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• Meeting

t Call

~ Letter/ Other

• Email

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

--~~T ~Q2 I I 'Q3 Q4 Ql Q2 Q3 Q4 ~ Ql ~ Q2 Q3 Q4 ■ Qi Q3 Q4 Ql '

Acq.
3 Residents,

inquiries answered Resident inquiry answered

~~ i Meeting G Resident

HOA
Resident 3 BayCrest

2 Residents Residents

NE I hbor:g
7 residents, 

•~^'~ HOA~ • GM ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~

•Resident BayCrest
AGM & GM ~ H~A ~ Residents +

Ba Cresty

info sent w/ HOA HOA's Committee for
GM + ~— GM, arch. plan 

Healthy Housing•AGM,

~ 5 Residents BayCrest
HOA's Committee for CommitteeHOA 

D6 Superviso 
Residents +

Resident Por[side HOA shadow study Healthy Housing ~ Committee ~M~ Rambol_ _._

Neighboring
• Infinity ~ Infinity Bridgeview Bridgeview HOA ~ ~ Infinity GM

GM ~ HOA 333 ~ HOA ~ ~ BridgeviewHOA~

HOAs
Meeting w/

Bridgeview HOA Watermark ~ Fremont portside
~

portside Nei hborhood Leader
g ~ ~ Infinity HOA
~ Bridgeview GM ~GMGM HOA Infinity GM portside GM Portside GM I Portside HOA

Individual
Brid eview

6 neighbors, fact ~ ~ HOA 
~ Entire list serve, 333

~

Monthry update sent
Main ommunity

~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ Coffees
54 neighbors, 58 neighbors, periodic update sent resident

sheet sent 
updated plan periodic portside resident, ~ 5 individual ~Resi ent .2 Neighbors

Neighbors update sent ~ Portside neighbors + 201 Harrison Resident ~ ~ Neighbor
sent ppt sent resident

Communit~ 400 Spear St. ~ ~ Meetings

Community Pre-Application SF Housing Action Coalition--~ ~~ Si~onsored Bike
• ~~~ Coalition gala

Rincon Hill Merchants' Coffees CBD Block Party ~ ~ •
Association ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ East Cut CBD Happy Hour

Meeting South Beach~Rincon HiIIIMission Bay ~ ~ ~ United Playaz ~ East Cut CBC~ ~ Neighborhood Planning MeetingGroups Neighborhood Assoc. (SBRCMB) Rincon Hill CBD ~ Delancey St.
New SOMA ~ Downtown Streets

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ Team LaunchCoalition

Gabby's Cafe ~ Hi Dive SBRHMB SBRHMB CBD Executive ~ Degenkolb

N@I hborin9 9 Red's JAVA House ~ Gabby's Cafe Ctte Meeting ~Engmeers
Red's JAVA House

Businesses
The Harrison
Sucheda Thai Massage

~ Hi Dive ~ Pawtrero
~ ~ Niantic ~ MTC City Dogs

Dragon Eats ~ Perkins+Will

C~t~/ 8t State • MCom issop~ ~~ /~•
District 6 District 6 Supervisor ~ ~

Government Supervisor's office ~ District 6 Supervisor's
District 6 Supervisor Office ~ BayCrest

Caltrans, etC. Paul Chasan (SF Planning)
Caltrans Mayor District Supervisor's CA Assemblyman Director Malcolm

letter of support SF OEWD office Phil Ting Dougherty
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gayCrest ~~ Degenkolb
Portside P E R K I N S

Bridgeview 
W I L L

~COLTON
Embarcadero Lofts COMMERCIAL.-

PARTNERS

333 1St Street .~-~
N ORTH MARQ

300 Berry Street

301 Main Street ~~ '`mow`•

88 Guy Place ~..~.~1 I LI_UMINA' f

400 Spear Street
ae !~~~rro~~°~c ~rrc~~ru~w~ (~~k~ I'~c~wr<

L~uNA!
Feel the Power

■ ■

:. •.: n

SLANT ~~'

EAST
CUT

South Beach ~ Rincon ~ Mission Bay
Neighborhood Association,.
.~' ~~Bll1~~
!!mil 

anm+!ss xscacL!inn~~~•~i~N

MousiHc

T_M;~iti;,~,,
FERRY
BOCCE ~ ~~
LEAGUE

w
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141 FOR-RENT APARTMENTS

STUDIO, ONE, AND TWO BEDROOM UNITS

19 BELOW MARKET RATE UNITS

119 BICYCLE PARKING SPACES

72 CAR SPACES (I NC. CAR SHARE AN D EV PARKING)

WAR HORSE TIDEWATER



CREATING approximately 170 fobs through union signatory GC

BUILDING 19 on-site Below Market Rate units

I NSTALLING bike parking, street trees, and outdoor seating

.101 N I NG 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

TIDEWATER ~!WAR HORSE , ~ A P ~ T A B ~~;



ADJACENT RESIDENTIAL
BUILDING

PROPERTY LINE

1 BED

~, _ _

t

1 BED

2 BED

MEP

CORRIDOR

ADJACENT RESIDENTIAL
BUILDING

CORRIDOR MEP

--. - 2 BED 2 BED ~ 2 BEO 2 BED - ---- U

1 BED 1 BED

OPEN TO BELOW STUDIO

STUDIO ~

STUDIO

STUDIO ~

2 BED

WAR HORSE ~ TIDEWATER 12
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Two Tower Base Case

Units 116 Units 144 Units

Efficiency 70% 75%

Construction
Costs

+ 15%
I ncrease

Livability
Deep, dark

units
Great access

to light
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PROPOSED BUILDING DESIGN
NOTCH SCHEME
FROM BAYCREST COURTYARD
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Contact of Public Official Details

Date 08/14/2017

Lobbyist .lunius, Andrew

Firm or Employer

LLP
Client

Client Address

Client Phone

Public Official

Department

Subject Area

Issue

File Number

Outcome Sought

Reuben, Junius &Rose,

Tidewater Capital

25 Taylor Street

San Francisco, CA, 94102

41593539

Rahaim,John

Planning

Planning and Building

Permits

430 Main

2014.002003

A~~roval

Expert in Attendance (Area of Expertise)



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

OS/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



Recei ed at C~'~ Hearing s ~

~r ~ D E S I G N

\~

EXHIBIT Q 430 MAIN STREET
Refined Shadow Fan diagram, factoring in existing shadow

AGGREGATE NEW SHADOW AREAS OF IMPACT
REFINED SHADOW FAN

Proposed Project - Publicly-Accessible ~p~n Spaces

Refined Shadow Fan ~ 2 Bryant Street Open Space
of Proposed Project . Emerald Park (PCPGS)

iiccasiuriai liuquenl
shadow shado~v ~ Rincon Hill Dog Park

360 Beale Streei Pla-~ ~POPO~;

PREVISION DESIGN ~ 430 MAIN STREET SHADOW ANALYSIS REPORT ~ FINAL ~ OCTOBER 23, 2017 PAGE 11
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DATE: May 10, 2018

~~~%~,~~ ~t CSC M~aring

.vk
f ~~ ~ JET ~i ►i ~ .

M E M O R A N D U M

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 Departrnent 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.

.~ ~~ri8

1650 Mission St
Suite d0~
San Franclscfl,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Faa~:
415.558.6409

Planning
loformation:
415.558.6377

www.sfplanning.org



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.arg

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 ('NSF Planning") to review the design updates to the z01 California St

Suite 1200
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 T +1 415 796 1950

i n March 2018.
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 acut-out in the
center of the building:

• 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.

• 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



• Option C is also acut-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.

• 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.

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 pollutants 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.

2/2
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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 afour-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:

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: J~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

EMAIL:
n ~ ,--

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS:

EMAIL: S~~P~,,t2 c,c,~,~ , ~',~._.

1



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NAME:

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: ~} ~'—~j ~~i~ ~ ~I ~' (~l~

EMAIL: ~ G 4~~1. l~ ~ ~-1~->G~ V~o~ 1 ~ ~ G~'Y~.-~

ADDRESS: J j G~~ ~~''\

EMAIL: ~ eve.-~c~'~ ~t(~~ 
`~`:~ ~ ~1. ~ ~-`-

NAME: ~ ~(,~~ I~ ~~~ r~i1C

SIGNATURE: ~~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~'~

ADDRESS: ~~d~ ~v I ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~I D

EMAIL: ~'ti'C.~~~ C I~, ̀aC~.c~Gtl~ ~ ~~ . 
L.~'~
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Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NAME: ~~ec~ L.u7 z-e~ ~

SIGNATURE: ~-

ADDRESS: `~~~ 5. f -o„ 1 ,~ ~
~-r~

EMAIL: dLau~,r ~ ~@ ,,+~~I,Gv~1

NAME : ~~'~/~ ̀ ~ ~~~~

SIGNATURE: ~~~~~,

ADDRESS: ~ -~ 3 D ~~ ~ ~ ~-

EMAIL: /G~ ,,~~~10~~ ~z~'~ L'~/1G~G-~ ~ 
C~~~~'~ ~

NAME: ~~~t ~ G~-~ ~~~"~~

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: 2~Sd

EMAIL:

( ~-

3



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

l VNAME: I ~ Yl, ~

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS:

; a a~
EMAIL:

~l 1~ ~,
NAME:

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: I(~~j ~~ 1~~ ~~ , S C~ ~'~ IZ~

EMAIL: ~~~~~ I ~6~v~5(~~ Cowl

NAME: ~~ 1'''e~►^ ~ ~~O~~l~"

SIGNATURE: Lj'" l ~/~

ADDRESS: J ~ ~~ ~~ l ~,~~-~-

EMAIL: ~~ f ~0` D~~9 a . C ~J M

E



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

~-«I P Zl ~~~~~1~vNAME: ~ ~ - 1

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: ~S

EMAIL.

NAME : C~ ~ l.lQ~ r-i. ~ ~ ~~~rc~ c ,~

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: /1~ ~~.~~- -~ ,~,r ~ ~~`~E tv~~.~1-, v~~,~a~~r

EMAIL: C s~~~ ~ ~~: l• cow,

NAME:

SIGNAL

ADDRESS: ~~ 5~ ~~ ~vl ~~ES S ~l'~ ~ ~C7~-~-

EMAIL: ~ c~ i ~ y~✓~ ~t (f .-CO V~)~~~~ ~~~ ~



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NAME

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS.

EMAIL: ~~~ ~ ~Vl~~ ~ ~ ~ ~u',~

NAME:

SIGNATURE

ADDRESS:

EMAIL: G~ S 4 n I~ ~~c.V~ ~ ~ ~ ~i. G~
J

NAME:

SIGNATURE: r ~- ;

ADDRESS: ~ 3~-~ ~` ~ ~ .~ ~.~--

EMAIL: re~~°~~2 C~C~~~r~~ n ~ ~ C~yvl

4

~'-~►~r~,~ t ~o `~ A~n~l~~i~S



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NAME: ~ I~~ ~/J~- ~~

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS:

EMAIL: ~ l I , ~-c~,~ . c ~ ~' ~ J ~' ~~ ,,~,~. c~, (_ c c~v..̀

.r------ ~,/~
NAME: ~ ~ I ~~~'~

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: ~ ~~ C9 ~ ~~~~ ~ ~ .

EMAIL:

NAME: ~0~~ ~Y~ J~

SIGNATURE: ~~'~=~~

ADDRESS

EMAIL:

10



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

~ ~ ~~~ i ~

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: ~ `_E.~ ~~, —~ ~" ' ̀_" ~ ~~ Q ~ ~ ~Z~

EMAIL: ~--~P~ ~ ~--~-~ S C~~C~I.S _ ~I

NAME:

SIGNATURE:
~ ~. ,

ADDRESS: Z~`'~S ~~ ~?r .•S ~, a'~. ̀ '~ ̀  ~ ~(

EMAIL: G~►~~. 1-e~~. ~~ ~ ~ c~ w, c,~~ . ~~°,-,..

NAME: ~ _'

SIGNATURE:

-~o~~v

ADDRESS: ~~Cv~ ~`~-~ ~~ ~~

EMAIL: ~ ~ ~ ~~' G°'~YY~~

12



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NAME : C~,l~.Q~ ~~ v~

SIGNATUR ~

ADDRESS: ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ IC S'~.

~̀ C ~~

EMAIL: ~~ ~ ~N ~~'~ 
r a n ~ c ~~< <'c-c~

NAME: , ~'"I ~

SIGNATUR

ADDRESS: ~~ ~U ~ ~o I ~G ~~'.-

EMAIL: ~ ~ ~ ~ ~'tz, ~ ~..~'`' .. "~

l
.. ;

NAME

SIGNAL

ADDRESS: ~—~~ ~t ~ ~O

EMAIL: /̂ ~~5~~*~v1 V!C ~l ( / C~~~S ~'~`~t' (• GCd ~l

11

~.~~ 6 ~.a~~s'



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NAME: ~h~c;~.~c ~G,.

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: 1 ~~-~ ~r.~-r1 S ~

EMAIL:

NAME:

SIGNAL

ADDRESS: (~j ~ ~G~,I~ ~~S S /~'V~sVl1+^-~

EMAIL:

NAME: ~~I I ~ ~. ~ ~~

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS:

EMAIL: ~ ~Gx6~•p~,,,~ 1 ~ ~ 6~12~ ~. CU~l.



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NAME: ~—`

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: Z S "3 ~ ~x 1~ S ~-

EMAIL:

NAME: `~ ~ ~ ~`!``~,j`~-~,

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: ZO ~~ ~ ~(~~; ~ S~ ~`f~D

EMAIL:

NAME: '

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: ~~~~ ~~~~ S~

EMAIL: ~j



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NAME: `~ ~-~ ~

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: 1 5Co'( ~]aelL~ ~j~ ~-~

EMAIL: ~?~,~iGe .~~`~_ ~~~ ~.ce~v~

NAME. ~~~~ h

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: !~"'[ ~ , ~~".~ S ~1~ ~-~ ~~`~

EMAIL: ~ ~ ~ ~ C-r~'~nL~

NAME:

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: ~ ~~ ̀~

EMAIL: ~~,.,,~,~j~.P P~ -- ~~,,~

3



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NAME: ~c~ Ki~KhO~

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: ~Iq-.D (=+1~2r~ S~r~2.E, S~~rl ~Yart~~TcG ~ C~-

EMAIL:

~oC-?~-~r~hc,~~~ ~'~°Vl2il. Cad►-,

T
NAME: ~ f~Y~ ~1 C~ ~~

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: C ~ C~ ~ ~r-~ ~ wl~vt c/~ c~ `I

EMAIL.

NAME: ~~-~ r, ~ ~~~v

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: ~-~~" V~cn ~~ ~{

EMAIL: ~Jv~.~~~~.e~~..N~~e~ , (o►~

7



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

~ ~
NAME: r~c~~ ~~I-~~~~,~

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: ~ l ~~ L~~.~h S~~ ~~ ~r~c.~~cv,, L~- ̀i ~.l n'~

EMAIL: ~jt`~~°~o,o~`~~~ y~~~t.can~

NAME: ( In~•~-

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: L ~~ ~~ (~ ,.~ c ..-,,~ `----~',~ ~ ~ ~-

EMAIL: ~ ~ ; ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~.~-~ , ~ ~ .
"̀-

NAME: ~~ ~~ 1 ~l ~-~ Ill ~1/1' L~~,

SIGNATURE

ADDRESS: ~~ r ~~ ~v~s~a(~ ~~v-~
EMAIL:

.e~'~ar~ s -~

.~~t~ ~n
~~~z~

4



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NAME: - - --~. ~ S C,~l~--

SIGNATURE:

,~~.

~'~ ,, ~ s
I

NAME: ~ ~~I I've I'~ F L ~ 1 C ((,

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: Z~ ( l ~ ~' ~~ e 5 F ~

EMAIL: 
ro~~~'rn~ln~~t~ ~ ~r~al ~ . Cc~~

NAME: C~r,P ~~ r ~~ c~ ~~' ~ r /

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: ~ f ( ~ .~ -2 ~ +~'=~ /1 u's r¢ ~i ~` ~

EMAIL: ~'.j~arkovia~;l ~ ~Si'►1~r~ .~,~¢

5~~~ t'.4 ~ ~i v ~

5



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NAME: "~ rJu ~E

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: ~jy ~ ~v! i Gc,

EMAIL: (~IOGtS~.vv~ p ~ ~~' ~~,~.; ~. C~-~-~----

NAME: .~ r~'''~ ~l ~b ~I ~ ~

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: 1~~ ~~

EMAIL: fl '~~~~ v~ r~ Cz~v . C a ~~.--\5~oo~a

~1 ~

NAME:

SIGNA

ADDRESS:

EMAIL:

~ 
,~ r

~~/ ; ~

.- ~
h(~~ ~- c~ ~~ ~9'



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NAME:

SIGNAL

_ ~~:~

EMAIL

NAME:

SIGNATURE:

~~~~

ADDRESS: ~~'~~ ~ ~~ ~~

EMAIL:

NAME:

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: l C~ ̀J C~ C---~l~e~~-

EMAIL:

10

.~~ ̀7



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

►f~T_1TT~

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: ~~~ ~~-P~-~~ ~ ~.,~ ~,.~~ S ~~~

EMAIL: ~~~~~~~~~.~ l ~-~~".~~ r ~

NAME : ~C~~ (~ ~ ~ ~ ("I L7 ~

SIGNATURE: \ ~~~~`'~I

ADDRESS: ~ .. l~/, IfI-ei~l~ ~~~ S , ~ C f~{ ~ ~~'~ ~ ~~

EMAIL:
,.

:NAME: C'~orT~ i~ ~ ~5

SIGNATURE: m.e Q

ADDRESS: ~3~`'~ ' `~~~`~r ~--~ sF5''

-oJ J



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

~► J ~ ~ _ ~

SIGNATUR

ADDRESS. ~ ~~~

EMAIL: ~~ o C-~~~ ,/

~~' , ~ ~
SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: ~-~ ~~ ~r~rn I~'~ SS , ~,~ ~~~~-~ S ~ ~ C~4 ~Y/ ~ ̀ ~

EMAIL:

NAME: ~~R~~

SIGNATURE: ~~~'"

ADDRESS: ~ (~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ( 1 16 /~, .~aM ~ f~-,tc~<rd ~~i q G ~ d~

EMAIL: .] ~~ h^e ~ lC (~~ r1~~;~ l ~~,Wr
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Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

~~~ ~ v
NAME: ~ /~

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: ~~ ~ ~~`r-v~~s S t.-3 ~l/~ ~ ~ v S r ,S ~~ ~1~-- ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~

EMAIL: ~'~G Kid-'~'C~~o+c j -~° /bP`
Y

NAME: ~~~~ ~~~~ C ~

SIGNATURE: (y'~/

ADDRESS: ~~~ P~ u~-~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~

EMAIL: pu ~ ~ ~ ~ C _ ~'p~c,,~~~~~~ 
~

l ` ~ ~ ~~ ~NAME. ~S A'

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: I~`~ ~ ~ r~~
~-~~ ~ ~~1 Q~ ~ ~I~~

EMAIL : b ~ ~ ~,,~ °~-~,~ ~`~ w-~-C L ̀  ~ ~~"---

2



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NAME: ~~~~~Iv~~

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: ~~ ~~ ~~~~ ~~-~

EMAIL: 1~ y~;~C~ ~ ~ l~C ~'~~ ~~ ~.

NAME:

SIGNAL

ADDRESS: 2,~5 ~ ~~

EMAIL: ~~~&~ ~i,t~ ov` ~-~~^0.~ I . C n~

NAME: ~~ C~~~?1-~ 1

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: 2~C~ ~`~" ~

EMAIL: ~j~~ bt~~^ ~ "~ ° 
~ ~, ~ , c~



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NAME: 'i~,~,~ ̀~ ~~ 1 ~ l~'1\ 4~l

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: ~ p ~ ~ ~.~~ ~~~~-- ~ ~-

EMAIL:

NAME: ~`~~-~`'c— ~~~

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS:

EMAIL:

NAME: eZ n~~

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS

EMAIL:

~ ~ ~ ~ L~ ~ ~ ~ S ~~ ~ ~~23

5



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NAME: ~~' 1~-~ l l

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: r~(~ ~ ~p t~ ~ ~' ~ ~-1 ~1`~

EMAIL:

NAME: /~-~a

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: 2~ ~~ Qb~~-

EMAIL: (3t,•c~ ~-e~.~ . ~ . ~-~-~- ~ ~_ c..-..._

NAME : ~I~'l~n ~~ ~ ~ S ~~

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: ~ ̀t S ~ ~ ~ ~;~^r

EMAIL: ~ (Y1. ~ S ~ ; Mc~.r ~ ~(~~ l ,U J~-~

7



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NAME: ~ ~,~cYi ~ ~ v.~f ~~

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: l~~~ C~~w~~~ S~- ~'~"

EMAIL: -~ d-~,~ ~ (~~ ~~.n~ ~ ~.•.~ ,

NAME: C~I ~ ~

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: ~~-~ ~f ~ ~- s~;y,e~- ~ t~~.,~l~r~ G~ ~~//

EMAIL: ~ ~y r~~~v1~c ~ ~t ~ C ̀ '`~

( lNAME : ~ ~ ~ ~M. ('1'l. ~ VL ~ (-`~

SIGNATUR l~

ADDRESS: ~ ~~ 3 ~c~l k ~~ ' / ~ ~

EMAIL: I~Q~1SQ~. ~ ~~~ ~'~t~1, l • C,~~'1J~

,~



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NAME:

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: 2~Z~ ~~~~ ;~"

EMAI

NAME: .~~i.S a v~ ~ o ~ ~—,-~

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS : ~ ~ ~-'~- .~I~ ~ ~ s-~ _ ~ ~ ~- S 12 ~ Sc~.n~ ~{~c' ~ j c a

EMAIL : ~ oS~'~ ~,~ i S a'✓~ `~ 2 l.~ @ c~~~ l . c o✓v`

n i_

NAME:

SIGNAL

ADDRESS: ~..~j~ ~ ~C~N n(C'SS A~f~• f~P~"~

EMAIL: ~''\) 2~/ (r,Y ~-~,~~ C~ ~ ~Q M~~ l •~dM
7 j u



Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NAME: , Una ~~,

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: ~~j~I b (~ rP~in I,,f, ~ ~^ ~~ ,

EMAIL: (/~~n-~. e(~IC~. ~( 1~^ G ~~ ~ C e~~~ Q

NAME: ~ ~~~✓( ~-e

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: ~ ~~ ~ ~~' ~~

EMAIL: I~~(C.~1'~~~ w ~~~ Yl~?C~ ~ ~- C~~

NAME:

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS:

a
EMAIL:
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Not Another Chain Coffee Retailer in Russian Hill!

