the changes would permit the west-facing fagade to extend southward
toward the freeway, any effect of changes in potential building mass at this location on Test Points 6 and
7 would be ameliorated by the remainder of the potential building mass, which would be closer to those
points and therefore exert more influence with respect to pedestrian winds.

e Test Point 8 is across Second Street from the southeast corner of the site in question. The southward
extension of the potential building mass and the increase in height to 350 feet on the southern portion of
the site in question could provide some shielding of this test point from prevailing northwest, west, and
southwest winds. Moreover, this test point is adjacent to the elevated I-80 freeway, some 45 feet in
height, which would tend to function somewhat like a building podium in slowing winds descending
from taller buildings. The wind comfort speed at Test Point 8, therefore, would not be anticipated to
increase substantially with the zoning map changes, compared to what was reported in the EIR.

e The other two test points (9 and 10), while downwind from the location of the proposed Use District and
Height and Bulk District maps changes with respect to northwest winds, are 400 feet or more from the
potential 350-foot-tall building on the site in question. Moreover, these test points are partially sheltered
by the adjacent elevated 1-80 freeway (approximately 45 feet in this location) and by the existing 50-foot-
tall building at the northeast corner of Second and Bryant streets, both of which would further limit any
effect on wind from the potential 350-foot-tail building that could be built at the site in question.
Therefore, wind speeds at these two test points also would be only minimally altered by the Use District
and Height and Bulk District map changes, as compared to wind speeds reported in the EIR.

e Test Point 14, on Perry Street, is located closest to the southwest corner of the potential building mass
that could be permitted as a result of the changes to the Use District and Height and Bulk District maps.
The southwest and northwest building corners often result in the greatest change in pedestrian winds due
to their role in diverting winds that strike a building’s west-facing facing facade. Therefore, southward
extension and increasing the height of the west-facing fagade of a building on this site could result in
greater ground-level winds near the southernmost point of Vassar Place. However, Test Point 14 is
approximately 150 feet upwind of the potential building and is likely to be more affected by development
on the west side of Vassar Place, which, along with the adjacent I-80 freeway, would shield this location
from prevailing winds. Accordingly, the proposed changes to the Use District and Height and Bulk
District maps would not result in substantially greater wind eftects at Test Point 14 than were reported in
the EIR. It is noted that required project-specific wind-tunnel testing would further evaluate whether
conditions in Vassar Place would be adversely affected.

Based on the foregoing, the revisions to the Use District and Height and Bulk District maps would not result in
any new or substantially more-severe significant wind impacts than identified in the EIR. Furthermore, projects
proposed within the Central SoMa Plan Area outside of a C-3 Use District at a roof height greater than 85 feet
would be required to be evaluated by a qualified wind expert to determine their potential to result in a new wind
hazard exceedance or aggravate an existing pedestrian-level wind hazard exceedance. If the expert determines
this would be the case, the project may be required to undergo wind-tunnel testing.

10
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Shadow

Analysis in the EIR

The EIR found that development under the Plan would not create new shadow in a manner that substantially
affects existing outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. This impact was determined to be less than
significant, and no mitigation measures were identified. The EIR found that Plan Area development would add
new shadow to three parks (South Park, Victoria Manalo Draves Park, and Gene Friend Recreation Center) under
the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission and, therefore, is subject to Planning Code Section 295.
However, the EIR found that the relatively minimal new shadow would not be anticipated to adversely affect the
use of these parks, and the effect was, therefore, found to be less than significant. The EIR also found that Plan
Area development would add new shadow to two non-Planning Code Section 295 open spaces—the Alice Street
Community Garden and the Yerba Buena Center Children’s Garden. Again, however, the relatively small shadow
increment was determined not to adversely affect the use of these spaces, and the effect was found to be less than
significant. Likewise, Plan-generated shadow was found to result in less-than-significant impacts on nearby
POPOS.

Analysis of Proposed Changes to the EIR Zoning Maps

The EIR employed programmatic shadow modeling to support its analysis, based on the same building masses as
evaluated in the visual simulations and wind-tunnel testing. This analysis specifically addresses potential new
shadow impacts associated with the proposed changes in the Use District and Height and Bulk District Map to
permit development to extend farther southward toward the elevated I-80 freeway and to increase the permitted
height from 200 to 350 feet on a portion of Lot 112 and on Lot 113 of Block 3763. To evaluate the potential for
the proposed Use District Map and Height and Bulk District Map changes to result in new or more-severe shadow
effects, the modeling was revised to incorporate the larger potential building mass that could be built at the
location of the zoning map revisions. The results of the modeling show that the only open space for which
shadows would be different than those reported in the EIR is the POPOS at 303 Second Street, across both
Second and Harrison streets from the site in question. However, the increase in net new shadow resulting from
the proposed zoning map changes would be limited. For example, of the 37 hourly shadow projections presented
for the solstices and equinoxes in EIR Appendix E, there would only be one instance in which the potential
building mass resulting from the proposed changes to the Use District and Height and Bulk District maps would
increase shadow on the 303 Second Street POPOS. This would be at 10:00 a.m. on the winter solstice in
December, when the longer eastern frontage of the potential building mass on the site in question would move the
line of net new shadow eastward into the POPOS. There would also be a small increase in net new shadow on the
spring/fall equinoxes at 12:00 noon (the time depicted in Draft EIR Figure IV.H-6); however, at this time, the
increased shadow would fall only on Second Street and its sidewalks, and not on the POPOS. Figure 5, Net New
Shadow Resulting from Zoning Map Changes, depicts the changes in shadow resulting from the proposed
changes to the Use District and Height and Bulk District maps. Given the very limited new shadow compared to
that reported in the EIR, use of the 303 Second Street POPOS would not result in substantially more severe
adverse impacts than those reported in the EIR. Therefore, shadow effects would remain less than significant with
the revised height and bulk limits, as was reported in the EIR.

In addition to shadow impacts shown in Figure 5, the potential building mass resulting from the change in the
zoning maps would add some new shadow to Second Street sidewalks in the afternoon year-round, owing to the
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increased cross-section of the building mass (i.e., increased depth as measured from Harrison Street). However,
no other open spaces, either public or private, would be affected, compared to what was analyzed in the EIR. This
incremental increase in shading would be consistent with typical urban shadows, including in other parts of the
Plan Area where new buildings could be constructed, and would not be anticipated to adversely affect the use of
nearby sidewalks, given that sidewalks are typically used for pedestrian travel from one location to another. With
the changes in the Use District and Height and Bulk District maps, and similar to conditions without the change,
shadows upon streets and sidewalks would not exceed levels commonly expected in urban areas and would be
considered a less-than-significant effect under CEQA. Although occupants of nearby property may regard the
increase in shadow as undesirable, the limited increase in shading of private properties as a result of the proposed
project would not be considered a significant impact under CEQA. This conclusion would hold true both with and
without the revised Use District and Height and Bulk District maps.

Folsom Street |

|| 303 Second - ' 303 Second
Street POPOS i, Street POPOS

Plan Area
Boundary

| Existing Shadow

Net New Plan
. Shadow

Net New Plan
[ Shadow with Zoning
Map Changes

December 20, 10:00 a.m. September 20, 12:00 noon

SOURCE: Fastcast; Environmental Science Associates, 2018
Figure 5
Net New Shadow on 303 Second Street POPOS Resulting from Zoning Map Changes
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Based on the foregoing, the revisions to the EIR Use District and Height and Bulk District maps (Draft EIR
Figure II-3, p. II-11, and Figure 1I-7, p. 1I-19) would not result in any new or substantially more-severe significant
shadow impacts than identified in the EIR.

Conclusion

The proposed revisions to the EIR Use District Map and Height and Bulk District Map on Block 3763, Lots 112
and 113, would not result in any new or substantially more-severe significant impacts with respect to aesthetics,
wind, or shadow, or any other CEQA topic, than those that were identified in the EIR.