NAME: ~,. l~ e ~' "~"" e

SIGNATURE

ADDRESS

EMAIL:

NAME:

SIGNAL

ADDRESS:

EMAIL:

NAME: ~ ~ ~C~.a/~';~~-

SIGNATURE:

ADDRESS: C1L~Q~Cv~~~ee~

~►i _ICI.

[~

Zsy y ~ /~ ~s-~_



Lindsay, David (C

"'ecei~d at PC Hearing .o ~

I'~~

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 hearuig, 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 nei hbor to the eastg
3937 Sacramento -Eva Muttenthaler -next door neighbor to the east

3965 Sacramento -Brian &Amy Carr -neighbor on Sacramento

Build the Richmond -Jane Natoli

ic.~d rn~i~bra-a--~ _ r~.P.tti ~.,(~. ~-~-- ~~.~..__
J

Please confirm.

thanks,
eric

Begin forwarded message:

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

i



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(c~gmail.com>
Subject: Support for 3941 Sacramento Street
Date: May 5, 2018 at 5:50:34 PM PDT
To: emcginty~a envivid.com
Cc: brittany.bendix(a~sfgov.orq

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 I managed to misspell "gov" and David Lindsay's copy bounce back.
Hopefully this is an improved version.
Richard Frisbie

Sent from my iPad

> On May 9, 2018, at 7:30 PM, Richard Frisbie <frfbeagle@~mail.com> wrote:

> As a person interested in the surrounding neighborhoods and the character and quality of change I attended the 3941Sacramento St. Pre-App meeting a year
ago. I found the concept both viable and eminently compatible. One of the owners, I believe on the east side, was the only other person from the neighborhood
who attended and as an interested, but not directly impacted, resident I 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.
> I 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 I 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 I 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 I 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(c~sbcglobal.net>
Subject: Re: Sacramento
Date: May 8, 2018 at 8:13:03 PM PDT
To: Eric McGinty <emcgintyCa~envivid.com>, Steven Weber <steven-weber(a~sbcglobal.net>, "steven-weber(c~sbcglobal.net" <steven-
weber(c~sbcglobal. net>
Reply-To: Eva H Muttenthaler <emuttenthaler(a~sbcglobal.net>

Eric, thank you for your detailed e-mail. I 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 luckf
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
i mmediate neighbors to the East of the project.

In May of last year, Mr. McGinty reached out to us for apre-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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UNITE D
• PLAYAZ

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. I am the Founder and Director of United Playaz and a lifelong
SoMa resident. I 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. I 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.

I n peace,

V
Rudy Corpuz Jr.
Executive Director
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7 May 2018

Dear Planning Commissioners,

My name is Carla Laurel and I 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. I 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,
f-

a

,. ~ A f
~~

Carla Laurel
Executive Director
West Bay Pilipino Multi Service Center
M: (415) 748 - 4864
Email: Carla@westbaycentersf.org

175 7th street, san ~ranciaco; C~ 94103 www.weatbayce~Uer.or~y



so m b a St~uth ~f 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

Apri19, 2018

San Francisco Planning Commission
Attn: Mx. 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, daytirne 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 internarionallp 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 crirical 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 enthusiasrically support the proposal for Central SoMa Park

and hope that the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will move expediriously

to approve it for the benefit of the community and the City overall.

Sincerely,

Henry Karnilowicz
President



SAN FRANGSCO
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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,

1663 PJlission Street, Suite 320
San Francisco, CA 94103-2486

415.621.3260
www sfp a i9<s a I I i a n ce. org

I am writing to express my strong support for the proposed Central SoMa Park, amuch-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 puUlic spaces throughout the City, and we know firsthand just how
much our community needs rr►ore 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. I 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,

~~~'~' ,
~rDrew Becher

CEO, San Francisco Parks Alliance



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, amuch-needed

new 1-acre city-owned public open space in the block bounded by 4th, 5th, Brannan

and Bryant through the new Central SoMa Plan. Asa 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 wil l add new residents, daytime

employees and visitors to the neighborhood. The Park Project Sponsor's wi l lingness

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

overal l.

Sincerely,

Alice Rogers

ALICE ROGERS 1 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. I 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(a~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 94 ] 03

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, amuch-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 I 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. I
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

maril,~~a,shared-sf.com

739 Bryant Street, San Francisco, CA 94107 ~ www.SHARED-SF.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, amuch-needed new 1-acre

city-owned public open space on the block bounded by 4th, Sth, Brannan and Bryant through the new

Central SoMa Plan. I 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. 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 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 4t" 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,

am writing to express my strong support for the proposed Central SoMa Park, amuch-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 the owner of the building of The Creamery and Iron Cactus, located a block and a
half away from the proposed Central SoMa Park. As a longtime SoMa property owner, I 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. I enthusiastically support the proposal fqr 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
Centraf'SoMa Plan.

Sincerely,

r.

Rob Melle
Owner, 655 — 685 4 h̀ Street
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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,

333 3~d St., Suite 205
San Francisco, CA 94107

415.227,0331
www.psoasbodywork.com
info@psoasbodywork.com

5/10/18

1 am writing to express my strong support for the proposed Central SoMa Park, amuch-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 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, I 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. ['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. 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 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. l 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.

Owner — Psoas Massage +Bodywork



5/8/2018

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,

am writing to express my strong support for the proposed Central SoMa Park, amuch-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 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. 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 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. I 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
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DRAFT Planning Commission Motion
N O. M -XXXXX

HEARING DATE: Mav 10 n^ , 2018

Cnse 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.wertheimC>sfgov.org

Staff Contact: Elizabeth White— (415) 575-6813

elizabeth.white «sfgov.org

165Q Mission St
Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 941Q3-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:

415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

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 et seq., (hereinafter "CEQA Guidelines") and Chapter 31 of the

San Francisco Administrative Code (hereinafter "Chapter 31").

A. T'he 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 Apri124, 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



Motion No. M-XXXXX
Hearing Date: , 2018

CASE NO. 2011.1356E
Central SoMa Plan

D. On December 14, 2016, copies of the DEIR were mailed or ott:erwise 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.

2. T'he 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. T'he

period for acceptance of written comments ended on February 13, 2017.

3. 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.

4. A Final Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "FEIR") has been prepared by the Department,

consisting of the DEIIZ, 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.

5. 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.

6. On Dom_ ~, 2018, the Commission reviewed and considered the infarmation 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.

7. T'he project sponsor has indicated that the presently preferred alternative is the Central SoMa Plan.

8. 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 Apri15, 2018 and Mav 9, 201 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.

9. T'he Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, hereby does find that the project

described in the Environmental Impact Report:

SAN ~6iANC15G0 L`
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Motion No. M-XXXXX
Hearing Date: m Apr+l-a~, 2018

CASE NO. 2011.1356E
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:

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.

b. 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.

c. 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.

d. 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

iii. Fourth/Townsend

e. Central SoMa Plan development would result in an increased deir►and 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.

f. 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, ar vehicle circulation and accessibility to
adjoining areas, and would result in potentially hazardous conditions.

g. 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

SFN FRANGISGO 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Motion No. M-XXXXX
Hearing Date: M~1 A{~il-~~, 2018

CASE NO. 2011.1356E
Central SoMa Plan

standards in the San Francisco General Plan or Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police

Cocie), and would result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise above

existing levels.

h. 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.

i. 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.

j. Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed street network changes, would

result in operational emissions of fine particulate matter (PMZ.$) and toxic air

contaminants that would result in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant

concentrations.

k. 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:

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.

b. 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.

c. Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and

street network changes, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative transit

impacts on local and regional transit providers.

d. Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and

street network changes, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative

pedestrian impacts.

SAN FRANCISCO 4
PLANNING DEPAHTM ENT



Motion No. M-XXXXX
Hearing Date: , 2018

CASE NO. 2011.1356E
Central SoMa Plan

e. Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and

street network changes, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative loading

impacts.

f. Central SoMa development, including the proposed street network changes and open

space improvements, would result in cumulative noise impacts.

g. 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.

h. 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 ~ ~~~, 2018.

Jonas P. Ionin

Commission Secretary

AYES:

NOES:

ABSENT:

ADOPTED:
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T0: Planning Commission San Francisco.
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FROM: jessica Range and Elizabeth White, Environmental Planning Reception:

RE: Errata to the Environmental Impact Report for the Central South of 415.558.6378

Market (SoMa) Area Plan Fa~c:
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E 415.558.5409

Planning

Followin ublication of the Res onses to Comments RTC document for the Central South of Market 
Information:

g p p ~ ~ 415.558.6377
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) clarify the application of Central SoMa Plan EIR mitigation measures to subsequent development

projects;

(4) amend mitigation measures;

(5) 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 s#~1~.

1. Central SoMa Plan Final EIR Certification Date

On Apri112, 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: ̂  •~r~'~-'pro Mav 10.2018

www.sfplanning.org



Errata to the EIR- Cen6ral 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 ~~~~ Mav 10, 2018. The Planning Commission will receive

public testimony on the Final EIR certification at the ~r~~ Mav 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 E1R. 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 Bulls 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, ar 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 N.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.€~rg
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Mid-Range Visual Simulation: Interstate 80 Westbound:
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Eaata 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.G13 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 potentia1400-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 #wee-towers at heights of ~ ~98~ee~ 350 feet, ̂ ^a— .

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. At 10:00 a.m. on the winter solstice in December.

new shadow from Plan Area development would be cast eastward onto the 303 Second Street

POPOS. On the equinoxes, new shading would begin 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 a.m. and continuing through most of the afternoon. At its peak, new

shacling 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 currenfly 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:

Appendix H. Central SoMa Plan Draft EIR Revisions Arising from Zoning Chan es~at

Second and Harrison Streets

These revisions to the Draft EIR does not constitute significant new information that requires

recirculation of the EII2 under CEQA (California Public Resources Code Section 21092.1) and the

CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations Section 15088.5)

3. 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 Pisblic 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 I.B.4 on Draft EIR page I-6:

www.sfplar~r~~ .~rg
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Errata to the EIR- Central SoMa Plan
Case No. 2011.1356E

May 9, 2018

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 e~cisting 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 envirorunental setting or updated growth forecasts, models, etc.). Furthermore, for the

enviroiunental anal`~sis of the subsequent project. the Plaiuvn~ Detiartment would identify

~gnlicable mitiPation measures in this EIR and ~ ma e a project-specific Mitigation

Monitoring, and Reporting Program (MMRI'l. to reflect the specific characteristics of the

~ubse =uent project.

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).

4. 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-la was revised as part of the April 5, 2018 errata to the EIR for the Central SoMa
Area Plan):

~w.sfplanning,org
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Errata to the EIR- Central SoMa Plan

Case No. 2011.1356E

May 9, 2018

TABLE S-1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN—IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR [REVISIONS ONLY]

Significance
Before

Significance
[1f6er

and

C. Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Impact CP-1: Development under the Plan would

result in the demolition or substantial alteration

of individually identified historic architectural

resources and/ar 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.

S *Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a: Mandatory Consultation Regarding Avoidance or Minimization of

Effects on ~ex~i€~e~Historical Resources. T'he project sponsor of a subsequent development project in the

Plan Area shall consult with the Planning DepartmenY~ n-~~~--.~*:~~ ~'~F4 at the tune of submittal of an

evaluation annlication or consolidated develoument annlication to determine whether there

are feasible means to avoid a substantial ~E-adverse

change in the significance of an ~~~~-~~ ~~ historic architectural resoarce4s} (including historic districts),

whether previously identified or identified as part of the projects historical resources analysis. Pursuant to

Guidelines Section 15064.5(bl. "fslubstantial adverse chanee in the sienificance of a historic

SUM

resource means ohvsical demolition. destruction. relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate

surroundings such that the sienificance of a historical resource would be materially impaired." If avoidance

is not feasible, the project sponsor shall onsult with Plannine Denaztrnent stiff to determine whether there

are feasible means to ~~~'~ 4~~~"~'~ -~~~r~ ~~ reduce effects on historic architectural resources) k~- ~lae

Avoidance and minimization measures shall seek to

retain the resource's character-definine features. and may include but aze not limited to: retention of

character-definin features. buildine setbacks, salvaee. or adaptive reuse. In evaluatine the feasibility of

avoidance or reduction of effects. the Planning Department shall consider whether avoidance or reduction

can_be accoinnlished successfully within a reasonable period of tune, takine into account economic.

>nvironmental. leeal, social and technoloeical factors, alone with the Central SoMa Plan policies and oroiect

iectives. The aunlicabilii~r of each factor would vaiv from ~roigct to tLi~t; and would be determined Uv

staff on a case-b~~-case basis.

Should Planning Department staff determine throw the consultation process that avoidance or reduction

effects on historic architectural resources is ""~"~~':..~ *"~~~..-~ *n r'" , ~ ,", a.,", ~ ~~a ~~'-~ infeasible,

Measures M-CP-1b M-CP-1c M-CP-1d. and/ar M-CP-1e, shall be an~licable. '~~•~~a ~~ ~'~~ ~ ~~~`~~
.~: «....,....a....,.,.....4 il. ,. «.: ,~i,~;.,...4:.... !'C/lA !"..:,i,.l:...~., C,.,..4: ,.« 1 G2LA ,7.. F:...... ii C....,.:l.l ,.~~ ..~ '~,.~ ..l.l.. ,.I

1,..: ..1:,.1.,..7 .,. L..7 :al.;„ ....7..7,. ,.,1 ,~L a a,.l.:«
- - — - - 

,.«L..1 1,. ..1 :..1 ...,7 4....1... ~./ ,...i L..,.L,....- ii Tl.,. 1:,... L.:7: ..0 .... ,.L. C.. ,.~,.... ..1,]

...4 } .~..~ .....~1 r ..1.7 1....J..M.w.:.....,1 1....-4.. Ff .~... .. .. 1..... .. L.,...i.-
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Eaata to the EIR- Central SoMa Plan
Case No. 2011.1356E

May 9, 2018

The following revisions are made to RTC page 455:

On Draft EIR p.IV.G58, Mitigation Measure M-CP-la has been revised as follows to

clarify guidance with regard to avoiding or ~inimizv1g effects on historical impacts:

Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a: Mandatory Consultation Regarding Avoidance or

Minimization of Effects on Ta^- Historical Resources. The project sponsor of a

subsequent development project in the Plan Area shall consult with the Planning

Department'^ n..,.,.,,...,.,~:,.,. ..~.,LF at the time of ~~bmitt~l of an environmental evaluation

~a nlication or consolidated develovment annlication to determine whether there are feasible

means to n~^~:^r ̂  ^~~~M.,;~^ r ^ ~~^ r ^^+ *^ avoid a substantial ~~adverse

change in the significance of an ~"~~historic architectural resourcefs} (including historic

districts), whether previously identified or identified as part of the project's historical

resources analysis. Pursuant to CEOA GuidelLne lion 1 064 (bl "f 1 ~b ntial adv r

change Ln the si~ificance of a historical resource means nhvsical demolition destruction

location or alteration of the resource or its immediate su~roLncLings Bch that the

significance of a historical resource would be materially impaired." If avoidance is not

feasible, the project sponsor shall consult with Planning Department staff to determine

whether there are feasible means to ~^^'. '^^~;'~,~ -~ ^~ ~^ reduce effects on historic

architectural resources) ~~, th _ _______ ___ ^-,~~~~ ~~_~~~

Avoidance and minimization measures shall seek to ret~n the resource' character-d fin~g

featureG and map include bt~t are not 1'mited to• r t ntion of h~ra -d fin' g feafi~res

building setbacks, salvage, or adaptive reuse. In evaluating the feasibilit~~ of avoidance or

reduction of effects the Plaiulul~Department shall consider whether avoidance or reduction

an be accom fished successfully within a reasonable period of time. talon to ac ount

economies ~nvirorunental legal social and teclulologic~l factors along with the Central SoMa

Plan policies end }Elect obiectives The a}~~licability of each factor would varo from ~ro~ert

#QV~j~t, and would be determined by staff on a case-by-case basis

Should Plannin~nartinent staff determine throueh the consultation process fllat avoidance
or reduction of effe t on i tori r hit r 1 r our i "~~~~~^}~^^ "~^^^•~r^ "~ r'T' ~ ̂  ~-^

infeasible Measures M-CP-1b M-CP-lc M-CP-1d and/or M- P-1 ,shall be
annlicabl

E r z

Ca..ti.... 1 ~2ti~ ,7.,fi.,,,.. ~~F.,....: L.1 ~,~~ .,L,7., ,.G L.,,;.,.. .. 1:..1..,,] ,.~L..1 ~~

cax—xcl-m--~oci~-

~~a Eee~e~e~ea~ €ae~~~s." 'fie a}~i~.,i,;i;.., ,.c ,,.,,.~, c..,..,.,.. „ia , , r,.,.... ~ ,,,.+.,, ;~~~

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.

www.sfplanning.org
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Errata to the EIR- Central SoMa Plan

Case No. 2011.1356E

May 9, 2018

TABLE S-1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN—IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR [REVISIONS ONLY]

Level of Level of
Significance Significance
Before After

Im act Miti lion Miti ation and Im rovement Measures Mifi lion

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 su~uent development proiects 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 Enhanced Transit Funding. To accommodate project transit demand, the SFMTA, and other City agencies and
demand that would not be accommodated by departments as appropriate, shall seek sufficient operating and capital fiznding, including through the
local transit capacity, and would cause a following measures:
substantial increase in delays resulting in adverse • Establish fee-based sources of revenue.
impacts on local and regional transit routes.

• Establish acongestion-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.

• 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 tones, and offsetting transit delay. Such

features could include, but shall not be limited to, transit-only lanes, transit signal priority, queue jumps,

stop consolidation, lunited or express service, corner or sidewalk bulbs, and transit boarding islands, as

determined by the SFMTA, to enhance transit service tunes and offset transit delay. Any subsequent

changes to the street network designs shall be subject to a snnilar 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 PlaiT that aze 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.

• 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
pazking lots and other auto-oriented entryways.

SAN FR.~NCISCO
PWNNINO OEPARTMBNT 7



Errata to the EIR- Central SoMa Plan
Case No. 2011.1356E

May 9, 2018

TABLE S-1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN—IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR [REVISIONS ONLY]

Im act

Level of
Significance
Before
Miti lion Miti ation and Im rovement Measures

Level of
Significance

After
Miti lion

• Develop Central SoMa transportation implementafion 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.

• Sponsors of develo}~ment proiects with off-street vehicular parkine facilities with 20 or more
vehicular ~arkine spaces shall ensure that recurrine vehicle ueucs do not substantially affect
public transit operations on the t~ublic riehC-of-F~•av ne~lr fhe off-street vehicular parkins facility. A
vehicle queue is dcEined as oi~e or more vehicles (destined to the uarkin~ facilitvl blocking
vortion of any public street; alley or sidewalk for a consecutive uerioci of three minutes or loneer on
a daily or ~vicekly Uasis.

if a recurrine queue occurs. the owner/operator of the oarkine facility shall employ abatement
ods as needed to abate the queue. Anorooriate abatement methods will vary deoendine on the

characteristics and causes of the rccurrine queue. as well as the characteristics of the parkins
facility. the street(sl to which the facility corulects, and the associatctil land uses (if apnlicaUlel

ueeested abatement methods include but arc not limited to the followin¢: redesien cif facility to
imvrove vehicle circulation and/or onsite queue cauacity: employment of parkins attendants•
installation of LOT FULL sites with active manaeement Uv uarkine attendants: use of valet narking
or other swam-efficient parkins technioues: use of off-site parkins facilities or shared parkins ~n~ith
nearby uses; use of parkins occuuancv sensors and siQnaee directin¢ drivers to available spaces
ransnortation demand manaeement strateeies such as those listed in the San Francisco Plannine
bode TDM Progrvn.

If the Plaru~ine Director. or his or her desienee, suspects that a recunine oueue is present, the
[lepartment shall notify the property owner in writin~Unon request, the owner/operator shall hire

qualified transportation constiltant to ev~uate the conditions at the site for no less than seven
days. T`he consultant shall prepare a monitorine report to Ue submitted to the Department for
review. If the Department determines that a recurrine queue does exist. the facilif~i owner/operator
hall have 90 days h~om the date of the written determination to abate the queue.

Muni Storage and Mainte~tance. 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.

St~N ('PANCISGO
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Similarly, on Draft EIR p. IV.D-54, Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a has been amended as follows:

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

County and sponsors of subsequent develo~~ment ~ro~ects actions that could reduce the

transit impacts associated with implementation of the Central SoMa Plan.

Enhanced TYansit 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:

• Establish fee-based sources of revenue.

• Establish acongestion-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.

• Area Plan funding for transit enhancements.

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

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

transit delay impacts have been identified (routes 8 Bayshore, SAX Bayshore Express, 8BX

Bayshore E~cpress, 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 SFM'TA, to enhance transit service times and

offset transit delay. Any subsequent changes to the street netwark 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 walls trips throughout the

day, especially in areas where sidewallcs 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 sidewallcs

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

• 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.
SAfd fRANCISG6 (~
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Develop Central SoMa transpartation 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.

~nonsors of development ejects with off-street vehicular  narkin~ facilities with 20

or more vehicular parking~naces shall ensure that recurring vehicle oueues do not

substantially affect public transit operations on the ~~ublic right-of-way near the off-

street vehicular }parking facility A velucle queue is defLned as one or more vehicles

(destiled to the ~ ~a ~ facilitvl blocking ~a ~nortion of any roubLic street. 1 v or

sidewalk for a consecutive period of thre~_mnutes or longer on a daily or weekly

basis•

If a recurring queue occurs the owner/oUeratar of the ~arkine facility shall em}~lov

abatement methods as needed to abate the queue. A~~ronriate abatement methods

will vary dependu1g on the characteristics end causes of the rec~~rring~ueue as well

as the characteristics of the ~  ~arking facility the street(sl to which the facility connects

and the associated land uses (if avnli, ~cablel.

Suggested abatement methods Lnclude but are not limited to the following• red inn

of facility to improve vehicle circulation and/or onsite ;ueue capacity: em}~~~ment of

}~arkin~ attendant 'n t llation of OT FLIT L igns with active manag m n by

p ing attendants• use of valet ar ink or other space-efficient  narking tecltnioLes•

use of off-site arkin~ facilities or shared harking with nearby uses• use of far i Q

occu~anc~~ sensors and si~~e directul~ drivers to available spaces• transpartation

demand management strategies such as those listed ul the San Francisco Plaiulin~

Code TDM Program.

If the Platuun Director. or his or her desi~lee. susvects fllat a recurring queue is

present, 1e Department shall notify the }~roperty owner in writin~Upon request t11e

owner/operator shall hire a qualified transportation consultant to evaluate the

conditions at the site for no less than seven days. The consultant shall urenare a

monitaring report to be submitted to the Deuartment for review. If the De artmen

determines that a recurrin queue does exist, the facility owner/oneratar shall have 90

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

Macni 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 loacling 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 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-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 Loading/Llnloading Znnes.
unprovements 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

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.
accommodated within on-street loading supply,

would impact existing passenger loading/

unloading zones, and may create hazardous

The SFMTA and the Planning Department shr311 skew 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.,

conditions or significant delay that may affect when a new driveway to a development site is required), or need for additional on-street commercial and

transit, other vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians. passenger loading spaces.

oonsors of development nroiects that provide more than 100.000 square feet of residential or comet
uses with frontages alone a public rig t-of-wa~~ identified on the Hi~jur~~ Network. with an existine or
grovosed bicycle facility , or a vublic ri¢ht~f-way that includes public transit operations. shall develop.
Passenger Loadine Plan. The plan shall address nassen~er loadine activities and related aueueine effects
a- with for-hire services (includine taxis and Transportation Network Comnaniesl and vanpool
ervices. as anvlicable. Elements of this Passeneer Loadine Plan may include but would not be limited to
the follo~~ing m ~

• Coordination with for-hire vehicle companies to request gasseneer loadine zones are
incorporated into companies' mobile anti device to better euide oasseneers and drivers where to
pick un or drop off.

• on-site and on-street loadine zones that are clearly marked with adequate si~naee to
permit nasseneer loadine svace and allow nn other vehicles to stop/nark for any duration of time.

ese zones, set specific time limts restrictive vehicles to stop/nark over a cert~n period of
time (e.e.. three minuted and alert nasseneers that their driver will deuart/arrive within the
allotted timeframe.

• Notifications and information to visitors and employees about passenger loading activities and
operations includine detailed infarmation on vannool services and locations of uick-un/drop-off
of for-hire services

• D i ed roles and responsibilities for manaeine and monitorine the passenger loadine zone(sl
nd properly enforcing any nasseneer vehicles that are in violation (e.g.. blockine Uicvcle lane,
lockine a driveway. etc.).

The plan shall be reviewed and apuroved by flee Environmental Review Officer or designee of the Plaxuline
I r

Shad fRA.:JCISG~
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TABLE S-1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF THE PLAN—IDENTIFIED IN THE EIR [REVISIONS ONLY]

Iin act

Level of
Significance
Before
Miti lion Mitt ation and Im rovement Measures

Level of
Significance

After
Miti lion

qualified transvortation professional, retained by the Proiect S~ontiur after a buildine(s) reaches 50%
occunancv and once a vear eoine foitivard until such time that the SFMTA determines that the evahiation is
no loneer necessary or could be done at less frequent intervals. The content of the evaluation report shall be
eter~rined by SFMTA staff. in consultation with the Plannine Department. end gener~lly shall include an
ssessment of on-street loadine conditions, including actual loadine demand. loadine operation
bsen~ations, and an assessment of how the project meets this mitieation measure. The evaluation repart
n1~t Le folded into other mitieaHon measw c revortin~ oblieations. If ongoine conflicts are occurrine based
n the assessment. the evaluation report shall vut forth additional measures to address oneoine conflict
ssociated with loadine operations. The evahiation report shall be reviewed by SFMTA staff. which shall
make the final deternination whether oneoin~ conflicts are occurrine In the event that oneoine conflicts
are occurrine. the above  p1an requirements may Ue altered (e. e.. the hour and day restrictions listed above.
1 er of loadine vehicle uuerations permitted durine certain hours listed abovel.

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

follows:

Mitigation Measure M-TR-6b: Accommodation of On-Street Commercial Loading Spaces

and Passenger Loading![Jnloading Zones.

T'he 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 loadu1g demands. This strategy should

guide the approach to any affected commercial and passenger loading/unloading zones

(loacling 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 ~ develop protocols for ongouzg

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.

~nonsors of develo}~ment ~roiect~nrovide more than 100 000 a =ua_re feet of residential

or commercial uses with frontages along a uublic right-of-wav identified on the Hi~~ury

Network with an existing or ~L~osed bicycle fac'lity or a public right-of-way that Lncludes

public transit aerations shall develop a Passenger Loading Plan T'he nl~n shall address

 nassen~er loadu1g activities and related queueing effects associated with for-hire services

(inclu i Q ta~cis and Transportation Network Comnaniesl and vannool services, as

~unlicable Elements of this Passenger Loadin~Plan may include but would not be limited

to the following measures:

• Coordination with for-hire vehicle companies to request }~assen~er loadin z nes

are incorporated into companies' mobile app device to better ~}~assen~ers and drivers

where to  vick u}~ or dro~off.

adequate signage to  vermit  nassenger loaduz~space and allow no other vehicles to

~s ~Lvark for env duration of time. For tlese zones. set specific time limits restricting

vehicles to stow/nark over a certain period of time (e ~ three minuted and alert passen imers

that their driver will den~rt/arrive withal the allotted timeframe

• Notifications and information to visitors and employees about  oassen~er loading

activities and operations, including detailed information on vannool services and locations

of }imp/drop-off of for-lure services.

• Detailed roles and resnonsibiliries for mana~Q and monitarin~ the  nassenger

loadin~zone(sl and }~ro~erly enfarcin~ an~~  nassen~er vehicles that are in violation (e. Q..

blocking bicycle line. blocl~n~ a driveway. etc.l.

The plan shall be reviewed and approved by the ~nvironxnental Review Officer or designee

of the P1arLnin~D~partment and the Sustainable Streets Director or desi~ee of the SFMTA

The plan shall be evaluated by a qualified transportation professional retained by the

Project S}~onsor after a building(sl reaches 50% occu~ancp and once a year going forward

until such time that the SFMTA determines that the evaluation is no longer necessary or

saw
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could be done at less freouent intervals. The content of the evaluation revart shall be
etermined by FMTA taff. 'n on Alta ion with h Pl nn'ng ~D }~artment. and nP ~Prallu

shall nlclude an assessment of on-street loading conditions, including actual loading
demand loading operation observations and an assessment of how the ~ro~ct meets this
mitigation measure. The evaluation report may be folded into other mitigation measure
re}~ortin~obligarions. If ongoing conflicts are occurring based on the assessment the flan
~r ~~ort shall nut forth additional measures to address ongoing conflicts associated with
loading operations The evaluation report shall be reviewed by SFMTA staff which shall
make fl1e final determination whether on oing conflicts are occurring. In the event that
~g~g conFlicts ire oca~rring the above n1~1 reaLirements may be altered fe ~, the hour
and day restrictions listed above. number of loadiii~v~lvcle operations nerinitted durulQ

rtain h

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 II.E Approvals Required in Draft EIR, page II-45:

II.E 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.

• • •

o Sn~1 Francisco Plam2ing Commission: (11 Certify the EIR and (21 recommend
planning code text endment to he n Fr~nci o Board of pervisors

o San Francisco Board of Sutiervisors: (11 Avvrove plarulin~ code text and (21
adopt an ordinance anlendLng the  nImanning code to desi~nortions or
all of the Central SoMa Plan area. as a Housing Sustainability District.

b. 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"
(E~chibits II.6, III.5, IV.4, and V.4), recommended modifications to the Planning Code (contained in
Exhibit III.1) and "Issues for Consideration" (contained in Exhibits III.6, 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

SAH fRAN615C0
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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 Plaruiitzg

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-lain 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 210921) and. the CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of

Regulations Section 15088.5). This document is being included in the EIR as a new Appendix I.

Therefore, the following revision is made to the Draft EIR's Table of Contents' list of appendices on

Draft EIR page vi:

Annendix I. Analysis of Enviroiunental Effects of Potential Changes Presented Mai ~9.

2(Z 8 for $Ze Central South of Market (SoMa) Plan

Enclosures:

Appendix H. Central SoMa Plan Draft EIR Revisions Arising from Zoiung Changes at Second. and

Harrison Streets

Appendix I. Analysis of Environmental Effects of Potential Changes Presented May 9, 2018 for the

Central South of Market (SoMa) Plan

~,Lti, =F,~~,~;~s~,~~~ 
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550 Keamy Street www.esassoc.com

Suite 800

San Francisco, CA 94108

415.896.5900 phone A~~endix H
415.896.0332 fax

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 Deparhnent to
alter the proposed Use District Map and Height and Bulk District Map (also refereed 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, amid-block, dead-end street that ea~tends south from Harrison Street west of Second Street. The