Attachments
Appendix A. Memorandum from Steve Wertheim, Citywide Policy and Analysis, April 17, 2018



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Date: April 17, 2018

To: Jessica Range, Principal Environmental Planner

From: Steve Wertheim, Project Manager

Re: Zoning changes at Second and Harrison Streets (One Vassar)
Introduction

The Central SoMa Plan is a comprehensive plan for the area surrounding much of the southern
portion of the Central Subway transit line. The Plan Area includes roughly 230 acres that comprise
17 city blocks, as well as the streets and thoroughfares that connect SoMa to its adjacent
neighborhoods: Downtown, Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, and the Mission District. In December 2016,
the San Francisco Planning Department published a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for
the proposed project and circulated the Draft EIR for public review and comment. On March 28,
2018, the San Francisco Planning Department published the Responses to Comments (RTC).

Purpose of this Memorandum

On April 10, 2018, Mayor Farrell and Supervisor Kim introduced a substitute Central SoMa
Zoning Map Ordinance. That ordinance included two additional changes that had not been
previously been analyzed for conformance with the Project Description analyzed in the Central
SoMa EIR, as follows:

e On Block 3763 Lots 112 and 113, the height limit was increased from 200 feet to 350 feet on
the portion between 145 feet and 175 feet from Harrison Streets (refer to Figure 1. Existing,
Proposed and Revised Height and Bulk Map for Block 3763)

¢ On Block 3763 Lot 112, allowable zoning was changed from Public (P) to Central SoMa
Mixed-Use Office (CMUO) (refer to Figure 2. Existing, Proposed, and Revised Zoning
District Map for Block 3763)

The purpose of this memorandum is to document why the changes to the Central SoMa Height
and Bulk and Zoning District maps would not result in growth beyond that included in the
population and employment growth forecasts, which informed the impact analysis in the Central
SoMa Plan EIR.

Memo

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377
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Figure 1. Existing, Proposed, and Revised Height and Bulk Map for Block 3763
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Figure 2. Existing, Proposed, and Revised Zoning District Map for Block 3763
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Analysis

These parcels are associated with the proposed office building at 400 27 Street (Planning
Department Case 2012.1384) which also would be located on Block 3763 Lot 001. This office
building is proposed to be up to 350 feet in height and be 535,000 gross square feet. It would
replace an existing office building of 113,484 gross square feet, resulting in an increase of 421,516
gross square feet of office.

The changes included in the April 10, 2018 version of the Zoning Map Ordinance would not
increase development capacity of this office building beyond what was studied in the Central
SoMa EIR, for the following reasons:

¢ The Central SoMa Plan requires that office buildings taller than 160 feet in height have an
average floor area of 15,000 square feet above 85 feet in height. Such a tower could be
accommodated within the previously proposed height limits. The increase in the height
limit for a portion of the site enables the potential tower to move within the site. However,
it does not change the development capacity of the tower.

e The rezoning from P to CMUO would enable new development on this portion of Block
3763 Lot 112. However, this development was anticipated in the EIR based on the
previous submittals of the project sponsor. Based on these previous submittals, the EIR
anticipated 427,300 square feet of new development,® which is greater than the 421,516 net
new gross square feet proposed by the new development.

Conclusion

The changes to the Central SoMa Plan EIR Height and Bulk and Zoning Use District Maps would
not result in growth beyond that included in the population and employment forecasts, which
informed the impact analysis in the Central SoMa Plan EIR.

! Calculation based on the Planning Department’s Buildout Analysis for Central SoMa, January 25, 2018. This
document and all other documents referenced in this memoranda are on file and available for public
review as part of Case File No. 2011.1356E at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite
400, San Francisco, CA, 94103. This document includes a parcel-level analysis of development
potential in the Plan Area that was utilized for the EIR.
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DATE: May 9, 2018

TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Jessica Range and Elizabeth White, Environmental Planning
Steve Wertheim, Citywide Planning

RE: Analysis of Environmental Effects of Potential Plan
Changes Presented May 3, 2018 for the Central South of
Market Area (SoMa) Plan

Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

The May 3, 2018 Planning Commission packet includes (1) changes to the Central SoMa Plan since
introduction, (2) a list of modifications recommended by Planning Department staff, and (3) a list of
“Issues for Consideration” (which are proposals for changes to the Central SoMa Plan received from the
public during the public review process). This memorandum evaluates the environmental effects of all
three of these categories of information, in the event decision makers choose to incorporate additional

changes into the Central SoMa Plan.

Changes to the Central SoMa Plan since Introduction

The Environmental Planning Division of the Planning Department has reviewed changes to the Central
SoMa Plan, as they appear in the May 3, 2018 Planning Commission Packet. The following conclusions
are made (references to the location of these changes in the May 3, 2018 Planning Commission packet

are provided in parentheses):

¢ Changes to the Ceniral SoMa General Plan Amendments Draft Ordinance since introduction

(Exhibit 11.6) were determined not to result in physical environmental effects.

e Changes to the Zoning Map Amendments Ordinance since introduction (Exhibit IV.4): (1)
correct a drafting error, (2) change the allowable zoning on certain blocks and lots from West
SoMa Mixed Use Office (WMUO) to Central SoMa Mixed-Use Office (CMUQ); and (3) change
the allowable zoning for Block 3763, Lot 112 and change the allowable heights for this block and
lot along with Lot 113. The changes from the correction of a drafting error were determined not
to result in physical environmental effects, the changes to proposed zoning from WMUO to

CMUO are evaluated in an erratum issued on April 5, 2018, and changes to the zoning and
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height at Block 3763 were evaluated in a second erratum issued on May 9, 2018 and in
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Appendix H.

e Changes to Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments Ordinance since
introduction (Exhibit ITL5) correct or clarify the Planning Code Amendments, or were
determined to not result in environmental effects, with the exception of changes to the Planning
Code that require sites to be commercially-oriented, changing this requirement from sites that
are 30,000 square feet in area to sites that are 40,000 square feet in area. The environmental
effects of this change to the Planning Code were evaluated in an erratum issued on April 5, 2018
and determined not to result in new significant effects or effects of greater severity than that
disclosed in the EIR.

¢ Changes to the Central SoMa Plan Implementation Program since introduction (Exhibit V.4)
merely implement changes to the General Plan, Planning Code, and Zoning Map amendments
as discussed above, or were determined not to result in physical environmental effects. It
should be noted that an implementation measure identifies funding for a potential park at 1133
Mission Street. The EIR, at a programmatic level, evaluates the environmental effects of the
creation of a new park within or near Central SoMa. Once a specific proposal is put forth,
additional environmental review may be required to ensure that the environmental effects of

the park are adequately addressed in the EIR.

In summary, the above changes to the Ceniral SoMa Plan have been adequately evaluated in the EIR
and the revisions made to the EIR to address these changes are presented in errata dated April 5, 2018
and May 9, 2018 and do not constitute significant new information that requires recirculation of the FIR
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code section
21092.1) and the CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations section 15088.5).

Recommended Modifications and Issues for Consideration

In addition to the above changes to the Central SoMa Plan, the May 3, 2018 Planning Commission
packet contains recommended modifications to the Planning Code and Administrative Code Ordinance
(contained in Exhibit III.1) and additional zoning map, Planning and Administrative Code, and
implementation program “issues for consideration” (Exhibits IV.5, IIL6, and V.5, respectively). These
“issues for consideration” are proposals for changes to the Central SoMa Plan received from the public
during the public review process. The following contains an analysis of the environmental effects of
these recommended modifications and issues for consideration, should decision makers choose to
include them in the Central SoMa Plan. In this analysis, staff has determined that, apart from the
following item (which is not currently recommended by staff), the changes merely clarify or make
corrections to the current proposal, or would not result in environmental effects beyond that analyzed
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in the EIR.

Issue not covered in the EIR analysis: Setting the maximum development capacity at each site

at the level listed in the Key Development Sites Guidelines, rather than the formula provided in
Section 263.32(c)(1).

Rationale: The proposed Planning Code formula setting development capacity for the Key Sites

was developed to ensure that development on Key Sites does not exceed the growth projected

under the EIR. It is unclear how setting maximum development capacity according to the Key

Development Sites Guidelines would affect the overall growth anticipated and evaluated in the

EIR. More information regarding the effects of this proposal on the Plan’s anticipated growth

projections would be required before the Commission adopts this proposal in order to assess

whether the environmental effects of the proposal are adequately addressed in the EIR.