proposal would also emend 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 tota128,000 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.2 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, Ezisting, 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 Deparhnent following the publication of the RTC. All documents are available for review at:
http:Nsf-planning.orgJcentral-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 I-80 freeway.
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Central SoMa Plan EIR Revisions Arising From Zoning Changes at Second and Harrison Streets
May 2, 2018

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.3 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:

1. The EIR studied development capacity resulting from a maatimum residential and maximum

commercial build out scenario,

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

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.4

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 CMiJO 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 doesnot permit residential, office, or other commercial uses.

4
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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 ma~cimum 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 I-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 setbacks) 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 appro~mate 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
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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.

s ~ ~

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 N.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.

D
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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 e~sting 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 degade 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 riot t•esult 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):

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;

S For a complete map of the wind test points in the Plan Area, refer to Figure VLG-2 in the EIR on page IV.G-S.
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• The northeast and southeast corners of Second and Harrison streets, Test Points 6 and 7;

The east side of Second Street just north of the elevated I-80 freeway, Test Point 8;

• The northeast and southeast corners of Second and Bryant streets, Test Points 9 and 10; and

• 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.6 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 hazaxd criterion of 26 mph for one full hour of the year is not exceeded at any of the eight
nearby test points under e~sting conditions.

Of the eight test points, the EIR tyind-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 I-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:

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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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 facade 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.

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.

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

potentia1350-foot-tall building on the site in question. Moreover, these test points are partially sheltered

by the adjacent elevated I-80 freeway (approximately 45 feet in this location) and by the e~sting 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 potentia1350-foot-tall 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.

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 facade 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 effects 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

hazaxd 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



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

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 aless-than-significant effect under CEQA. Although occupants of neazby 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.
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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 II-7, p. II-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
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Date: Apri117, 2018 1s50 M;ssion St.
Suite 4Q0
San Francisco,To: Jessica Range, Principal Environmental Planner 
CA 94103-245

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. T'he 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 (EIIZ) 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:

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 Bullc 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. E~cisting, Proposed, and Revised Zoning

District Map for Block 3763)

T'he 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 EIIZ.

Reception:
415.558.6378

Faac:
415.558.6409

Planning
Igo€matlon;
415.558.5377
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Figure 1. Existing, Proposed, and Revised Height and Balk 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 2nd 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.
The rezoning from P to CMLTO 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

T'he 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 Plaiutulg DepartrnenYs 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 aparcel-level analysis of development
potential in the Plan Area that was utilized for fhe EIR.
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DATE: May 9, 2018 1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

T0: Planning Commission San Francisco.
CA 94103-279

FROM: Jessica Range and Elizabeth White, Environmental Planning Reception:

Steve Wertheim, Citywide Planning 415.558.6378

RE: Analysis of Environmental Effects of Potential Plan Fes"
415.558.6409

Changes Presented May 3, 2018 for the Central South of

Market Area (SoMa) Plan Planning
Intarmarion:

Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E d15.558.63'I7

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 publie review process). This memorandum evaluates the enviroxunental 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 Envirorunental Plaruing 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 Central SoMa General Plan Amendments Draft Ordinance since introduction

(Exhibit II.6) were determined not to result in physical environmental effects.

• Changes to the Zoning Map Amendments Ordinance since introduction (Exhibit N.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 (CMLTO); 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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PLANNlNC~ DEPARTMENT



height at Block 3763 were evaluated in a second erratum issued on May 9, 2018 and in

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Appendix H.

• Changes to Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments Ordinance since

introduction (Exhibit III.5) 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 Apri15, 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. T'he 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 farth,

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 Central 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 Apri15, 2018

and May 9, 2018 and 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).

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, III.6, 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 ar make

corrections to the current proposal, or would not result in environmental effects beyond that analyzed
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in the EII2.

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 (MLJG) 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).1 If

the CMUO zoning district north of Harrison Street was rezoned to MLTG or MUR (which

lunits 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

Apri15, 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 EII2's quantitative analysis as shown in Table IV-1, Summary of

' Werthenn, Steve (San Francisco Planning Department), "MUO to MiJG". Email communication to Jessica Range and Elizabeth

White. Apri117, 2018.
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Growth Projections on Draft EIR page N-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. z• 3 The above change in zoning (from CMUO to

MiJG 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 environmental 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.

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

' Central SoMa Draft Environmental Impact Report. Appendix G. Analysis of Environmental Effects of Plan Changes Presented
Apri15, 2018 for the Central South of Market (SoMa) Plan. Apri15, 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 (BALI) 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

Analysis: T'he 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-1a: Transportation Demand

Management for New Development. was identified in the EIR prior to adoption of the

current TDM Orclinance. This mitigation measure would apply the equivalent of the current

TDM requirements to projects withal 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 incorparate 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-B, 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 T`DM 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 P1aruling 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-la 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 maybe developed under the Plan

Analysis: T'he 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 eliu~inate the requirement for subsequent development projects to

provide open space. Additionally, POPOS and open spare requirements are intended to be a

complement, not a substitute for neighborhood and regional parks ar other recreational

facilities. Residents and workers within the Central SoMa Plan area would have access to

e~cisting 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 les-than-significant impact to recreation and that

the Central SoMa Initial Study analysis remains valid.
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Received a Ci~L Hearing
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Motion No.

May 10, 2018
Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program

Central SoMa Plan
Case No. 2011.1356E

Page 1 of 46

TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO)

This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan
area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility
of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an
asterisk (*).

Mitigation Measures
Responsibility for
Im lementation

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Report
Res onsibili

Status/Date Com leted
p

-1-
A. Land Use

No miti ation measures re uired to be im lemented b the Cit and Coun of San Francisco.

B. Aesthetics

No mitigation measures required to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco.

C. Cultural and Paleontological Resources

No mitigation measures required to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco.

D. Transportation and Circulation

*M-TR-3a: Transit Enhancementsl. The following are City and County and sponsors of San Francisco Municipal Ongoing SFMTA, San Francisco Ongoing
subsequent development projects actions that would reduce the transit impacts associated Transportation Agency County Transportation
with implementation of the Central SoMa Plan. (SFMTA). Agency, and Planning
Enhanced Transit Funding. To accommodate project transit demand, the SFMTA, and other Department.
City agencies and departments as appropriate, shall seek sufficient operating and capital
funding, including through the following measures:

• Establish fee-based sources of revenue.
• Establish acongestion-charge scheme for downtown San Francisco, with all or a

portion of the revenue collected going to support unproved Iocal and regional
transit service on routes that serve Downtown and the Central SoMa Plan Area.

• Area Plan funding for transit enhancements.

Transit Corridor Improvement Rec~iem. 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, SAX
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 erformance criteria of maintainin accessible transit service,

1 M-TR-3a: Transit Enhancements is identified in Table A (Mitigation Measures to be implemented by City and County of San Francisco) and Table B (Mitigation Measures to be implemented by the
project sponsor).
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TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CTTY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO)

This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan

area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility

of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an

asterisk (*).

Mitigation Measures
Responsibility for
Im lementation

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Report
Res onsibili

Status/Date Completed

- 2-
enhancing transit service times, and offsetting transit delay. Such features could
include, but shall not be lunited to, transit-only lanes, transit signal priority, queue
jumps, stop consolidation, limited or express service, comer 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.

Trattsit 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 transportation 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-sway traffic,
long blocks, narrow sidewallcs and tow-away lanes, as maybe found in much
of the Central SoMa area.

• 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 autaoriented
entryways.

• 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.

• Sponsors of development projects with off-street vehicular parking facilities
with 20 or more vehicular parking spaces shall ensure that recurring vehicle
queues do not substantially affect public transit operations on the public
right-of-way near the off-street vehicular parking facility . A vehicle queue is
defined as one or more vehicles (destined to the parking facility) blocking
an ortion of an ublic street, alle or sidewalk for a consecutive eriod
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TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDTTIONS OF APPROVAL

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO)

This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan
area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility
of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an
asterisk (*).

Mitigation Measures
Responsibility for

Im lementation

Mitigation

Schedule

Monitoring/Report

Res onsibili
Status/Date Completed

- 3-
of three minutes or longer on a daily or weekly basis.

If a recurring queue occurs, the owner/operator of the parking facility shall
employ abatement methods as needed to abate the queue. Appropriate
abatement methods will vary depending on the characteristics and causes of
the recurring queue, as well as the characteristics of the parking facility, the
streets) to which the facility connects, and the associated land uses (if
applicable).

Suggested abatement methods include but are not limited to the following:
redesign of facility to improve vehicle circulation and/or onsite queue
capacity; employment of parking attendants; installation of LOT FULL signs
with active management by parking attendants; use of valet parking or other
space-efficient parking techniques; use of off-site parking facilities or shared
pazking with nearby uses; use of parking occupancy sensors and signage
directing drivers to available spaces; transportation demand management
strategies such as those listed in the San Francisco Planning Code TDM
Program.

If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, suspects that a recurring queue
is present, the Department shall notify the property owner in writing. Upon
request, the owner/operator shall hire a qualified transportation consultant to
evaluate the conditions at the site for no less than seven days. The consultant
shall prepare a monitoring report to be submitted to the Department for
review. If the Departrnent determines that a recurring queue does exist, the
facility owner/operator shall have 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.

*M-TR-3b: Boarding Improvements. The SFMTA shall unplement boarding SFMTA Upon submittal of SFMTA and Planning Considered complete with
improvements, such as the construction of additional bus bulbs or boarding islands a Planning Departrnent. implementation of boarding
where appropriate, that would reduce the boazding times to mitigate the impacts on entiflement improvements.
transit travel tunes on routes where Plan ridership increases are greatest, such as the 8 applicakion for any
Bayshore, 8AX/SBX Bayshore Expresses, 10 Townsend, l4 Mission, 14R Mission Rapid, size project that
27 B ant, 30 Stockton, 45 Union-Stockton, and 47 Van Ness routes. These boardin would result in the
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TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO)

This table identifies Pian-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan

area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility

of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an

asterisk (*).

Responsibility for Mitigation Monitoring/Report
Status/Date Completed

Mitigation Measures Im lementation Schedule Res onsibili

-4-

unprovements, which would reduce delay associated with passengers boarding and approval under the

alighting, shall be made in combination with Mitigation Measure M-TR-3c, Plan of a total of

Signalization and Intersecfion Restriping at TownsendlFifth Streets, which would 75,000 square feet

serve to reduce delay associated with traffic congestion along the transit route. of residential
and/or commercial
development in the
area bounded by
Townsend, Fifth,
Brannan, and
Fourth Streets,
SFMTA shall
identify and

initiate plaruling
for boarding

improvements to
be made.

"M-TR-3c: Signalizafion and Intersection Restriping at Townsend/Fifth Streets. The SFMTA Upon submittal of SFMTA and Planning Considered complete with
SFMTA shall design and construct a new traffic signal at the intersection of a Planning Departrnent. the signal installation and
Townsend/Fifth Streets, and reconfigure the Townsend Street eastbound approach to entitlement unplementation of
provide one dedicated left-turn lane (with an exclusive left tum phase) adjacent to a application for any restriping at Fifth/
through lane. This reconfiguration would require restriping of the two existing travel size project that Townsend Streets.
lanes at the eastbound approach to this intersection. would result in the

approval under the
Plan of a total of
75,000 square feet
of residential

and/or commercial
development in the
area bounded by
Townsend, Fifth,
Brannan, and
Fourth Streets,
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TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO)

This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan
area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility
of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an
asterisk (*).

Mitigation Measures
Responsibility for
Im lementation

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Report
Res onsibili

Status/Date Com leted
p

-5-
SFMTA shall

initiate planning
for signalizing and

intersection
restriping at

Townsend/Fifth
Streets. If infeasible
due to construction
coordination and

timing for
SFMTA's
streetscape

projects, then upon
the SFMTA or
Public Works
completion of
construction of
major streetscape
changes along

Townsend or Fifth
streets.

*M-TA-4: Upgrade Cenhal SoMa Area Crosswalks. As appropriate and feasible, the SFMTA Included in the SFMTA and Planning Considered complete with
SFMTA shall widen and restripe the crosswalks to the continental design when there design of any Departrnent. the implementation of
is a street network improvement that upgrades sidewalk widths. SFMTA streetscape crosswalk upgrades.
With either the Howard/Folsom One-Way Option or Howard/Folsom Two-Way improvement
Option street network changes, the SFMTA shall, as feasible, widen the following project and
crosswalks: implemented as
• At the intersection of Third/Mission widen the east and west crosswalks. part of streetscape
• At the intersection of Fourth/Mission widen the east crosswalk, and widen the west construction.

crosswalk.

• At the intersection of Fourth/Townsend widen the west crosswalk.
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TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO)

This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan

area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility

of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an

asterisk (*).

Responsibility for Mitigation Monitoring/Report
Status/Date Completed

Mitigation Measures Im lementation Schedule Res onsibili

*M-TR~b: Accommodation of On-street Commercial Loading Spaces and Passenger SFMTA Prior to final SFMTA and Planning Considered complete upon

Loading/Unloading Zones.2 The SFMTA shall develop a curb management strategy design of each Department. completion of plans for each

(strategy) for Central SoMa or within proximity of the street network changes that SFMTA street segment of the street

articulates curb use priorities for different types of streets, while safely managing network project. network project and

loading demands. This strategy should guide the approach to any affected commercial following that an evaluation

and passenger loading/unloading zones (loading zones) during any City agency's of any affected loading

development of detailed plans for each segment of the proposed street network zones has occurred.

changes. Replacement of loading zones will be considered, to the extent feasible.

T'he SFMTA and the Planning Department shall 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.

Sponsors of development projects that provide more than 100,000 square feet of

residential or commercial uses with frontages along a public right-of-way identified on

the High Injury Network, with an existing or proposed Uicycle facility, or a public
right-of-way that includes public transit operations shall develop a Passenger Loading
Plan. The plan shall address passenger loading activities and related queueing effects
associated with for-hire services (including taxis, and Transportation Network
Companies) and vanpool services, as applicable. Elements of this Passenger Loading
Plan may include but would not be limited to the following measures:

• Coordination with for-hire vehicle companies to request passenger loading
zones are incorporated into companies' mobile app device to better guide
passengers and drivers where to pick up or drop off.

• Designated on-site and on-street loading zones that are clearly marked with
adequate signage to permit passenger loading space and allow no other
vehicles to stop/park for any duration of time. For these zones, set specific
time limits restricting vehicles to stopped/parked over a certain period of
time e. ., three minutes and alert assen ers that their driver will

2 M-TR-6b: Accommodation of On-street Commercial Loading Spaces and Passenger Loading/Unloading Zones is identified in Table A (Mitigation Measures to be implemented by City and County
of San Francisco) and Table B (Mitigation Measures to be implemented by the project sponsor).
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TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDTTIONS OF APPROVAL

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO)

This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan
area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility
of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an
asterisk (*).

Mitigation Measures ~
Responsibility for

Im lementation

Mitigation

Schedule

Monitoring/Report

Res onsibili
Status/Date Completed

-7-
depart arrive within the allotted timeframe.

• Notifications and information to visitors and employees about passenger
loading activities and operations, including detailed information on
vanpool services and locations of pick-up/drop-off of for-hire services.

• Detailed roles and responsibilities for managing and monitoring the
passenger loading zones) and properly enforcing any passenger vehicles
that are in violation (e.g., blocking bicycle lane, blocking a driveway, etc.).

The plan shall be reviewed and approved by the Environmental Review Officer or
designee of the Planning Department and the Sustainable Streets Director or designee
of the SFMTA. The plan shall be evaluated by a qualified transportation professional,
retained by the Project Sponsor after a buildings) reaches 50% occupancy and once a
year going forward until such time that the SFMTA determines that the evaluation is
no longer necessary or could be done at less frequent intervals. The content of the
evaluation report shall be determined by SFMTA staff, in consultation with the
Planning Department, and generally shall include an assessment of on-street loading
conditions, including actual loading demand, loading operation observations, and an
assessment of how the project meets this mitigation measure. The evaluation report
may be folded into other mitigation measure reporting obligations. If ongoing conflicts
are occurring based on the assessment, the evaluation report shall put forth additional
measures to address ongoing conflicts associated with loading operations. The
evaluation report shall be reviewed by SFMTA staff, which shall make the final
determination whether ongoing conflicts are occurring. In the event that ongoing
conflicts are occurring, the above plan requirements may be altered (e.g., the hour and
day restrictions listed above, number of loading vehicle operations permitted during
certain hours listed above).

E. Noise and Vibration

No mitigation measures required to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco.

F. Air Quality

M-AQ-5c: Update Au Pollution Exposure Zone for San Francisco Health Code Planning Department Ongoing at 5-year Planning Department and Ongoing at 5-year intervals.
Article 38. The Department of Public Health is required to update the Air Pollution and Department of intervals. Department of Public
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TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO)

This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan

area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable. mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility

of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an

asterisk (*).

Responsibility for Mitigation Monitoring/Report
Status/Date Completed

Mitigation Measures Im lementation Schedule Res onsibili
i:s

Exposure Zone Map in San Francisco Health Code Article 38 at least every five years.

The Planning Department shall coordinate. with the Department of Public Health to

update the Air Pollution Exposure Zone taking into account updated health risk

methodologies and traffic generated by the Central SoMa Plan.

Public Health (DPH). Health.

M-AQ-5e Central SoMa Air Quality Improvement Strategy. Planning Departrnent, Strategy will be Planning Deparhment, in Ongoing for the duration of

The Central SoMa Plan is expected to generate $22 million in revenue dedicated to in cooperation with developed within cooperation with other the Central SoMa Plan.

greening and air quality improvements. A portion of these monies shall be dedicated
other interested four years of the interested agencies or

to identifying and exploring the feasibility and effectiveness of additional measures
agencies or

organizations.

Central SoMa Plan

adoption.
organizations.

that would reduce the generation of, and/or exposure of such emissions to persons

whose primary residence is within the Plan Area and whose residence does not

provide enhanced venfilation that complies with San Francisco Health Code Article 38.

Objective 6.5 of the Plan calls for unprovements to air quality, with specific strategies

to support reduced vehicle miles traveled, increased greening around the freeway to

unprove air quality and use of building materials and technologies that improve

indoor and outdoor air quality. The Planning Deparhnent, in cooperation with other

interested agencies or organizations, shall consider additional actions for the Central

SoMa Plan Area with khe goal of reducing Plan-generated emissions and population

exposure including, but not lnnited to:

• Collection of air quality monitoring data that could provide decision

makers with information to identify specific areas of the Plan where

changes in air quality have occurred and focus air quality improvements

on these azeas

• Additional measures that could be incorporated into the Cites

Transportation Demand Management program with the goal of furkher

reducing vehicle trips

• Incentives for replacement or upgrade of existing emissions sources

Other measures to reduce pollutant exposure, such as distribution of

portable air cleaning devices

• Public education regarding reduang air pollutant emissions and their

health effects
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TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO)

This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan
area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility
of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an
asterisk (*).
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The Department shall develop a strategy to explore the feasibility of additional air
uali im rovements within four ears of lan ado tion.

G. Wind

No mitigation measures required to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco.

H. Shadow

No miti ation measures re uired to be im lemented b the Ci and Coun of San Francisco.

I. Hydrology and Water Quality (Combined Sewer System and Sea Level Rise)

No miti ation measures re uired to be im lemented b the Ci and Coun of San Francisco.

Biological Resources (from Initial Study)

No miti ation measures re uired to be im lemented b the Ci and Coun of San Francisco.

Hazardous Materials (from Initial Study)

No miti aHon measures re uired to be im lemented b the Ci and Coun of San Francisco.
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED

TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent

project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare aproject-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be

adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being. accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,

legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk (*).

Responsibility for Mitigation Monitoring/Report
Status/Date Completed

Mitigation Measures Im lementation Schedule Res onsibili

~IL~ti
A. Land Use

M-LU-2: Conflict with General Plan Environmental Protection Element Noise See Mitigation Measures NO-la and NO-lb.

Standards.

Implement Mitigation Measures NO-1a, Transportation Demand Management, and

Mitigation Measure NO-lb, Siting of Noise-Generating Uses, for new development

projects.

B. Aesthetics

No mitigation measures requimd to Ue implemented Uy the Project Sponsor.

C. Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Mitigation Measure M-CP-1a: Mandatory Consultation Regazding Avoidance or Project sponsor and Prior to approval Planning Departrnent Considered complete when

Minimization of Effects on-Historical Resources. The project sponsor of a subsequent qualified historic of project environmental document

development project in the Plan Area shall consult with the Planning Department at preservation expert for environmental approved by Environmental

the time of submittal of an environmental evaluation application or consolidated each subsequent project document. Review Officer.

development application to deternune whether there are feasible means to avoid a undertaken in the

substantial adverse change in the si~tificance of an historic architectural resource Central SoMa Plan

(including historic districts), whether previously identified or identified as part of the Area.

projects historical resources analysis. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section

15064.5(6), "[s]ubstantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource

means physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its

immediate surroundings such that the significance of a historical resource would be

materially impaired." If avoidance is not feasible, the project sponsor shall consult

with Planning Departrnent staff to determine whether there are feasible means to

reduce effects on historic architectural resource(s). Avoidance and minimization

measures shall seek to retain the resources character-defining features, and may

include, but are not limited to: retention of character-defining features, building

setbacks, salvage, or adaptive reuse. In evaluating the feasibility of avoidance or

reduction of effects, the Plannin De artment shall consider whether avoidance or
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would deternune the applicability of each measure and prepare aproject-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk (*).

Mitigation Measures
Responsibility for
Im lementation

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Report
Res onsibili

Status/Date Completed

- 11-
reduction can be accomplished successfully within a reasonable period of time, taking
into account economic, environmental, legal, social and technological factors, along
with the Central SoMa Plan policies and project objectives. The applicability of each
factor would vary from project to project, and would be determined by staff on a case-
by-case basis.

Should Planning Department staff determine through the consultation process that
avoidance or reduction of effects on historic architectural resources is infeasible,
Measures M-CP-1b, M-CP-lc, M-CP-ld, and/or M-CP-le, shall be applicable.

M-CP-1b: Documentation of Historical Resource(s). Where avoidance of effects to a Project sponsor and Prior to the start of Planning Departrnent Considered complete upon
less-than-significant level is not feasible, as described in M-CP-la, the project sponsor qualified historic any demolition or (Preservation Technical submittal of final HABS
of a subsequent development project in the Plan Area shall undertake historical preservation expert for adverse alteration Specialist). documentation to the
documentation prior to the issuance of demolition or site pernuts. To document the each subsequent project on a designated Preservation Technical
buildings more effectively, the sponsor shall prepare Historic American Buildings undertaken in the historic resource. Specialist.

Survey (HABS)-level photographs and an accompanying HABS Historical Report, Central SoMa Plan

which shall be maintained on-site, as well as in the appropriate repositories, including
Area.

but not limited to, the San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Architectural
Heritage, the San Francisco Public Library, and the Northwest Information Center. T'he
contents of the report shall include an architectural description, historical context, and
statement of significance, per HABS reporting standards. The documentation shall be
undertaken by a qualified professional who meets the standards for history,
architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), as set forth by the Secretary of the
Interior's Professional Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 61).
HABS documentation shall provide the appropriate level of visual documentation and
written narrative based on the nnportance of the resource (types of visual
documentation typically range from producing a sketch plan to developing measured
drawings and view camera (4x5) black and white photographs). T'he appropriate level
of NABS documentation and written narrative shall be determined by the Planning
De artment's Preservation staff. T'he re ort shall be reviewed b the Plannin
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED

TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent

project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare aproject-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk (*).

Responsibility for Mitigation Monitoring/Report
Status/Date CompletedMitigation Measures Im lementation Schedule Res onsibili

-12-
Department's Preservation staff for completeness. In certain instances, Department

Preservation staff may request HABS-level photography, a historical report, and/or

measured architectural drawings of the existing building(s).

M-CP-1c: Oral Histories. For projects that would demolish a historical resource or Project sponsor and Prior to the start of Professional historian, Considered complete upon

contributor to a historic district for which Planning Department preservation staff qualified historic any demolition or Planning Departrnent submittal of completed oral

determined that such a measure would be effective and feasible, the project sponsor preservation expert for adverse alteration (Preservation Technical histories to the San

shall undertake an oral history project prior to demolition or adverse alteration of the each subsequent project on a designated Specialist). Francisco Public Library or

resource that includes interviews of people such as residents, past owners, or former undertaken in the historic resource. other interested historical

emplogees. The project shall be conducted by a professional historian in conformance Central SoMa Plan institution.

with the Oral History Association's Principles and Standards Area.

(http://alpha.dickinson/edu/oha/pub_eg.html). In addition to transcripts of the

interviews, the oral history project shall include a narrative project summary report

containing an introduction to the project, a methodology description, and brief

summazies of each conducted interview. Copies of the completed oral history project

shall be submitted to the San Francisco Public Library, Planning Department, or other

interested historical institutions.

M-CP-1d: Interpretive Program. For projects that would demolish a historical Project sponsor and Prior to the start of Planning Departrnent Considered complete upon

resource or contributor to a historic district for which Department Preservation staff qualified historic any demolition or (Preservation Technical installation of display.

determined that such a measure would be effective and feasible, the project sponsor preservation individual adverse alteration Specialist).

shall work with Department Preservation staff or other qualified professional to for each subsequent of a designated

institute an interpretive program on-site that references the property's history and the project undertaken in historic resource.

contribution of the historical resource to the broader neighborhood or historic district. the Central SoMa Plan

An example of an interpretive program is the creation of historical e~ibits, Area.

incorporating a display featuring historic photos of the affected resource and a

description of its historical significance, in a publicly accessible location on the project

site. This may include a website or publically-accessible display. The contents of the

interpretative program shall be determined by the Planning Department Preservation

staff. The development of the interpretive displays should be overseen by a qualified

rofessional who meets the standards for histo ,architectural histo , or architecture
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
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project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare aproject-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
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legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk (*).
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p
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(as appropriate) set forth by the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualification
Standards (36 Code of Federal Re~ulatibns, Part 61). An outline of the format, location
and content of the interpretive displays shall be reviewed and approved by the San
Francisco Planning Departrnent's Preservation staff prior to issuance of a demolition
permit or site permit. The format, location and content of the interpretive displays
must be finalized prior to issuance of any Building Permits for the project.

M-CP-le: Video Recordation. For projects that would demolish a historical resource Project sponsor and Prior to the stazt of Qualified videographer, Considered complete upon
or contributor to a historic district for which Depaztment Preservation staff qualified historic any demolition or Planning Department submittal of completed
determined that such a measure would be effective and feasible, the project sponsor preservation individual adverse alteration (Preservation Technical video documentation to the
shall work with Department Preservation staff or other qualified professional, to for each subsequent of a designated Specialist). San Francisco Public
undertake video documentation of the affected historical resource and its setting. The project undertaken in historic resource. Library or other interested
documentation shall be conducted by a professional video~rapher, preferably one the Central SoMa Plan historical institution.
with experience recording architectural resources. The documentation shall be Area.
narrated by a qualified professional who meets the standards for history, architectural
history, or azchitecture (as appropriate), as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior's
Professional Quali~icaHon Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 61). The
documentation shall use visuals in combination with narration about the materials,
construction methods, current condition, historic use, and historic context of the
historical resource.

Archival copies of the video documentation shall be submitted to the Planning
Department, and to repositories including but not limited to the San Francisco Public
Library, Northwest Informafion Center, and California Historical Society. 'This
mitigation measure would supplement the traditional HABS documentation, and
would enhance the collection of reference materials that would be available to the
public and inform future research.

The video documentation shall be reviewed and approved by the San Francisco
Planning DepaztmenYs Preservation staff prior to issuance of a demolition pernut or
site permit or issuance of any Building Permits for the project.

M-CP-3a: Protect Historical Resources from Adjacent Construction Activities. The Project sponsor and Prior to the start of Planning Department Considered complete upon
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Responsibility for Mitigation Monitoring/Report
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project sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall consult with Planning qualified historic any demolition, (ERO and, optionally, acceptance by Planning

Department Environmental Plannin~/Preservation staff to determine whether preservation individual construction or Preservation Technical Department of construction

buildings constitute historical resources that could be adversely affected by for each applicable earth movement. Specialist). specifications to avoid
construction-generated vibration. For purposes of this measure, nearby historic suUsequent project damage to adjacent and

buildings shall include those within 100 feet of a construction site for a subsequent undertaken in the nearby historic buildings.

development project if pile driving would be used at that site; otherwise, it shall Central SoMa Plan

include historic buildings within 25 feet if vibratory and vibration-generating Area.

construction equipment, such as jackhammers, drill rigs, bulldozers, and vibratory

rollers would be used. If one or more historical resources is identified that could be

adversely affected, the project sponsor shall incorporate into construction

specifications for the proposed project a requirement that the construction

contractors) use all feasible means to avoid damage to adjacent and nearby historic

buildings. Such methods may include maintaining a safe distance between the

construction site and the historic buildings (as identified by the Planning Department
Preservation staff, using construction techniques that reduce vibration (such as using

concrete saws instead of jackhammers or hoe-rams to open excavation trenches, the

use of non-vibratory rollers, and hand excavation), appropriate excavation shoring

methods to prevent movement of adjacent structures, and providing adequate security

to minimize risks of vandalism and fire. No measures need be applied if no vibratory

equipment would be employed or if there are no historic buildings within 100 feet of

the project site.

M-CP-3b: Construction Monitoring Program foi Historical Resources. For those Project sponsor and Prior to and during Planning Departrnent Considered complete upon
historical resources identified in Mitigation Measure M-CP-3a, and where heavy constrixction contractor construction (Preservation Technical submittal to Planning
equipment would be used on a subsequent development project, the project sponsor of for each applicable activity identified Specialist). Department of post-
such aproject shall undertake a monitoring program to minunize damage to historic subsequent project by Planning construction report on

buildings and to ensure that any such damage is documented and repaired. The undertaken in the Departrnent as construction monitoring

monitoring program, which shall apply within 100 feet where pile driving would be Central SoMa Plan potentially program and effects, if any,
used and within 25 feet otherwise, shall include khe following components, subject to Area. damaging to on proxunate historical
access being granted by the owner (s) of adjacent properties, where applicable. Prior to historic resources.

the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the project sponsar shall engage a historic building(s).
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architect or qualified historic preservation professional to undertake a pre-
construction survey of historical resources) identified by the San Francisco Planning
Depaztrnent within 125 feet of planned construction to document and photograph the
buildings' existing conditions. Based on the construction and condition of the
resource(s), the consultant shall also establish a standard maximum vibration level
that shall not be exceeded at each building, based on existing condition, character-
defining. features, soils conditions, and anticipated construction practices (a common
standard is 0.2 inch per second, peak particle velocity). To ensure that vibration levels
do not exceed the established standard, the project sponsor shall monitor vibration
levels at each structure and shall prohibit vibratory construction activities that
generate vibration levels in excess of the standard. Should owner permission not be
granted, the project sponsor shall employ alternative methods of vibration monitoring
in areas under control of the project sponsor.

Should vibration levels be observed in excess of the standard, construction shall be
halted and alternative construction techniques put in practice, to the extent feasible.
(For example, pre-drilled piles could be substituted for driven piles, if feasible based
on soils conditions; smaller, lighter equipment might be able to be used in some cases.)
T'he consultant shall conduct regular periodic inspections of each building during
ground-disturbing activity on the project site. Should damage to either building occur,
the buildings) shall be remediated to its pre-construction condition at the conclusion
of ground-disturbing activity on the site.

M-CP-4a: Project-Specific Preliminary Archeological Assessment. This archeological Project sponsor, During the Planning Department Considered complete upon
mitigation measure shall apply to any project involving any soils-disturbing or soils- Planning Department's environmental (ERO; Departments submittal of PAR to ERO.
unproving activities including excavation, utilities instailation, grading„ soils archeologist or qualified review of archeologist or qualified
remediation, compaction/chemical grouting to a depth of 5 feet or greater below archaeological subsequent archaeological consultant).
ground surface, for which no archeological assessment report has been prepared. consultant, and projects.
Projects to which this mitigation measure applies shall be subject to Preliminary Planning Departrnent
Archeology Review (PAR) by the San Francisco Planning Department archeologist. Environmental Review

Based on the PAR, the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) shall determine if there is Officer (Eft0) for each

a otential for effect to an archeolo 'cal resource, includin human remains, and, if so, subsequent project
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~i[~

what further actions are warranted to reduce the potential effect of the project on undertaken in the

archeological resources to aless-than-significant level. Such actions may include Central SoMa Plan

project redesign to avoid the potential to affect an archeological resource; or further Area.

investigations by an archeological consultant, such as preparation of aproject-specific

Archeological Research Design and Treatment Pian (ARDTP) or the undertaking of an

archeological monitoring or testing program based on an azcheological monitoring or

testing plan. The scope of the ARDTP, archeological testing or archeological

monitoring plan shall be determined in consultation with the ERO and consistent with

the standazds for archeological documentation established by the Office of Historic

Preservation (OHP) for purposes of compliance with CEQA (OHP Preservation

Planning Bulletin No. 5). Avoidance of effect to an archeological resource is always the

preferred option.

M-CP-4b: Procedures for Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources. This Project sponsor, During soil- Planning Department Considered complete upon

mitigation measure is required for projects that would result m soil disturbance and contractor, Planning disturbing (ERO; Planning ERO's approval of FARR.

are not subject to Mitigation Measure M-CP-4a. Departrnent's activities. Department archeologist).

Should any indication of an archeological resource, including human remains, be archeologist or qualified

encountered during any soils-disturbing activity of the project, the project head archaeological

foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall consultant, and

immediately suspend any soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery Planning Department

until the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. Environmental Review

If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project
Officer (ERO) for each

site, the project sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological consultant from
suUsequent project

~dertaken in the
the pool of qualified archeological consultants maintained by the San Francisco

Central SoMa Plan
Planning Department archeologist. The archeological consultant shall advise the ERO

Area.
as to whether the discovery is an archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity,

and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource

is present, the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological

resource. The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what

action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if

warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.
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Measures might include preservation in situ of the archeological resource, an
archeological monitoring program, an azcheological testing program, or an
archeological treatment program. If an archeological treatment program, archeological
monitoring program or archeological testing program is required, it shall be consistent
with the Planning Department's Environmental Planning (EP) division guidelines for
such programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor immediately
implement a site security program if the archeological resource is at risk from
vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions. If human remains are found all
applicable state laws will be followed as outlined in Impact CP-7 and an archeological
treatment program would be unplemented in consultation with appropriate
descendant groups and approved by the ERO.

The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources
Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered
archeological resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods
employed in the archeological monitoring/data recovery pro~ram(s) undertaken.
Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a
separate removable insert within the final report.

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once
approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California
Archeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one
copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC.
'The Environmental Planning Division of the San Francisco Planning Department shall
receive one bound copy, one unbound copy, and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy
on a CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR
523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest
or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and
distribution from that presented above.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-5: Project-Specific Tribal Culhxral Resource Assessment Planning Departments During the Planning Department Considered complete if no
This tribal cultural resource miti ation measure shall a 1 to an ro'ect involvin archeolo ist, California environmental archeolo ist, Plannin Tribal Cultural Resource is
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any soils-disturbing or soils-improving activities including excavation, utilities Native American tribal review of Departrnent-qualified discovered or Tribal

installation, grading, soils remediation, compaction/chemical grouting to a depth of 5 representative, Planning subsequent archeological consultant, Cultural Resource is

feet or greater below ground surface. Department-qualified projects. project sponsor. discovered and either

Projects to which this mitigation measure applies shall be reviewed for the potential to archeological preserved in-place or

affect a tribal cultural resource in tandem with the preliminary archeology review of consultant. project effects to Tribal

the project by the San Francisco Planning Department archeologist. For projects Cultural Resource are

requiring a mitigated negative declaration or environmental impact report, the mitigated by

Planning Department "Notification Regarding Tribal Cultural Resources and CEQA" implementation of Planning

shall be distributed to the departments tribal distribution list. Consultation with Department approved

California Native American tribes regarding the potential of the project to affect a interpretive program.

tribal cultural resource will occur at the request of any notified tribe. For all projects

subject to this mitigation measure, if staff determines that the proposed project may

have a potential significant adverse effect on a tribal cultural resource, then the

following shall be required as determined warranted by the ERO.

If staff determines that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resource is both

feasible and effective, based on information provided by the applicant regarding

feasibility and other available information, then the project azcheological consultant

shall prepaze an archeological resource preservation plan. Implementation of the

approved plan by the archeological consultant shall be required when feasible. If staff

determines that preservation—in-place of the Tribal Cultural Resource is not a

sufficient or feasible option, then the project sponsor shall unplement an interpretive

program of the resource in coordination with affiliated Native American tribal

representatives. An interpretive plan produced in coordination with affiliated Native

American tribal representatives, at a minimum, and approved by the ERO shall be

required to guide the interpretive program. The plan shall identify proposed locations

for installations or displays, the proposed content and materials of those displays ar

installation, the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and along-term

maintenance program. The interpretive program may include artist installations,

preferably by local Native American artists, oral histories with local Native Americans,

artifacts dis la s and inter retation, and educational anels or other informational
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displays.

D. Transportation and Circulation

*M-TR-3a: Transit Enhancements3. The following are City and County and sponsors of Sponsors of subsequent Ongoing Planning Departrnent and Ongoing
subsequent development projects that would reduce the transit impacts associated with development projects project sponsor.
implementation of the Central SoMa Plan. with off-street vehiculaz
Enhanced Transit Funding. To accommodate project transit demand, the SFMTA, and other parking facilities with
City agencies and departments as appropriate, shall seek sufficient operating and capital 20 or more vehicular
funding, including through the following measures: parking spaces shall

• Establish fee-based sources of revenue. ensure that recurring

• Establish acongestion-charge scheme for downtown San Francisco, with all or a
vehicle queues do not
substantially affectportion of the revenue collected going to support unproved local and regional

Public transit operationstransit service on routes that serve Downtown and the Central SoMa Plan Area.
on the public right-of-

• Area Plan funding for transit enhancements.
way near the off-street

Transit Corridor Improvement Reoiew. During the design phase, the SFMTA shall review vehiculaz parking
each street network project that contains portions of Muni transit routes where facility.
significant transit delay impacts have been identified (routes 8 Bayshore, 8AX
Bayshore Express, SBX 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 lunited to, transit-only lanes, transit signal priority, queue
jumps, stop consolidation, lunited or express service, comer or sidewalk bulbs, and
transit boarding islands, as determined by the SFMTA, to enhance transit service times
and offset transit dela . An subse uent than es to the street network desi s shall be

3 M-TR-3a: Transit Enhancements is identified in both Table A (Mitigation measures to be implemented by City and County of San Francisco) and Table B (Mitigation Measures to be implemented
by the project sponsor).
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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 ]ink land use planning and

development in Central SoMa to transit and other sustainable transportation 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

khe pedestrian environment aze notably unattractive and intimidating for

pedestrians and diswurage wallcing 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 maybe found in much

of the Central SoMa area.

• Implement building design features that promote prunary 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.

• 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 unprovements.

• Sponsors of development projects with off-street vehicular parking facilities
with 20 or more vehicular parking spaces shall ensure that recurring vehicle
queues do not substantially affect public transit operations on the public
right-of-way near the off-street vehicular parking facility. A vehicle queue is
defined as one or more vehicles (destined to the parking facility) blocking
any portion of any public street, alley or sidewalk for a consecutive period
of three minutes or longer on a daily or weekly basis.

ff a recurring queue occurs, the owner/operator of the parking facility shall
employ abatement methods as needed to abate the queue. Appropriate
abatement me#hods will va de endin on the characteristics and causes of
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the recurring queue, as well as the characteristics of the parking facility, the
streets) to which the facility connects, and the associated land uses (if
applicable).

Suggested abatement methods include but are not limited to the following:
redesign of facility to improve vehicle circulation and/or onsite queue
capacity; employment of parking attendants; installation of LOT FULL signs
with active management by parking attendants; use of valet parking or other
space-efficient parking techniques; 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 demand management
strateges such as those listed in the San Francisco Planning Code TDM
Program.

If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, suspects that a recurring queue
is present, the Department shall notify the property owner in writing. Upon
request, the owner/operator shall hire a qualified transportation consultant to
evaluate the conditions at the site for no less than seven days. The consultant
shall prepare a monitoring report to be submitted to the Department for
review. If the Department determines that a recurring queue does exist, the
facility owner/operator shall have 90 days from the date of the written
determination to abate the queue.

Muni Storage and Matntenance. 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.

M-TR-6a: Driveway and Loading Operations Plan (DLOP). Sponsors of development Project sponsors of Prior to the SFMTA and Planning Considered complete for
projects that provide more than 100,000 square feet of residential, office, industrial, or subsequent projects approval of any Departrnent. each subsequent
commercial uses shall prepare a DLOP, and submit the plan for review and approval undertaken in the building permit. development project upon
by the Planning Department and the SFMTA in order to reduce potential conflicts Central SoMa Plan Area approval of a DLOP.
between driveway operations, including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles of more than 100,000
and vehicles, and to maximize reliance of on-site loading spaces to accommodate new square feet of
loading demand. The DLOP shall be submitted along with a building permit and residential or
approval should occur prior to the certificate of occupancy. commercial uses;
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Prior to preparing the DLOP, the project sponsor shall meet with the Planning SFMTA; Planning

Department and the SFMTA to review the proposed number, location, and design of Department

the on-site loading spaces, as well as the projected loading demand during the

entitlement/environmental review process. In addition to reviewing the on-site

loading spaces and projected loading demand, the project sponsor shall provide the

Planning Department and SFMTA a streetscape plan that shows the location, design,

and dimensions of all existing and proposed streetscape elements in the public right-

of-way. In the event that the number of on-site loading spaces does not accommodate

the projected loading demand for the proposed development, the project sponsor shall

pursue with the SFMTA conversion of nearby on-street parking spaces to commercial

loading spaces, if determined feasible by the SFMTA.

The DLOP shall be revised to reflect changes in accepted technology or operation

protocols, or changes in conditions, as deemed necessary by the Planning Department

and the SFMTA. The DLOP shall include the following components, as appropriate to

the type of development and adjacent street characteristics:

• Loading Dock Management. To ensure that off-street loading facilities are

efficienfly used, and that trucks that are longer than can be safely

accommodated are not permitted to use a building's loading dock, the project

sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall develop a plan for

management of the buildings loading dock and shall ensure that tenants in the

building are informed of lunitations and conditions on loading schedules and

truck size. The management plan could include strategies such as the use of an

attendant to direct and guide trucks, installing a "Full" sign at the

gazage/loading dock driveway, limiting activity during peak hours, installation

of audible and/or visual waning devices, and other features. Additionally, as

part of the project application process, the project sponsor shall consult with the

SFMTA concerning the desigi of loading and parking facilities.

• GaragelLoading Dock Attendant. If warranted by project-specific conditions, the

project sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall ensure that

buildin mana ement em to s attendant s for the ro ecrs arkin aza e
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and/or loading dock, as applicable. The attendant would be stationed as
determined by the project-specific review analysis, typically at the project's
driveway to direct vehicles entering and exiting the building and avoid any
safety-related conflicts with pedestrians on the sidewalk during the a.m. and
p.m. peak periods of traffic, bicycle, and pedestrian activity, with extended
hours as dictated by traffic, bicycle and pedestrian conditions and by activity
in the project garage and loading dock. Each project shall also install audible
and/or visible warning devices, or comparably effective warning devices as
approved by the Planning Department and/or the SFMTA, to alert pedestrians
of the outbound vehicles from the parking garage and/or loading dock, as
applicable.

• Large Truck Access. The loading dock attendant shall dictate the maximum size
of truck that can be accommodated at the on-site loading area. In order to
accommodate any large trucks (i.e., generally longer than 40 feet) that may
require occasional access to the site (e.g., large move-in trucks that need
occasional access to both residential and commercial developments), the
DLOP plan shall include procedures as to the location of on-street
accommodation, time of day restrictions for accommodating lazger vehicles,
and procedures to reserve available curbside space on adjacent streets from the
SFMTA.

• Trash/Recycling/Compost Collection Design and Management. When designs for
buildings are being developed, the project sponsor or representative shall
meet with the appropriate representative from Recology (or other trash
collection firm) to determine the location and type of
trash/recycling/compost bfns, frequency of collections, and procedures for
collection activities, including the location of Recology trucks during
collection. The location of the trash/recycling/compost storage rooms) for
each building shall be indicated on the building plans prior to submittal of
plans to the Building Department. Procedures for collection shall ensure that
the collection bins are not laced within an sidewallc, bi cle facili ,
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parking lane or travel lane adjacent to the project site at any time.

• Delivery Storage. Design the loading dock area to allow for unassisted

delivery systems (i.e., a range of delivery systems that eliminate the need for

human intervention at the receiving end), particularly for use when the

receiver site (e.g., retail space) is not in operaiaon. Examples could include

the receiver site providing a key or electronic fob to loading vehicle

operators, which enables the loading vehicle operator to deposit the goods

inside the business or in a secured area that is separated from the business.

The final DLOP and all revisions shall be reviewed and approved by the

Environmental Review Officer or designee of the Planning Department and the

Sustainable Streets Director or designee of the SFMTA. The DLOP will be

memorialized in the notice of special restrictions on the project site permit.

*M-'TR-6b: Accommodation of On-street Coaunercial Loading Spaces and Passenger SFMTA, Planning Prior to receipt of SFMTA, Planning Plan considered complete
Loading/Unloading Zones.4 T'he SFMTA shall develop a curb management strategy Departrnent, and final Certificate of Department, and project upon approval by SFMTA

(strategy) for Central SoMa or within proximity of the street network changes that sponsors of subsequent Occupancy. sponsor. and the Planning

articulates curb use priorities for different types of streets, while safely managing development projects Department. Monitoring

loading demands. This strategy should guide the approach to any affected commercial that provide more than ongoing.

and passenger loading unloading zones (loading zones) during any City agency's 100,000 squaze feet of

development of detailed plans for each segment of the proposed street network residential or

changes. Replacement ofloading zones will be considered, to the extent feasible. commercial uses with

The SFMTA and the Planning Department should develop protocols for ongoing frontages along a public

assessment of commercial and passenger loading needs. on the affected streets, and for right-of-way identified

review of new development projects along the affected street segments to identify on the High Injury

needed changes to the street network design (e.g., when a new driveway to a Network, with an

development site is required), or need for additional on-street commercial and existing or proposed

passenger loading spaces. bicycle facility, or public

4 M-TR-6b: Accommodation of On-street Commercial Loading Spaces and Passenger Loading/[Tnloading Zones is identified in Table A (Mitigation Measures to be implemented by CiTy and County

of San Francisco) and Table B (Mitigation Measures to be implemented by the project sponsor) as the responsibility for implementation is shared by both parties.
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Sponsors of development projects that provide more than 100,000 square feet of right-of-way that
residential or commercial uses with frontages along a public right-of-way identified on includes public transit
the High Injury Network, with an existing or proposed bicycle facility, or include operations, shall
public transit operations shall develop a Passenger Loading Plan. The plan shall develop a Passenger
address passenger loading activities and related queueing effects associated with for- Loading Plan.hire services (including taxis, and Transportation Network Companies) and the
vanpool services, as applicable. Elements of this Passenger Loading Plan may include
but would not be lunited to the following measures:

• Coordination with for-hire vehicle companies to request passenger loading
zones are incorporated into companies' mobile app device to better guide
passengers and drivers where to pick up or drop off.

• Desigiated on-site and on-street loading zones that are clearly marked with
adequate signage to permit passenger loading space and no other vehicles to
stop/park for any duration of time. For these zones, set specific time limits
restricting vehicles to stopped/pazked over a certain period of time (e.g.,
three minutes) and alert passengers that their driver will depazt/arrive
within the allotted timeframe.

• Notifications and information to visitors and employees about passenger
loading activities and operations, including detailed information on the
vanpool services and locations pick-up/drop-off of for-hire services.

• Detailed roles and responsibilities of managing and monitoring the
passenger loading zones) and to properly enforce any passenger vehicles
that are in violation (e.g., blocking bicycle lane, blocking a driveway, etc.).

The plan shall be reviewed and approved by the Environmental Review Officer or
designee of the Planning Department and the Sustainable Streets Director or designee