Furthermore, the Planning Department staff do not recommend the Central SoMa Plan be

amended to incorporate this request.

The following issues require additional explanation as to how the environmental effects of these issues

are addressed in the Draft EIR:

1. For the area north of Harrison Street, change the proposed zoning from CMUO to Mixed-Use
General (MUG) or Mixed-Use Residential (MUR)

Analysis: Under the zoning proposed in the Central SoMa Plan and analyzed in the EIR, it is
anticipated that the currently proposed zoning change to this area, which would create a
uniform zoning of CMUO, could result in approximately 3,000 jobs (680,000 square feet of
commercial space) and 1,100 residential units (1,330,000 square feet of residential space).! If
the CMUO zoning district north of Harrison Street was rezoned to MUG or MUR (which
limits office uses), it is estimated that this zoning change would result in 2,500 jobs (550,000
square feet of commercial space) and 1,250 residential units (1,500,000 square feet of
residential space). The proposal would result in a loss of 500 jobs and a gain of 150
residential units in the Central SoMa Plan Area.

As explained in EIR Appendix G (attachment to the EIR, provided in an erratum issued
April 5, 2018), other changes to the Central SoMa Plan have resulted in changes to the Plan’s
growth projections. Specifically, based on the amendments to the Plan addressed in the
April 5, 2018 erratum, the Plan is anticipated to result in 8,300 net new housing units and
34,250 jobs. These changes to the Plan were determined to be within the growth projections
used as the basis for the EIR’s quantitative analysis as shown in Table IV-1, Summary of

1 Wertheim, Steve (San Francisco Planning Department), “MUO to MUG”. Email communication to Jessica Range and Elizabeth
White. April 17, 2018.
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Growth Projections on Draft EIR page IV-6. The EIR analyzes an increase of 14,500
residential units within the EIR study area, of which 8,320 units are anticipated to occur in
the Plan Area and an increase of 63,600 jobs within the EIR study area, of which 44,000 are
anticipated to occur within the Plan Area.2? The above change in zoning (from CMUO to
MUG or MUR) would change the Plan’s overall growth projections, resulting in a total of
8,450 housing units and 33,750 jobs. These changes would result in growth projections for
the number of residential units exceeding those for the Plan Area that were used as the basis
for the EIR by 130 units. However, the changes to the Plan that have taken place since
publication of the Responses to Comments document would also result in a reduction of
about 10,250 jobs within the Plan Area. As such, it can be reasonably concluded that the
environmental effects of an additional 130 residential units within the Plan Area, beyond
that anticipated in the EIR, would be off-set by a reduction in environmental effects
anticipated to occur as a result of approximately 10,000 fewer jobs being developed within
the Plan Area. Therefore, there would be no substantial change to the EIR’s analysis for
topics that rely upon the EIR’s growth projections (transportation; noise; air quality; and
hydrology and water quality). Similarly, because the overall intensity of development under
the Plan would still be within that which was studied in the EIR, there would be no change
to impacts identified in the initial study related to population and housing, recreation,

utilities or public services.

Furthermore, the rezoning of CMUO north of Harrison Street to MUG or MUR would not
change height and bulk proposals studied in the EIR, and therefore, would not result in
changes to the aesthetics, shadow, or wind analysis in the EIR. Additionally, there would be
no change in the location of projected development, and no significant changes in
construction techniques. As such, there would be no substantial change in effects related to
site-specific conditions, including: land use and land use planning, cultural and
paleontological resources, biology, geology, hazardous materials, mineral resources, energy,

and agricultural and forestry resources.

For the above reasons, including this change to the Central SoMa Plan’s proposed zoning
would not result in overall growth beyond that anticipated by the Plan and therefore would
not result in increased physical environunental effects beyond that already studied in the EIR
and would not constitute new significant information that requires recirculation of the EIR
under CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.

2 Errata to the Environmental Impact Report for the Central South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan. April 5, 2018. Available at:
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Central_SoMa_EIR_Errata_April52018.pdf

3 Central SoMa Draft Environmental Impact Report. Appendix G. Analysis of Environmental Effects of Plan Changes Presented
April 5, 2018 for the Central South of Market (SoMa) Plan. April 5, 2018.
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2. Prohibit large office uses (greater than 50,000 square feet) in the area currently zoned Service,

Arts, Light Industrial (SALI) except for Key Sites

Analysis: This change would allow small office, retail and institutional uses to be developed
and was determined to not substantially affect the growth projections used as the basis for
the analysis in the EIR.