of the SFMTA. The plan shall be evaluated by a qualified transportation professional,
retained by the Project Sponsor after a buildings) reaches 50%occupancy and once a
year going forward untIl such time that the SFMTA determines that the evaluation is
no longer necessary or could be done at less frequent intervals. The content of the
evaluaflon report shall be determined by SFMTA staff, in consultarion with the
Plannin De artment, and enerall shall include an assessment of on-street loadin
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conditions, including actual loading demand, loading operation observations, and an

assessment of how the project meets this mitigation measure. The evaluation report

may be folded into other mitigation measure reporting obligations. If ongoing conflicts
are occurring based on the assessment, the plan evaluation report shall put forth

additional measures to address ongoing conflicts associated with loading operations.
The evaluation report shall be reviewed by SFMTA staff, which shall make the final

determination whether ongoing conflicts are occurring. In the event that the ongoing

conflicts aze occurring, the above plan requirements may be altered (e.g., the hour and

day restrictions listed above, number of loading vehicle operations permitted during

certain hours listed above, etc.).

Mitigation Measure M-TR-8: Emergency Vehicle Access Consultation. SFMTA Prior to final SFMTA and Planning Considered complete upon

For street network projects that reduce the number of available vehicle travel lanes for design of each Departrnent. adoption of street network

a total distance of more than one block where transit-only lanes are not SFMTA street project design.

provided: Street network projects shall be designed to comply with adopted city
network project.

codes regarding street widths, curb widths, and turning movements. To the degree

feasible while still accomplishing safety-related project objectives, SFMTA shall design

street network projects to include features that create potential opportunities for cars

to clear travel lanes for emergency vehicles. Examples of such features include:

curbside loading zones, customized signal timing, or other approaches developed

through ongoing consultation between SFMTA and the San Francisco Fire

De artrnent.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-9: Construction Management Plan and Construction Project sponsor of each. Prior to the start of SFMTA, SF Public Works, Considered complete upon
Coordination. Construcrion Management Plan—For projects within the Plan Area, the subsequent project each projects and Planning Departrnent. approval of each
project sponsor shall develop and,. upon review and approval by the SFMTA and undertaken in the construction, and construction management
Public Works, unplement a Construction Management Plan, addressing Central SoMa Plan throughout the plan and completion of each
transportation-related circulation, access, staging and hours of delivery. The Area. construction projects construction.
Construction Management Plan would disseminate appropriate information to period.

contractors and affected agencies with respect to coordinating construction activities to
minimize overall disru tion and ensure that overall circulation in the ro'ect area is
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maintained to the extent possible, with particulaz focus on ensuring transit, pedestrian,
and bicycle connectivity. The Construction Management Plan would supplement and
expand, rather than modify or supersede, any manual, regulations, or provisions set
forth by the SFMTA, Public Works, or other City departments and agencies, and the
California Departrnent of Transportation.

If construction of the proposed project is determined to overlap with nearby adjacent
projects) as to result in transportation-related impacts, the project sponsor or its
contractors) shall consult with various City departments such as the SFMTA and
Public Works, and other interdepartmental meetings as deemed necessary by the
SFMTA, Public Works, and the Planning Departrnent, to develop a Coordinated
Construction Management Plan. The Coordinated Construction Management Plan, to
be prepared by the contractor, would be reviewed by the SFMTA and would address
issues of circulation (traffic, pedestrians, and bicycle), safety, parking and other project
construction in the area. Based on review of the construction logistics plan, the project
may be required to consult with SFMTA Muni Operations prior to construction to
review potential effects to nearby transit operations.

The Construction Management Plan and, if required, the Coordinated Construction
Management Plan, shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

• Restricted Construction Truck Access Hours—Limit construction truck movements
during the hours between 7:00 and 9:00 a.m. and between 4:00 and 7:00 p.m., and
other times if required by the SFMTA, to minimize disruption to vehicular traffic,
including transit during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods.

• Construction Truck Routing Plans—Identify optimal truck routes between the
regional facilities and the project site, taking into consideration truck routes of other
development projects and any construction activities affecting the roadway
network.

• Coordination of Temporary Lane and Sidewalk Closures—The project sponsor shall
coordinate travel lane closures with other projects requesting concurrent lane and
sidewalk closures throu h interde artmental meetin s, to m;n;mi~e the extent and
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duration of requested lane and sidewalk closures. Travel lane closures shall be

minimized especially along transit and bicycle routes, so as to limit the unpacts to

transit service and bicycle circulation and safety.

• Maintenance of Transit, Vehicle, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Access—The project

sponsor/construction contractors) shall meet with Public Works, SFMTA, the Fire

Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible

measures to include in the Coordinated Construction Management Plan to maintain

access for transit, vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians. This shall include an _

assessment of the need for temporary transit stop relocations or other measures to

reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation

effects during construction of the project.

• Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers—The construction

contractor shall include methods to encourage carpooling, bicycling, walk and

transit access to the project site by construction workers (such as providing transit

subsidies to construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking spaces,

participating in free-to-employee ride matching program from www.511.org,

participating in emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco

(www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to construction workers).

• Construcrion Worker Parking Plan—The locafion of construction worker parking shall

be identified as well as the persons) responsible for monitoring the implementation

of the proposed parking plan. The use of on-street parking to accommodate

construction worker parking shall be discouraged. All construction bid documents

shall include a requirement for the construction contractor to identify the proposed

location of construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of parking

spaces, and area where vehicles would enter and exit the site shall be required. If

off-site parking is proposed to accommodate construction workers, the location of

the off-site facility, number of pazking spaces retained, and description of how

workers would travel between off-site facili and ro'ect site shall be re aired.
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• Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents—To minimize

construction impacts on access for nearby institutions and businesses, the project
sponsor shall provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses with regularly-
updated information regarding project construction, including construction
activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane
closures, and lane closures. At regular intervals to be defined in the Construction
Management Plan and, if necessary, in the Coordinated Construction Management
Plan, a regular email notice shall be distributed by the project sponsor that shall
provide current construction information of interest to neighbors, as well as contact
information fors ecific construction in uiries ar concerns.

E. Noise and Vibration

Mitigation Measure M-NO-la: Transportation Demand Management for New Project sponsor and Project sponsor to Planning Department TDM Plan to be approved
Development Projects. Transportation Demand Management for New Development subsequent property submit TDM Plan as part of project approval;
Projects. To reduce vehicle noise from subsequent development projects in the Plan owners of development to Planning unplementation to continue
Area, the project sponsor and subsequent property owners (excluding 100 percent projects in the Central Department for on ongoing basis, with
affordable housing projects) shall develop and implement a TDM Plan for a proposed SoMa Plan Area. review prior to reporting as required by
projects net new uses (including net new accessory parking spaces) as part of project project text of TDM Plan.
approval. The scope and number of TDM measures included in the TDM Plan shall be consideration for
in accordance with Planning Departments TDM Program Standards for the type of approval.
development proposed, and accompanying appendices in the Planning Depaztrnent's
TDM Programs and Standards, except that projects with complete development
applications or Environmental Evaluation Applications (EEAs) on file with the
Planning Department before January 1, 2018 shall meet a minimum of 75% of the TDM
requirements in the Planning Departrnent's TDM Program Standards. The TDM
Program Standards and accompanying appendices are expected to be refined as
planning for the proposed TDM Ordinance continues. Each subsequent development
projects TDM Plan for proposed net new uses shall conform to the most recent
version of the TDM Program Standards and accompanying appendices available at the
time of the ro'ect A royal Action, as A royal Action is defined in Section 31.04
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of the San Francisco Administrative Code. The Planning Department shall review and

approve the TDM Plan, as well as any subsequent revisions to the TDM Plan. The

TDM Plan shall target a reduction in the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) rate (i.e., VMT

per capita), monitor and evaluate project performance (actual VMT), and adjust TDM

measures over time to attempt to meet VMT target reduction. This measure is

applicable to all projects within the Plan Area that do not otherwise qualify for an

exemption under Article 19 of the CEQA Guidelines. This measure is superseded for

those projects that are already required to fully comply with the T'DM Program

Standards (i.e., without reductions in target requirements) in the Plan Area. The TDM

Plan shall be developed in consultation with the Planning Department and rely

generally on implementation of measures listed in the Planning Departrnent TDM

Program Standards and accompanying appendices in effect at the time of the Project

Approval Action. The TDM program may include, but is not limited to the types of

measures, which are summarized below for explanatory example purposes. Actual

development project TDM measures shall be applied from the TDM Program

Standards and accompanying appendices, which describe the scope and applicabllity

of candidate measures in detail:

1. Active Transportation: Provision of streetscape improvements to encourage walking,

secure bicycle parking, shower and locker facilities for cyclists, subsidized bike share

memberships for project occupants, bicycle repair and maintenance services, and other

bicycle-related services;

2. Car-Share: Provision of car-share pazking spaces and subsidized memberships for

project occupants;

3. Delivery: Provision of amenities and services to support delivery of goods to project

occupants;

4. Family-0riented Measures: Provision of on-site childcare and other amenities to

support the use of sustainable transportation modes by families;

5. High-0ccupancy ~~ehicles: Provision of carpooling/vanpooling incentives and shutfle

bus service;

6. Information: Provision of muliimodal wa findin si e, trans ortation information
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displays, and tailored transportation marketing services;

7. Land Use: Provision of on-site affordable housing and healthy food retail services in
underserved areas; and

8. Parking. Provision of unbundled parking, short-term daily parking provision, parking
cash out offers, and reduced off-street parking supply.

M-NO-lb: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses. To reduce potential conflicts between Planning Department; Analysis to be Planning Department and Considered complete upon
existing sensitive receptors and new noise-generating uses, for new development project sponsor of each completed during Departrnent of Building project approval of
including PDR, Place of Entertainment, or other uses that may require the siting of subsequent noise- environmental Inspection (DBI). subsequent development
new emergency generators/fire pumps or noisier-than-typical mechanical equipment, generating project, as review of projects by Planning
or facilities that generate substantial nighttime truck and/ar bus traffic that would specified in mitigation subsequent Department/ Planning
potentially generate noise levels substantially in excess of ambient noise (either short- measure, in the Central projects in the Plan Commission or approval of
term during the nighttime hours, or as a 24-hour average), the Planning Depaztment SoMa Plan Area; Area. final plan set by DBI if
shall require the preparation of a noise analysis that includes, at a minimum, a site acoustical consultant Planning Departrnent
survey to identify potential noise-sensitive uses within 900 feet of, and that have a identifies project-specific
direct line-of-sight-to, the project site, and including at least one 24-hour noise noise reduction measures.
measurement (with maximum noise level readings taken so as to be able to accurately
describe ma~cimum levels reached during nighttime hours), prior to the first project
approval action. The analysis shall be prepared by persons qualified in acoustical
analysis and/or engineering and shall demonstrate that the proposed use would meet
the noise standard identified in San Francisco Police Code Article 29. Should any
concerns be present, the Department shall require the completion of a detailed noise
assessment by persons) qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering, and the
incorporation of noise reduction measures as recommended by the noise assessment
prior to the first project approval action.

M-NO-2a: General Construction Noise Control Measures. To ensure that project noise Project sponsor of each During Planning Department, Considered complete at the
from construction activities is reduced to the maxunum extent feasible, the project sponsor subsequent project in construction Department of BuIlding completion of construction
of a development project in the plan area that is within 100 feet ofnoise-sensitive receptors the Central SoMa Plan period. Inspection (as requested for each subsequent project.
shall undertake the following: Area; construction and/or on complaint
• Require the general contractor to ensure that equipment and trucks used for project general contractor. basis), Police Department

(on complaint basis).
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construction utilize the best available noise control techniques (e.g., improved

mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures and

acoustically-attenuating shields or shrouds), wherever feasible.

• Require the general contractor to locate stationary noise sources (such as

compressors) as far from adjacent or nearby sensitive receptors as possible, to

muffle such noise sources, and to construct barriers around such sources and/or the

construction site, which could reduce construction noise by as much as 5 dBA. To

further reduce noise, the contractor shall locate stationary equipment in pit areas or

excavated areas, if feasible.

• 1Zequire the general contractor to use impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement

breakers, and rock drills) that are hydraulically or electrically powered wherever

possible to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically

powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on

the compressed air exhaust shall be used, along with external noise jackets on the

tools, which could reduce noise levels by as much as 10 dBA.

• Include noise control requirements in specifications provided to construction

contractors. Such requirements could include, but are not limited to, performing all

work in a manner that minimizes noise to the extent feasible; use of equipment with

effective mufflers; undertaking the most noisy ackivities during times of least

disturbance to surrounding residents and occupants, as feasible; and selecting haul

routes that avoid residential buildings to the extent that such routes aze otherwise

feasible.

• Prior to the issuance of each building permit, along with the submission of

construction documents, submit to the Planning Department and Department of

Building Inspection (DBn a list of measures that shall be implemented and that shall

respond to and track complaints pertaining to construction noise. These measures

shall include (1) a procedure and phone numbers for notifying DBI and the Police

De artment (durin re lar construction hours and off-hours); (2) a si osted on-
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site describing noise complaint procedures and a complaint hotline number that
shall be answered at all times during construction; (3) designation of an on-site
construction complaint and enforcement manager for the project; and (4)
notification of neighboring residents and non-residential building managers within
300 feet of the project construction area at least 30 days in advance of extreme noise
generating activities (defined as activities generating anticipated noise levels of
80 dBA or greater without noise controls, which is the standard in the Police Code)
about the estimated duration of the activi

M-NO-2b: Noise and Vibration Control Measures During Pile Driving. For Project sponsor of each Prior to and during Project sponsor; Planning Considered complete after
individual projects that require pile driving, a set of site-specific noise attenuation subsequent project in the period of pile- Department and implementation of noise
measures shall be prepared under the supervision of a qualified acoustical consultant. the Central SoMa Plan driving. construction contractor; attenuation measures
These attenuation measures shall be included in construction of the project and shall Area and construction Department of Building during pile-driving
include as many of the following control strategies, and any other effective strategies, general contractor. Inspection (as requested activities and submittal of
as feasible: and/or on complaint final noise monitoring
• T'he project sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall require the basis). report to Planning

construction contractor to erect temporary plywood or similar solid noise barriers Departrnent.
along the boundaries of the project site to shield potential sensitive receptors and
reduce noise levels;

• The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall require the
construction contractor to implement "quiet' pIle-driving technology (such as pre-
drilling ofpiles, sonic pile drivers, and the use of more than one pile driver to
shorten the total pile driving duration), where feasible, with consideration of
geotechnical and structural requirements and soil conditions (including limiting
vibration levels to the FTA's 0.5 inches per second, PPV to minimize architectural
damage to adjacent structures);

• The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall require the
construction contractor to monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures
by taking noise measurements, at a distance of 100 feet, at least once per day during
pile-driving; and
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• The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall require that the

construction contractor limit pile driving activity to result in the least disturbance to

neighboring uses.

M-NO-3: Construction-Generated Vibration. See Mitigation Measures M-NO-2b, M-CP-3a, and M-CP-3b.

Implement Mitigation Measures M-NO-Zb, Noise and Vibration Conixol Measures

during Pile Driving, M-CP-3a, Pmtect Historical Resources from Adjacent

Conslrucfion Activities, and M-CP-3b, Construction Monitoring Program for

Historical Resources.

F. Air Qualit

M-AQ-3: Violation of an Air Quality Standard, ContriUute to an Existing or Projected See Mitigation Measure

Air Quality Violation, and/or Result in a Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase in M-NO-1a.

Criteria Air Pollutants.

Implement Mitigation Measure M-NO-la, Transportation Demand Management for

Development Projects.

M-AQ-3a: Education for Residential and Commercial Tenants Concerning Low- Project sponsor of each Prior to receipt of Planning Department and Project sponsor to submit

VOC Consumer Products. Prior to receipt of any certificate of final occupancy and subsequent project in final Certificate of Department of Building written information to

every five years thereafter, the project sponsor shall develop electronic correspondence the Central SoMa Plan Occupancy and Inspection (DBI). Planning Department prior

to be distributed by email or posted on-site annually to tenants of the project that Area; subsequent every five years to DBI issuance of

encourages the purchase of consumer products and paints that are better for the project owner; thereafter. Certificate of Occupancy;

environment and generate less VOC emissions. The correspondence shall encourage Homeowners' Sponsor or Owner to

environmentally preferable purchasing and shall include contact information and Association (for continue submittals at 5-

links to SF Approved. eondomiiuum projects). year intervals (ongoing).

M-AQ-3b: Reduce Operational Emissions. Proposed projects that would exceed the Project sponsor of each For warehouses Planning Departrnent and For warehouses and large

criteria air pollutant thresholds in this EIR shall implement the additional measures, as subsequent project in and large grocers, Department of Building grocers, considered

applicable and feasible, to reduce operational criteria air pollutant emissions. Such the Central SoMa Plan prior to issuance of Inspection. complete upon approval of

measures may include, but are not limited to, the following: Area; subsequent building permit. final construction plan set.

• For an ro osed refri erated warehouses or lar e eater than 20,000 s uare feet project owner, as On oin for On oin for maintenance
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grocery retailers, provide electrical hook-ups for diesel trucks with Transportation applicable based on maintenance use of use of architectural
Refrigeration Units at the loading docks. mitigation measure; architectural coatings.

• Use low- and super-compliant VOC architectural coatings in maintaining buildings. Homeowners' coatings. For generators and fire
"Low-VOC" refers to paints that meet the more stringent regulatory limits in South Association (for For generators and pumps, see Mitigation
Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 1113; however, many manufacturers condominium projects). fire pumps, see Measure M-AQ-5a.
have reformulated to levels well below these limits. These are referred to as "Super- Mitigation For other measures,
Compliant' architectural coatings. Measure M-AQ-5a. schedule to be determined

• Implement Mitigation Measure M-AQ-Sa, Best Available Control Technology for For other by Planning Department.
Diesel Generators and Fue Pumps. measures, schedule

• Other measures that are shown to effectively reduce criteria air pollutant emissions to be determined
onsite or offsite if emissions reductions are realized within the SFBAAB. Measures by Planning
to reduce emissions onsite are preferable to offsite emissions reductions. Department.

M-AQ-4a: Construction Emissions Analysis. Subsequent development projects that Project sponsors of During Planning Department Considered complete upon
do not meet the applicable screening levels or that the Planning Department otherwise projects in Central SoMa environmental (ERO, Air Quality approval of analysis by
determines could exceed one or more significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants Plan Area that do not review. technical staff. ERO.
shall undergo an analysis of the projecCs construction emissions. If no significance meet applicable
thresholds are exceeded, no further mitigation is required. If one or more significance screening levels;
thresholds are exceeded, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b would be applicable to the Planning Department
project.

M-AQ-4b: Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. If required based on the Project sponsor of Prior to the start of Planning Department Considered complete upon
analysis described in Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a or as required in Impact AQ-6 the applicable projects in diesel equipment (ERO, Air Quality Planning Departrnent
project sponsor shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the Central SoMa Plan use on site. technical staff . review and acceptance of
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) for review and approval by an Environmental Area; Planning Construction Emissions
Planning Air Quality Specialist. The Plan shall be desired to reduce air pollutant Depaztrnent. Minknization Plan.
emissions to the greatest degree practicable.

The Plan shall detail project compliance with the following requirements:

1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower and operating for more than 20
total hours over the entire duration of construction activities shall meet the
following requirements:
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a) Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel

engines shall be prohibited;

b) All off-road equipment shall have:

i. Engines that meet or exceed either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency or

California Air Resources Board Tier 2 off-road emission standards (or Tier 3

off-road emissions standards if NOx emissions exceed applicable
thresholds), and

ii. Engines that are retrofitted with an ARB Leve13 Verified Diesel Emissions
Control Strategy (VDECS), and

iii. Engines shall be fueled with renewable diesel (at least 99 percent renewable

diesel or R99).

c) Exceptions:

i. Exceptions to 1(a) maybe granted if the project sponsor has submitted
information providing evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO that an
alternative source of power is limited or infeasible at the project site and
that the requirements of this exception provision apply. Under this

circumstance, the sponsor shall submit documentation of compliance with
1(b) for onsite power generation.

ii. Exceptions to 1(b)(ii) may be granted if the project sponsor has submitted
information providing evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO that a
particular piece of off-road equipment with an ARB Level 3 VDECS (1) is
technically not feasible, (2) would not produce desired emissions reductions
due to expected operating modes, (3) installing the control device would

create a safety hazard or unpaired visibility for the operator, or (4) there is a
compelling emergency need to use off-road equipment that are not
retrofitted with an ARB Leve13 VDECS and the sponsor has submitted
documentation to the ERO that the requirements of this exception provision
apply. If granted an exception to 1(b)(ii), the project sponsor shall comply
with the requirements of 1(c)(iii).
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iii. If an exception is granted ptusuant to 1(c)(ii), the project sponsor shall

provide the next-cleanest piece of off-road equipment as provided by the
step down schedule in Table M-AQ-4:

TABLE M-AQ-4B:
OFF-ROAD EQUIPMENT COMPLIANCE STEP DOWN SCHEDULE'"

Compliance Engine Emission Emissions
Alternative Standard Control

1 Tier 2** ARB Leve12 VDECS

2 Tier 2 ARB Level l VDECS

* How to use the table. If the regirirements of 1(b) cannot be met, then the project
sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1. Should the project sponsor
not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then
Compliance Alternative 2 would need to be met. Should the project sponsor not be
able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then
Compliance Altemaflve 3 would need to be met.

"°' Tier 3 off road emissions standazds are required if NOx emissions exceed applicable
thresholds.

2. The project sponsor shall require the idling time for off-road and on-road
equipment be lunited to no more than two minutes, except as provided in
exceptions to the applicable State regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-
road equipment. Legible and visible signs shall be posted in multiple languages
(English, Spanish, Chinese) in designated queuing areas and at the construction site
to remind operators of the two minute idling 1unit.

3. The project sponsor shall require that construction operators properly maintain and
tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer specifications.
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4. The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase with a
description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every construction
phase. Off-road equipment descriptions and information may include, but is not
limited to, equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification

number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine

serial number, and expected fuel usage and hours of operation. For the VDECS
installed: technology type, serial number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB

verification number level, and installation date and hour meter reading on
installation date. For off-road equipment not using renewable diesel, reporting shall
indicate the type of alternative fuel being used.

5. The Plan shall be kept on-site and available for review by any persons requesting it

and a legible sign shall be posted at the perimeter of the construction site indicating

to the public the basic requirements of the Plan and a way to request a copy of the

Plan. The project sponsor shall provide copies of Plan as requested.

6. Reporting. Quarterly reports shall be submitted to the ERO indicating the

construction phase and off-road equipment information used during each phase

including the information required in Paragraph 4, above In addition, for off-road

equipment not using renewable diesel, reporting shall indicate the type of

alternative fuel being used.

Within six months of the completion of construction activities, the project sponsor

shall submit to the ERO a final report summarizing construction activities. The final

report shall indicate the start and end dates and duration of each construction

phase. For each phase, the report shall include detailed information required in

Paragraph 4. In addition, for off-road equipment not using renewable diesel,

reporting shall. indicate the type of alternative fuel being used.

7. Certification Statement and On-site Requirements. Prior to the commencement of

construction activities, the project sponsor shall certify (1) compliance with the Plan,

and (2) all applicable requirements of the Plan have been incorporated into contract

specifications.
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M-AQ-S: Operational Emissions of Fine Pazticulate Matter and Toxic Air
Contaminants that would Expose Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant
Concentrations

Implement Mitigation Measure M-NO-la, Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) for Development Projects.

See Mitigation Measure

M-NO-la.

M-AQ-5a: Best Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators and Fire Pwnps Project sponsors of For specifications, Planning Department Equipment specifications
All diesel generators and fire pumps shall have engines that (1) meet Tier 4 Final or projects in the Central prior to issuance of (ERO, Air Quality portion considered
Tier 4 Interim emission standards, or (2) meet Tier 2 emission standards and are SoMa Plan Area with building pemut for technical staff, complete when equipment
equipped with a California Air Resources Board Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions new diesel generators diesel generator or specifications approved by
Control Strategy. All diesel generators and fire pumps shall be fueled with renewable and/or fire pumps; fire pump. ERO.
diesel, R99, if commercially available. For each new diesel backup generator or fire Planning Departrnent. For maintenance, Maintenance portion is
pump permit submitted for the project, including any associated generator pads, ongoing. ongoing and records are
engine and filter specifications shall be submitted to the San Francisco Planning subject to Planning
Department for review and approval prior to issuance of a permit for the generator or Department review upon
fire pump from the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection. Once request.
operational, all diesel backup generators and Verified Diesel Emissions Control
Strategy shall be maintained in good working order in perpetuity and any future
replacement of the diesel backup generators, fire pumps, and Leve13 Verified Diesel
Emissions Control Strategy filters shall be required to be consistent with these
emissions specifications. The operator of the facility shall maintain records of the
testing schedule for each diesel backup generator and fire pump for the life of that
diesel backup generator and fire ptunp and provide this information for review to the
Planning Department within three months of requesting such information.

M-AQ-5b: Siting of Uses that Emit Particulate matter (PMzs), Diesel Pazticulate Project sponsors of Prior to first Planning Departrnent Considered complete upon
Matter, or Other Toxic Au Contaminants. To minimize potential exposure of projects in the Central project approval (ERO, Air Quality ERO review and approval
sensitive receptors to diesel particulate matter or substantial levels of toxic air SoMa Plan Area with action. technical staff. of air quality analysis and
contaminants as part of everyday operations from stationary or azea sources (other stationary equipment implementation of any
than the sources listed in M-AQ-5a), the San Francisco Planning Department shall other than diesel required measures to
require, during the environmental review process of such projects, but not later than generators and fire reduce emissions.
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TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
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This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Deparhnent would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare aproject-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
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Responsibility for Mitigation Monitoring/Report
Status/Date CompletedMitigation Measures Im lementation Schedule Res onsibili