3. Do not eliminate the grandfathering clause for compliance with the Transportation Demand

Management requirements

SAN FRANCISCO

Analysis: The current Planning Code Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
requirements allow for grandfathering of certain projects with applications on file with the
Planning Department and would reduce the TDM requirements of the Central SoMa Plan
for these projects. Projects that meet the current eligibility requirements, which include a
number of Central SoMa projects, are required to meet 50% of the TDM requirements. The
Planning Department proposes to include a more limited grandfathering provision in the
Central SoMa Plan, requiring projects with complete development applications or
environmental evaluation applications on file before January 1, 2018, to meet 75% of the
TDM requirements, and not 100% of the TDM requirements. The EIR found that noise and
air quality impacts from traffic generated by subsequent development projects would be
significant and unavoidable. Mitigation Measure M-NO-la: Transportation Demand
Management for New Development was identified in the EIR prior to adoption of the
current TDM Ordinance. This mitigation measure would apply the equivalent of the current
TDM requirements to projects within the Central SoMa Plan area, with not grandfathering.
Thus this measure would reduce the number of vehicle trips generated by subsequent
development projects to a greater degree than under the current requirements. The EIR
determined that because it is uncertain the degree to which this mitigation measure could
reduce traffic noise to a less than significant level, noise (and air quality) impacts would be

significant and unavoidable.

Including a grandfathering clause as part of the Central SoMa TDM requirements, as
described above, would reduce the effectiveness of TDM measures to reduce vehicle trips
and subsequent noise and air quality effects. However, increased noise and air quality
effects resulting from reduced TDM requirements that would occur under a grandfathering
clause would be limited, as it would only apply to approximately 20 projects within the Plan
Area and these projects would still be required to incorporate a substantial number of TDM
measures into their project. In addition, the EIR concludes, in Impact TR-8, Emergency
Vehicle Access, that the Central SoMa Plan would result in a significant impact to

emergency vehicle access. The EIR concludes that with implementation of mitigation
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measures M-TR-8, M-TR-3a, M-NO-1a, and M-AQ-5e, this impact would be reduced to less
than significant. Including a grandfathering clause as part of the Central SoMa TDM
requirements would not affect the EIR's significance determination for Impact TR-8 related
to emergency vehicle access because, as stated above, the grandfathering clause would
apply to a limited number of projects, which would still be required to implement a
substantial number of TDM measures. Additionally, this mitigation measure and three other
mitigation measures (M-TR-8, M-TR3a, and M-AQ5e) would all contribute to reducing this

impact to less than significant levels.

Should the Planning Commission adopt the Central SoMa Plan with the proposed TDM
requirements, which allow for grandfathering, the Commission would need to amend
Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a in the EIR to align with this policy directive. This would be
accomplished through the CEQA findings.

4. Various amendments that would increase or decrease the total amount (in square feet) of open

space or POPOS that may be developed under the Plan

ANCISCO

Analysis: The list of issues for consideration includes various requests to modify the
Planning Code requirements that would either increase or decrease the amount of open
space or POPOS that would ultimately be developed on private property under the plan
(whether private open space or publicly-accessible open space). However, these proposals
would not entirely eliminate the requirement for subsequent development projects to
provide open space. Additionally, POPOS and open space requirements are intended to be a
complement, not a substitute for neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities. Residents and workers within the Central SoMa Plan area would have access to
existing open spaces such as Yerba Buena Gardens and South Park in the Plan Area and
nearby facilities, in addition to additional parks and open spaces proposed under the Plan.
Therefore, even with changes that could reduce the amount of open space required by the
Central SoMa Plan, it is not anticipated that the plan would result in the physical
deterioration of recreational resources and impacts to recreational resources would remain
less than significant. This analysis concludes that the potential changes to the Plan’s open
space requirements would still result in a less-than-significant impact to recreation an<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>