~~~s
the first project approval action, the preparation of an analysis by a qualified air pumps that emit PMzs,

quality specialist that includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify residential or diesel particulate, or

other sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of the project site. For purposes of this other toxic air

measure, sensitive receptors are considered to include housing units; child care contaminants, as

centers; schools (high school age and below); and inpatient health care facilities, deternuned by the

including nursing or retirement homes and similar establishments. The assessment Planning Departrnent.

shall also include an estimate of emissions of toxic air contaminants from the source

and shall identify all feasible measures to reduce emissions. These measures shall be

incorporated into the project prior to the first approval action.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5d: Land Use Buffers around Active Loading Docks. Project sponsor of any Prior to approval Planning Department and Considered complete upon

Locate sensitive receptors as far away as feasible from truck activity areas including project in the Central of final plan set. Departrnent of Building approval of final plan set.

loading docks and delivery areas. SoMa Plan Area with Inspection.
sensitive receptors.

M-AQ-6a: Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. All projects within the Air Project sponsor of See Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b.

Pollutant F.~cposure Zone and newly added Air Pollutant Exposure Zone lots identified appflcable projects in

in Figure IV.F-2 shall comply with M-AQ-4b, Constrixction Emissions Minimization the CentralSoMa Plan

Plan. Area identified by the
Planning Departrnent.

M-AQ-6b: Implement Clean Construction Requirements. Construction of street Planning Departrnent, During Planning Departrnent Considered complete at the
network changes and open space improvements adjacent to newly added air pollution San Francisco Public construction of end. of construcflon for each

exposure zone lots identified in Figure IV.F-2 shall comply with the Clean Works, for sites in the each applicable applicable street network

Construction requirements for projects located within the APEZ. Central SoMa Plan Area street network and and open space
identified by the open space unprovementproject.

Planning Depaztrnent. improvement
project.

G. Wind

"'M-WI-1: Wind Hazard Criterion for the Plan Axea. In portions of the Central SoMa Project sponsors of During the Planning Department Considered complete upon

Plan area outside the C-3 Use Districts, ro'ects ro osed at a roof hei ht eater than ro'ects in the Central environmental a royal of final
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85 feet shall be evaluated by a qualified wind expert as to their potential to result in a SoMa Plan Area in review process for construction plan set.
new wind hazazd exceedance or aggravate an existing pedestrian-level wind hazard excess of 85 feet in subsequent
exceedance (defined as the one-hour wind hazard criterion of 26 miles per hour rooftop height. development
equivalent wind speed). If the qualified expert determines that wind-tunnel testing is projects.
required due to the potential for a new or worsened wind hazazd exceedance, the
project shall adhere to the following standards for reduckion of ground-level wind
speeds in areas of substantial pedestrian use:
• New buildings and additions to existing buildings shall be shaped (e.g., include

setbacks, or other building design techniques), or other wind baffling measures
shall be implemented, so that the development would result in the following with
respect to the one-hour wind hazard criterion of 26 miles per hour equivalent wind
speed:
o No increase, compared to existing conditions, in the overall number of hours

during which the wind hazazd criterion is exceeded (the number of exceedance
locations may change, allowing for both new exceedances and elimination of
existing exceedances, as long as there is no net increase in the number of
exceedance locations), based on wind-tunnel testing of a representative number
of locations proximate to the project site; OR

o Any increase in the overall number of hours during which the wind hazard
criterion is exceeded shall be evaluated in the context of the overall wind effects
of anticipated development that is in accordance with the Plan. Such an
evaluation shall be undertaken if the project contribution to the wind hazard
exceedance at one or more locations relatively distant from the individual project
site is minimal and if anticipated future Plan area development would
substantively affect the wind conditions at those locations. The project and
foreseeable development shall ensure that there is no increase in the overall
number of hours during which the wind hazard criterion is exceeded.

o New buildings and additions to existing buildings that cannot meet the one-hour
wind hazard criterion of 26 miles per hour equivalent wind speed performance
standazd of this measure based on the above anal ses, shall minimize to the
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degree feasible the overall number of hours during which the wind hazard

criterion is exceeded.

H. Shadow

No mitigation measures identified to be implemented Uy the Project Sponsor.

I. Hydrology. (Sea Level Rise and Combined Sewer System)

Nn mitigation measures identified to be implemented by the Project Sponsor.

Biological Resources (from Initial Study)

M-BI-1: Pre-Construction Bat Surveys: Conditions of approval for building permits Project sponsor of Prior to issuance of Planning Departrnent; Considered complete upon

issued for construction within the Plan Area shall include a requirement for pre- subsequent demolition or CDFW if applicable issuance of demolition or

construction special-status bat surveys when trees with a diameter at breast height development projects in building permits building permits.

equal to or greater than 6 inches are to be removed or vacant buildings that have been Central SoMa Plan Area when trees would

vacant for six months or longer are to be demolished. If active day or night roosts are with large trees to be be removed or

found, a qualified biologist (i.e., a biologist holding a CDFW collection permit and a removed and/or vacant buildings

Memorandum of Understanding with the CDFW allowing the biologist to handle and buildings to be demolished as part

collect bats) shall take actions to make such roosts unsuitable habitat prior to tree demolished; and of an individual

removal or building demolition. A no disturbance buffer shall be created around qualified biologist, project.

active bat roosts being used for maternity or hibernation purposes at a distance to be CDFW.

determined in consultation with CDFW. Bat roosts initiated during construction are

presumed to be unaffected, and no buffer would necessary.

Hazardous Materials (from b~itial Shtdy)

M-HZ-3: Hazardous Building Materials Abatement. The project sponsor of any Project sponsor of Prior to issuance of Planning Department Considered complete upon

development project in the Plan Area shall ensure that any buffding planned for subsequent demolition pernut. ERO review and acceptance

demolition or renovation is surveyed for hazardous building materials including, development projects in of hazardous materials

electrical equipment containing polychlorinated biphenyl (PCBs), fluorescent light Central SoMa Plan Area building survey report and

ballasts containing PCBs or bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), and fluorescent light with buildings to be remediation plan.

tubes containing mercury vapors. These materials shall be removed and properly demolished.
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disposed of prior to the start of demolition or renovation. Light ballasts that are
proposed to be removed during renovation shall be evaluated for the presence of PCBs
and in the case where the presence of PCBs in the light ballast cannot be verified, they
shall be assumed to contain PCBs, and handled and disposed of as such, according to
applicable laws and regulations. Any other hazardous building materials identified
either before or during demolition or renovation shall be abated according to federal,
State, and local laws and regulations.
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TABLE C: PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO)

This table identifies Plan-level improvement measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects, street network changes, and

open space improvements within the Central SoMa Plan area would be required to comply with the applicable improvement measure listed in Table D.

Responsibility for Mitigation Monitoring/Report
Status/Date Completed

Improvement Measures Implementation Schedule Responsibility
=C~

D. Transportation and Circulation

Improvement Measure I-TR-5a: Protected Bicycle Lane Public Education Campaign. SFMTA Prior to Planning SFMTA and Planning Considered complete with

To further reduce potential conflicts between bicyclists and pedestrians, transit and Department Departrnent. the unplementation of cycle

other vehicles, the SFMTA could develop and implement a protected bicycle lane approval of track public education

public education campaign to develop safety awareness by providing information to 20 percent of the campaign.

the public through outreach channels such as media campaigns, brochures, and Central SoMa Plan

websites. This campaign would be in addition to the existing SFMTA bicycle safety development, as

outreach, specifically feared to Central SoMa and protected bicycle lanes. Elements of estimated in the

the education campaign could include: EIR.

• Clarifying rules of the road for protected bicycle lanes,

• Improving pedestrian awareness about where to wait and how to cross the

protected bike lane (i.e., on the sidewalk or buffer zone, rather khan in the separate

lane or adjacent to parked vehicles).

• Ensuring that the San Francisco Police Departrnent officers are initially and

repeatedly educated on traffic law as it applies to bicyclists and motorists.

• Providing safety compliance education for bicyclists coupled with increased

enforcement for violations by bicyclists.

T'he public education campaign could include a webpage, as well as instruction videos

with information for cyclists, motorists, and pedestrians. The public education should

be coordinated, to the extent possible, with community organizations including South

of Market Community Action Network (SOMCAN), San Francisco Bicycle Coalition

(SFBC), and neighborhood business groups.

Improvement Measure I-TR-5b: Protected Bicycle Lane Post-Implementation SFMTA Within one year of SFMTA and Planning Considered complete with

Surveys. Following implementation of the protected bicycle lanes on Howard, Folsom, installation of one Department. the unplementation of Cycle

Brannan, Third and Fourth Streets, the SFMTA could conduct motorist, pedestrian, or more cycle Track Surveys.

bicycle, and business surveys to understand how the protected bicycle lanes are tracks specified in

performing, and to make adjustments to the design and supplemental public the mitigation

education campaign. In addition to the user surveys, the post-implementation measure.

assessment could include before/after photos, bicyclist ridership and traffic volume

counts, video analysis of behavior of bicyclists, pedestrians, and drivers, assessment of

vehicle queuing, and compliance with new signs/signals. The information would be

used as input for subsequent design and implementation of protected bicycle lanes on

other streets in San Francisco, as well as documentin the effectiveness of the
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protected bicycle lane.
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Biological Resources (from Initial Staidy)

I-BI-2: Night Lighting Minunizaflon. In compliance with the voluntary San Francisco Planning Departrnent, Prior to issuance of Planning Department Considered complete upon

Lights Out Program, the Planning Department wuld encourage buildings developed working with project building permit, approval of building plans

pursuant to the draft Plan to unplement bird-safe building operations to prevent and sponsors of each and during project by Planning Department.

minimize bird strike unpacts, including but not limited to the following measures subsequent operation. Planning Departrnent may

• Reduce building lighting from exterior sources by: development project in engage in follow-up

o Minunizing the amount and visual impact of perimeter lighting and facade up- the CenCral SoMa Plan discussions with project

lighting and avoid up-lighting of rooftop antennae and other tall equipment, as Area. sponsors, as applicable.

well as of any decorative features;

o Installing motion-sensor lighting;

o Utilizing minnnum wattage fixtures to achieve required lighting levels.

• Reduce building lighting from interior sources by:

o Dimming lights in lobbies, perimeter circulation areas, and atria;

o Turning off all unnecessary lighting by 11:00 p.m. through sunrise, especially

during peak migration periods (mid-March to early June and late August

through late October);

o Utilizing automatic controls (motion sensors, photo-sensors, etc.) to shut off

lights in the evening when no one is present;

o Encouraging the use of localized task lighting to reduce the need for more

extensive overhead lighting;

o Scheduling nightly maintenance to conclude by 11:00 p.m.;

o Educating building users about the dangers of night lighting to birds.
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ORDINANCE NO.

[Planning Code, Zoning Map -Central South of Market Special Use District]

Ordinance amending the Zoning Map of the Planning Code to create the Central South

of Market (SoMa) Special Use District and make other amendments to the Height and

Bulk District Maps and Zoning Use District Maps consistent with the Central SoMa Area

Plan, encompassing an area generally bounded on itswestern portion by Sixth Street,

on its eastern portion by Second Street, on its northern portion by the border of the

Downtown Plan Area (an irregular border that generally jogs along Folsom, Howard

and Stevenson Streets), and on its southern portion by Townsend Street; affirming the

Planning Department's determination under the California Environmental Quality Act;

and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority

policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in ~~~~'~~',•~~,~-~ ;*~~;~~ T;,~~~~ rr~,.. p~M~n,~ ~ ,~*
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in c4riLo~hr~~~rh /~ri~l fnn~
Asterisks (* *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables.

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:

Section 1. Environmental and Planning Code Findings.

20 (a) On 2018 after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning

21 Commission certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Central

22 SoMa Area Plan (the Project) by Motion No.

23

24

finding the Final EIR reflects

the independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate,

accurate and objective, contains no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and the content of

25 the report and the procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1
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20

reviewed comply with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

(Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs.

Section 15000 et seq.) and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. Copies of

the Planning Commission Motion and Final EIR are on file with the Clerk of the Board in File

and are incorporated herein by reference.

(b) The Project evaluated in the Final EIR includes the proposed amendments to the

Planning Code and Zoning Map as well as amendments to the General Plan, adopting the

Central SoMa Area Plan and other related amendments. The proposed Planning Code and

Zoning Map amendments set forth in this ordinance are within the scope of the Project

evaluated in the Final EIR.

(c) At the same hearing during which the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR,

the Planning Commission adopted findings under CEQA regarding the Project's

environmental impacts, the disposition of mitigation measures, and project alternatives, as

well as a statement of overriding considerations (CEQA Findings) and adopted a mitigation

monitoring reporting program (MMRP), by Resolution

(d) At the same hearing, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. ,

recommended the proposed Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments for approval and

adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance,

with the City's General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The

Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of

21 the Board of Supervisors in File No

22

23

24

25

and is incorporated herein by reference.

(e) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, the Board of Supervisors finds that this

Zoning Map Amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the

reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. ,and the Board

incorporates such reasons herein by reference.

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 2



1 (~ The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the Final EIR and the

2 environmental documents on file referred to herein. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed

3 and considered the CEQA Findings, and hereby adopts them as its own and incorporates

4 them by reference as though such findings were fully set forth in this Ordinance.

5 (g) The Board of Supervisors adopts the MMRP as a condition of this approval, and

6 endorses those mitigation measures that are under the jurisdiction of other City Departments,

7 and recommends for adoption those mitigation measures that are enforceable by agencies

8 other than City agencies, all as set forth in the CEQA Findings and MMRP.

9 (h) The Board of Supervisors finds that no substantial changes have occurred in the

10 proposed Project that would require revisions in the Final EIR due to the involvement of new

1 1 significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously

12 identified significant effects, no substantial changes have occurred with respect to the

13 circumstances under which the proposed Project is to be undertaken that would require major

14 revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new environmental effects or a substantial

15 increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR, and no new information of

16 substantial importance to the proposed Project has become available which indicates that (1)

17 the Project will have significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR, (2) significant

18 environmental effects will be substantially more severe, (3) mitigation measure or alternatives

19 found not feasible that would reduce one or more significant effects have become feasible or

20 (4) mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those in the Final

21 EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment.

22 Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Zoning Use District

23 Maps ZN01 and ZN08, Height and Bulk District Maps HT01 and HT08, and Special Use

24 District Maps SU01 and SU08, as follows:

25

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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1 (a) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Zoning Use

2 District Map ZN01 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as follows:

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Description of Property Use Districts to Use Districts

Hereby ApprovedAssessor's Lot be Superseded

Block

3725 007, 014-015, 017-021, 029, 031, 033, MUR MUG

035, 102-103

3732 003-005, 008-009, 018, 023-026, 028- MUR MUG

030, 035, 040, 044-045, 048, 062, 064,

066-068, 080, 087-090, 090A, 091,

094-097, 099-103, 106-108, 110-112,

114, 117, 119, 125-127, 129-130, 137-

140, 143, 145A, 146-147, 149-200,

202-239, 261-265, 271-555, 561-759,

763-764

3733 014, 017-020, 020A, 021, 024-026, 028- WMUG CMUO

031, 034, 091-092, 145-158

093, 105 M-1 CMUO

3750 003, 008, 073, MUO CMUO

515-598

009, 013, 050, 054, 078, 081-082, 086 M U R CM UO

3751 028-029, 033-034, 053-054, 150, 157- MUO CMUO

158, 161-162, 165, 411-415, 420-522

105, 112, 155, 167-170, 173, 175-409 MUR CMUO

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

3752 001-003, 008-010, 051-054, 070, 076, MUR CMUO

078-081, 083, 107, 109-126, 130-153,

156-392, 394-473, 501-502, 521-589

011, 011A, 014-015, 017-018, 026-028, WMUG CMUO

032-033, 036, 095, 590-617

3753 001, 003-005, 006A, 007-010, 022, 024- MUR MUG

029, 033-034, 037, 041-042, 048-049,

056-063, 070-072, 075-079, 081-085,

089-090, 093-101, 106, 113-122, 129-

132, 138-139, 141-142, 145-148, 150,

152-165, 169-204, 207-239, 241-304,

311-312, 315-318, 328-344

3762 001, 003, 007-008, 011-012, 014, 016- SLI CMUO

019, 021, 023-026, 032, 036-037, 040-

041, 043, 046, 048-049, 053-055, 058,

106, 108-109, 112-113, 116-119, 121-

124, 126-146

3763 001, 105 SSO CMUO

006-009, 011-015, 015A, 015B, 015C, MUO CMUO

032-034, 037, 078-080, 080A, 081,

093-096, 113, 116, 119-124

016-025 SLI CMUO

099-101 M-1 CMUO

112 P CMUO within 175

feet of Harrison

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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1

2

3

L~

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Street; remainder

of lot to remain P

3775 001-002, 004-005, 008, 012, 015, 087, MUO CMUO

089, 091-096, 099-101, 104-105, 164-

171, 181-216

016-018, 020-022, 025, 072-073, 075, SLI CMUO

078-081, 083-086, 122-136, 140-

163

3776 004-005, 007-008, 011, 015, 019-021, SLI CMUO

024-025, 032, 034, 038-044, 049, 062,

077, 080, 093-094, 098-101, 105-106,

113-115, 117-118, 120-148, 151, 153-

475

3777 001-003, 017, 019-020, 030- SLI CMUO

034

005, 007, 009, 013, 023-027, 056-070, RED CMUO

073-174

011, 028-029, 035-037, 042, 044-045, SALT CMUO

050-051, 054-055

047-049 SALI CMUO

052 P CMUO

3786 027-028, 036-037 WMUO CMUO

035, 038, 321-322 MUO CMUO

3787 001-008, 012-019, 021-024, 026, 028, SLI CMUO

033, 036-037, 040, 040A, 044, 048-50,

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

052-139, 144-149, 151-159, 161-164,

166-218, 241-246

031 MUO CMUO

3788 002, 006, 008-009, 009A, 037-039, MUO CMUO

042-044, 049-073

010, 012-015, 020-024, 024A, 041, 045, SLI CMUO

074-085, 088-107, 110-113, 131-226

(b) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Zoning Use

District Map ZN08 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as follows:

Description of Property Use Districts to

be Superseded

Use Districts

Hereby ApprovedAssessor's Lot

Block

3778 001, 001 C, 001 D, 001 E, 001 F, 016-

019, 022-023, 025-026, 032, 046A,

046B, 046C, 046D, 046E, 046F, 046G,

046H, 051-087

SALI CMUO

001 B, 0026, 004-005, 047-048 SALI CMUO

3785 002, 002A, 003-004, 004A, 0046, 005,

022-024, 030-131

WMUO CMUO

009, 016-018, 132, 137-313 SALT CMUO

3786 014, 146, 15-016, 018, 19A, 043-102,

161-262

WMUO CMUO

020, 104-160, 263-307 MUO CMUO

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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1

2 (c) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Height and

3 Bulk District Map HT01 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as

4 follows:

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Description of Property Height and Height and Additional

Bulk Districts Bulk Districts Information for

to be
Assessor's Lot

Hereby Split Lots
Block

Superseded Approved

3732 003 85-X 180-CS/300- 300 feet to a

CS depth of 75 feet

from 5th Street

004 45-X/85-X 45-X/180- 300 feet to a

CS/300-CS depth of 75 feet

from 5th Street,

45 to a depth of

50 feet from

Tehama Street

005, 149 85-X 300-CS

099 45-X 45-X/180-CS 45 feet to a depth

of 50 feet from

Tehama Street

100 45-X/85-X 45-X/180-CS 45 feet to a depth

of 50 feet from

Tehama Street

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

145A, 146 85-X 180-CS

3733 014, 148-158 55-X 180-CS

017-020, 020A, 021,

024-026, 031, 034,

091-092, 145-147

55-X 85-X

028-030 55-X 130-CS

093, 105 130-L 180-CS

3750 003 130-E 200-CS

008, 073, 086 85-X 200-CS

009 85-X 130-G

013 85-X 130-CS

090-509 85-X/130-G 130-G

515-598 130-E 200-CS

3751 029, 150 85-X 45-X/85-X 85 feet to a depth

of 80 feet from

Harrison Street

053-054 85-X 45-X

168 85-X 45-X/85-X 45 feet to a depth

of 150 feet from

Lapu Lapu Street

169 85-X 45-X/85-X 45 feet to a depth

of 150 feet from

Lapu Lapu Street,

45 to a depth of

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

45 feet from Rizal

Street

173 130-G OS

3752 011, 011 A 55-X 85-X

012, 014-015, 017-018,

026-028, 032-033, 036

55-X 45-X

095 55-X 45-X/85-X 85 feet to a depth

of 85 feet from

Harrison Street

590-617 55-X 85-X

3762 001, 032, 121 85-X 130-CS

003 55-X/85-X 130-CS

011-012, 014, 016-019,

021, 023-024, 040-041,

043, 046, 048-049,

053-055, 124, 126,

139-146

45-X 85-X

025 45-X 130-CS

026, 036-037, 118 55-X 130-CS

058, 119, 122-123 55-X 85-X

106 55-X 130-CS-160-

CS

108-109, 117 55-X 85-X-160-CS

112 55-X/85-X 130-CS-160- 160 feet to a

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

CS/160-CS depth of 250 feet

from 4th Street

113 45-X 130-CS-160-

CS

116 45-X 85-X-160- 130-160 feet to a

CS/130-CS- depth of 350 feet

160-CS from 4th Street

3763 001 40-X 350-CS

008-009, 017-018, 025, 65-X 85-X

037

011-015, 015A, 015B, 45-X 85-X

015C, 016, 032-034,

119-124

078-079 45-X 130-CS-350-

CS

080, 080A, 081 65-X 130-CS-350-

CS

093-096 65-X 130-CS

099-101 40-X 130-CS-350-

CS

105 40-X 130-CS-200-

CS

112 45-X 45-X/350-CS 350 to a depth of

175 feet from

Harrison Street

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

113 85-X 356-CS 350 feet to a

depth of 175 feet

from Harrison

Street

116 65-X/85-X 130-C~

3776 008, 011, 015, 019- 65-X 85-X

021, 024, 077, 080,

113-114

025 85-X 200-CS

032, 117 85-X 130-CS

034, 038-044, 049, 118 65-X 130-CS

151 55-X/65-X 85-X

455 55-X/65-X 65-X/85-X 85 feet to a depth

of 205 feet from

Brannan Street

3777 005, 007, 009, 013, 40-X 45-X

023-027, 056-070

011 40/55-X 45-X/65-X 65 feet to a depth

of 85 feet from

Bryant Street

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

017 65-X 45-X/65-X 65 feet to a depth

of 80 feet from

4th Street

028-029 40/55-X 45-X

035-036, 054-055 40/55-X 65-X

037 40/55-X 45-X/65-X 65 feet to a depth

of 80 feet from

Brannan Street

042, 044 40/55-X 45-X/85-X 85 feet to a depth

of 80 feet from

Brannan Street

045 40/55-X 160-CS

047-049 40/55-X 130-CS

050 40/55-X 45-X/130- 130 feet to the

CS/160-CS depth of a linear

extension of the

northwest edge of

the Welsh Street

right-of-way, 45

feet in the area

between the

linear extension

of the northwest

edge of the Welsh

Street right-of-

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

way and the

linear extension

of the southeast

edge of the Welsh

Street right-of-

way

051 40/55-X 45-X/130-CS 130 feet to the

depth of a linear

extension of the

northwest edge of

the Welsh Street

right-of-way

052 40-X 45-X/130- 130 feet to the

CS/160-CS depth of a linear

extension of the

northwest edge of

the Welsh Street

right-of-way, 160

feet to a depth of

345 feet from 5th

Street

073-174 40-X 45-X/65-X 65 feet to a depth

of 80 feet from

Brannan Street

3786 027-028, 036, 039 65-X 130-CS

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

035, 038, 321-322 85-X 250-CS

037 65-X 130-CS/200-

CS

200 feet to a

depth of 310 feet

from 5th Street

3787 026, 028, 050 85-X 400-CS

144-149 55-X 65-X

161-164 55-X 400-CS

1 1
(d) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Height and

12
Bulk District Map HTO~ of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as

13
follows:

14

15

[̀

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Description of Property Height and

Bulk Districts

Height and

Bulk Districts

Additional

I nformation for
Assessor's Lot

to be Hereby Split Lots
Block

Superseded Approved
Number

3778 001, 001 C, 001 D, 40/55-X 85-X

001 E, 001 F

001 B, 002B, 004-005 40/55-X 270-CS

016 40/55-X 65-X

017-019, 022-023, 40/55-X 55-X

025-026, 032, 046A,

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

25

0466, 046C, 046D,

046E, 046F, 046G,

046H, 051-087

047-048 40/55-X 160-CS

3785 002 65-X 160-CS

003 85-X 160-CS

002A, 004 65-X/85-X 85-X

009, 016 40/55-X 65-X/85-X 85 feet to a depth

of 137.5 feet from

Brannan Street

017, 185-232 40/55-X 85-X

018, 135, 137-184,

233-313

40/55-X 65-X

132 40/55-X 160-CS

3786 014 65-X/85-X 300-CS

015-016, 043-082, 104-

160, 263-307

85-X 130-CS

018, 19A, 020, 083-

102, 161-262

65-X 130-CS

0146 65-X/85-X 130-CS

(e) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Special Use

District Map SU01 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as follows:

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Description of Property Special Use Special Use

District Hereby District Hereby
Assessor's Lot

Superseded Approved
Block

3704 025-026, 049-053 N/A Central SoMa

Special Use3725 007, 014-015, 017-021, 025-026, 029, N/A

031, 033, 035, 060-064, 079, 081, 102- District

103

3732 003-005, 008-009, 018, 023-026, 028- N/A

033, 035, 040, 044-045, 048, 062, 064,

066-068, 074, 076, 078, 080, 087-090,

090A, 091, 094-097, 099-103, 106-108,

110-112, 114, 117, 119, 122-127, 129-

130, 137-140, 143, 145A, 146-147, 149-

200, 202-239, 261-265, 271-555, 561-

759, 763-764

3733 014, 017-020, 020A, 021, 024-026, 028- Western SoMa

031, 034, 091-092, 145-158 Special Use

District

093, 105 N/A

3750 003, 008-009, 013, 050, 054, 073, 078, N/A

081-082, 086, 089-509, 515-598

3751 028-029, 033-034, 053-054, 105, 112, N/A

150, 155, 157-158, 161-162, 165, 167-

170, 173, 175-409, 411-415, 420-522

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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2

~3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

3752 001-003, 008-010, 051-054, 070, 076, N/A

078-081, 083, 107, 109-126, 130-153,

156-392, 394-473, 501-502, 521-589

3752 011, 011A, 012, 014-015, 017-018, 026- Western SoMa

028, 032-033, 036, 095, 590-617 Special Use

District

3753 001, 003-005, 006A, 007-010, 021-022, N/A

024-029, 033-034, 037, 041-042, 048-

049, 056-063, 070-072, 075-079, 081-

085, 089-090, 093-101, 106, 113-122,

129-132, 138-139, 141-142, 145-148,

150, 152-165, 169-204, 207-239, 241-

304, 311-318, 328-344, 367-375

3760 001-002, 011-014, 016-017, 019-022, Western SoMa

024-026, 026A, 027-028, 035, 055, 059, Special Use

071, 081, 100, 105-108, 111-112, 114, District

1 16-117, 119-129, 131, 134-141

3761 002, 005C, 006-007, 062-064 Western SoMa

Special Use

District

3762 001, 003-004, 007-008, 011-012, 014, N/A

016-019, 021, 023-026, 032, 036-037,

040-041, 043, 046, 048-049, 053-055,

058, 106, 108-109, 112-113, 116-119,

121-124, 126-146

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

25

3763 001, 006-009, 011-015, 015A, 015B, N/A

015C, 016-025, 032-034, 037, 078-080,

080A, 081, 093-096, 099-101, 105, 112-

113, 116, 119-124

3775 001-002, 004-005, 008, 012, 015-018, N/A

020-022, 025, 028-030, 032-033, 036,

038-040, 042, 046, 048-049, 053-055,

057-070, 072-073, 075, 078-081, 083-

087, 089, 091-096, 099-217, 219-224

3776 004-005, 007-008, 011, 015, 019-021, N/A

024-025, 032, 034, 038-044, 049, 062,

077, 080, 093-094, 098-101, 105-106,

1 13-115, 117-118, 120-148, 151, 153-

475

3777 001-003, 017, 019-020, 030-034 N/A

3777 005, 007, 009, 011, 013, 023-029, 035- Western SoMa

037, 042, 044-045, 047-052, 054-070, Special Use

073-174 District

3786 027-028, 036-037, 039 Western SoMa

Special Use

District

3786 035, 038, 321-322 N/A

3787 001-005, 007-008, 012-019, 021-024, N/A

026, 028, 031, 033, 036-037, 040,

040A, 044, 048-050, 052-139, 144-149,
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

151-159, 161-164, 166-218, 241-246

3788 002, 006, 008-009, 009A, 010, 012-015, N/A

020-024, 024A, 037-039, 041-045, 049-

085, 088-107, 110-113, 131-226

(fl The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Special Use

District Map SU08 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as follows:

Description of Property Special Use Special Use

District Hereby District Hereby
Assessor's Lot

Superseded Approved
Block

3778 001, 001 B, 001 C, 001 D, 001 E, 001 F, Western SoMa Central SoMa

002B, 004-005, 016-019, 022-023, 025- Special Use Special Use

026, 032, 046A, 046B, 046C, 046D, District District

046E, 046F, 046G, 046H, 047-048,

051-087

3785 002, 002A, 003-004, 004A, 0046, 005, Western SoMa

009, 016-018, 022-024, 030-132, 135, Special Use

137-313 District

3786 014, 0146, 015-016, 018, 019A, 043- Western SoMa

102, 161-262, Special Use

District
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2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

3786 020, 104-160, 263-307 N/A

Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after

enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the

ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board

of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney

By:
VICTORIA WONG
Deputy City Attorney
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Overriding Considerations

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION

In determining to approve the Central SoMa Plan and related approval actions (referred to herein as the Plan

or Project), the San Francisco Planning Commission (Coimnission) makes and adopts the following findings of

fact and decisions regarding mitigation measures and alternatives and a statement of overriding

considerations based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and under the California

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq., particularly

Sections 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA, 14 California Code of Regulations

Sections 15000 et seq. (CEQA Guidelines), particularly Sections 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the

San Francisco Administration Code.

SECTION I

Introduction
'I`his document is arganized as follows:

• Section I provides a description of the Project, the environmental review process for the Project, the

Planning Commission actions to be taken, and the location of records;

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

• Section III identifies potentially significant impacts that can be avoided or reduced to less-than-

significant levels through mitigation;

• Section IV identifies si~ificant impacts that cannot be avoided or reduced to less-than significant levels;

n:\legana\as2018\1200444\01265984.docx



• Section V discusses why a subsequent or supplemental environmental impact report is not required,

including to address changes to the Plan that have evolved during the envirorunental review process

and any issues that were raised during the public comment period;

• Section VI discusses and evaluates the different project alternatives and the economic, legal, social,

technological, and other considerations that support the rejection as infeasible of the alternatives

analyzed; and

• Section VII presents a statement of overriding considerations setting forth specific reasons in support of

the actions for the Project and the rejection as infeasible of the alternatives not incorparated into the

Project.

• Section VIII contains a statement of incorporation by reference to incorporate the Final EIl2 into these

Findings.

Attached to these findings as Exhibit B is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMIZP) for the

mitigation measures that have been proposed for adopfion. 'The MIVIIZP is required by Public Resources Code

Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. It provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure

listed in the Final EIR that is required to reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. Exhibit B also specifies the

agency responsible for unplementation of each measure and establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring

schedule.

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the P1annulg Commission. The

references set forth in these findings to certain pages or sections of the Draft Environmental Impact Report

(Draft EIR) or Responses to Comments Document (RTC) are for ease of reference and are not intended to

provide an exhaustive list of the evidence relied upon for these findings.

I.A Project Description

The Central SoMa Plan is a comprehensive plan for the area surrounding much of southern portion of the

Central Subway transit line, a 1.7-mile extension of the Third Street light rail line that will link the Caltrain Depot

at Fourth and King Streets to Chinatown and provide service within the South of Market (SoMa) area. The Plan

Area includes roughly 230 acres that comprise 17 city blocks, as well as the streets and thoroughfazes that

connect SoMa to its adjacent neighborhoods: Downtown, Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, and the Mission District.

The Plan Area is bounded by Second Street on the east, Sixth Street on the west, Townsend Street on the south,

and by an irregular border that generally jogs along Folsom, Howard and Stevenson Streets to the north that

represents the border of the Downtown Plan Area. The project analyzed in the EIR includes street network

changes throughout the Plan Area, including specific designs within, and in some cases beyond, the Plan Area

for the following streets: Howard, Folsom, Harrison, Bryant, Brannan, Third, and Fourth Streets. In addition,

open space improvements would also occur within and outside of the Plan Area.

The Plan envisions Central SoMa becoming a sustainable neighborhood, one in which the needs of the present

may be met without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. The Plan's

sponsor, the City and County of San Francisco (the City), endeavors to address the social, economic, and

environmental aspects of sustainability through a planning strategy that accommodates anticipated

population and job growth, provides public benefits, and respects and enhances neighborhood character. That



strategy has informed the current draft of the Central SoMa Plan, which comprehensively addresses a wide

range of topics that include: land use; transportation infrastructure; par~ss, open space and recreation facilities;

ecological sustainability; historic preservation; urban design and urban form; and financial programs and

implementation mechanisms to fund public improvements.

The Plan seeks to encourage and accommodate housing and employment growth by (1) removing land use

restrictions to support a greater mix of uses while also emphasizing office uses in portions of the Plan Area;

(2) amending height and bulk districts to allow for taller buildings; (3) modifying the system of streets and

circulation within and adjacent to the Plan Area to meet the needs and goals of a dense, transit-oriented, mix-

use district; and (4) creating new, and improving existing, open spaces.

The Plan also proposes project-level changes to certain individual streets analyzed in this EIR, including

Howard, Folsom, Harrison, Bryant, Brannan, Third, and Fourth Streets. T'he EIR analyzes two different

options for the couplet of Howard Street and Folsom Street. Under the One-Way Option, both streets would

retain aone-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second Street, which would retain its existing

two-way operation). Under the Two-Way Option, both streets would be converted into two-way operation,

and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur.

Plan policies include a call for public realm improvements, including planning for new open spaces; changes

to the street and circulation system; policies to preserve neighborhood character and historic structures; and

strategies that aim to improve public amenities and make the neighborhood mare sustainable. The Plan also

includes financial programs to support its public improvements through the implementation of one or more

new fees, in addition to taxes or assessments on subsequent development projects.

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, an EIR must present a statement of objectives sought by

the proposed project. Objectives define the project's intent, explain the projecf's underlying purpose, and

facilitate the formation of project alternatives. In this EIIZ, the Plan's eight goals are used as the project

objectives. The eight goals are:

1. Accommodate a substantial amount of jobs and housing;

2. Maintain the diversity of residents;

3. Facilitate an economically diversified and lively jobs center;

4. Provide safe and convenient transportation that prioritizes walking, bicycling, and transit;

5. Offer an abundance of parks and recreational opportunities;

6. Create an environmentally sustainable and resilient neighborhood;

7. Preserve and celebrate the neighborhood's cultural heritage; and

8. Ensure that new buildings enhance the character of the neighborhood and the city.

Consistent with its goal to increase the capacity for jobs and housing (Goal l), the Plan includes the objective

of increasing the area where space for jobs and housing can be built (Objective 1.1). The Plan would

accomplish this by retaining existing zoning that supports capacity for new jobs and housing, and replacing

existing zoning that restricts the capacity for office and residential development with zoning that enables

office and residential development.



The Plan would result in the following land use zoning changes (as shown in Figures lA and 1B of the

legislative packet's Exhibit N.1-Zoning Map Amendments Case Report):

North of Harrison Street, the Mixed Use, Residential (MUR) use district west of Fifth Street would be

converted to Mixed Use General (MUG). The MLTR, Western SoMa-Mixed Use General (WS-MUG),

and Light Industrial (M-1) use districts east of Fifth Street would be converted to Central SoMa Mixed

Use Office (CMUO). The existing zoning districts either limit or do not permit office uses, whereas the

MUG and CMUO zoning designations would allow for greater flexibility in the mix of land uses,

including office development as well as new all-commercial buildings in the CMUO use district.

The parcels in the block bounded by Third, Folsom, Hawthorne, and Harrison Streets currently

designated C-3-O (Downtown Office) would retain this designation.

South of Harrison Street, existing use districts would all be converted to CMUO, except for parcels

currenfly designated South Park District (SPD) and the West SoMa Service, Arts, Light Industrial (WS-

SALI) azea west of Fourth Street between Harrison and Bryant Streets, which would retain their current

zoning designations. Use districts in this area that would be converted to CMLJO include Residential

Enclave (RED), Service/Light Industrial (SLn, M-1, Public (P), West SoMa Mixed Use Office (WS-MUO),

and Service Secondary Office (SSO), as well as the area south of Bryant Street currenfly designated WS-

SALI. These existing use districts either limit or restrict office uses or, when office uses are allowed,

restrict other uses, such as entertainment or residential uses. Converting these use districts to CMUO

would permit a mix of land uses that allow for greater flexibility, as the CMUO district generally allows

office, residential, and most other uses without limitation.

Changes to height limits under the Plan would include the following (as shown in Figures 2A and 2B of the

legislative packet's Exhibit IV.1-Zoning Map Amendments Case Report)::

• Within the Plan Area north of Harrison Street, height limits on most parcels would remain between 45

and 85 feet, though there would be several adjustments, both higher and lower, within this range.

• The Plan would substantially increase the height limit for the north side of Harrison Street between

Second and Third Streets, from the current range of 85-130 feet to a range of 130-200 feet.

• Other substantial height increases north of Harrison Street would include the southwest corner of

Fourth and Gementina Streets, which would increase from the current range of 55-130 feet to 180 feet;

and the southwest corner of Fifth and Howard Streets, which would increase from the current range

of 4 85 feet to 180-300 feet.

~ South of Harrison Street, proposed amendments to permitted height limits are concentrated on the

south side of Harrison Street between Second and Fourth Streets, where current height limits would

be increased from 40-85 feet to 130-350 feet.

• Substantial height increases would also be concentrated south of Bryant Street, from east of

Fourth Street to Sixth Street. Many sites within this area would increase from the current height limit

of 30-85 feet to 130-400 feet.

• Lower height limits would be maintained around South Pazk, along the west side of Fourth Street between

Bryant and Brannan Streets, along most of the neighborhood's alleys, and along the south side of the I-80

freeway between Fourth and Sixth Streets.



Based on the change in zoning and height limits, the Plan includes capacity for approximately 16 million

square feet of new development within the Plan Area. This includes nearly capacity for 8,300 units and

approximately 33,000 new jobs.

To ensure that the proposed zoning changes foster the development of a neighborhood that is consistent with

the Plan's other goals, the Plan contains numerous objectives, policies, and implementation measures that

limit and condition development. In particular, these relate to Goa12, maintain the diversity of residents;

Goa13, facilitate an economically diversified and lively jobs center; Goa17, preserve and celebrate the

neighborhood's cultural heritage; and Goa18, ensure that new buildings enhance the character of the

neighborhood and the city.

To ensure that removal of protective zoning proposed by the Plan does not result in a loss of Production,

Distribution, and Repair (PDR) uses in the Plan Area (Plan Objective 3.3), the Plan would maintain a portion

of the current SALI use district. The Plan also contains policies and implementation measures that would limit

conversion of PDR space in former industrial districts, require PDR space as part of large commercial

developments, and provide incentives to fund, build, and protect PDR uses. The result would be the

protection of approximately 3 million square feet of PDR space.

To implement the circulation and streetscape principles in the Plan, the EIR studied changes in the street

network to support an attractive pedestrian and cycling environment and to lessen the impact of traffic on

transit performance, while accommodating regional and through traffic on a limited number of streets where

necessary. Specific proposals have been developed for Folsom, Harrison, Third, Fourth, Bryant, and Brannan

Streets, extending as far west as Eleventh Street (in the case of Howard and Folsom Streets) and east to The

Embarcadero (Folsom Street only). T'he proposals include widening sidewalks on all of the neighborhood's

major thoroughfares, increasing the number of and safety of street crossings by facilitating signalized mid-

block crossings and sidewalk bulbouts that shorten the length of crosswalks, creating protected bicycle on

Howard, Folsom, Brannan, Townsend, and 5~ Streets, and transit-only lanes on Folsom, Brannan, 3~, and 4~

Streets. Under the two-way option, Howard and Folsom Streets would be converted from one-way traffic to

two-way operafions.

The Plan also includes proposals to upgrade existing parks and create new parks and open spaces, including a

new one-acre park in the block bounded by 4th, 5~, Bryant, and Brannan Streets, and a new 1/z acre linear park

on Bltixome Street between 4~ and 5~ Streets, and new recreational amenities (such as skate ramps and

basketball courts) underneath the I-80 freeway between 4th and 6~ Streets. T'he Plan also helps fund

construction of anew recreation center, and up to four acres of privately-owned public open space.

T'he Plan also includes proposals to create a more sustainable and resilient neighborhood (through such

strategies as requiring living roofs and use of 100% renewable electricity), preserve important historical and

cultural features (such as landmarking important individual resources and districts), and promote high-

quality urban design (through the Plan's architectural requirements and the Central SoMa Guide to Urban

Design, as shown in the legislative packet Exhibit V.3C).

In addition, pursuant to Assembly Bill 73, which took effect January 1, 2018, the City is analyzing the

possibility of including a Housing Sustainability District (HSD) in the Plan Area. T'he Final EIR analyzes the

potential creation of an HSD based on the assumption that all or part of the Plan Area could be included in an

HSD.
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I.B Environmental Review

The Planning Department determined that an EIR was required for the Project. The Planning Department

published the Draft EIR and provided public notice of the availability of the Draft EIR for public review and

comment on December 14, 2016.

On December 14, 2016, a Notice of Completion and copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to the State

Clearinghouse. Notices of availability for the Draft EIR of the date and time of the public hearings were posted

on the Plannuig Department's website on December 14, 2016.

The Plaruvng Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on the Draft EIR on January 26, 2017. At this

hearing, public comment was received on the Draft EIR. The Planning Department accepted public comments on

the Draft EIR from December 14, 2016, to February 13, 2017.

T'he Planning Department published the Response to Comments on the Draft EIR on March 28, 2018. This

document includes responses to environmental comments on the Draft EIR made at the public hearing on

January 26, 2017, as well as written comments submitted on the Draft EIR from December 14, 2016, to

February 13, 2017. T'he Response to Comments document also contains text changes to the Draft EIR made by

EIR preparers to correct or clarify information presented in the Draft EIR, including changes to the Draft EIR

text made in response to comments. The Response to Comments document was distributed to the Planning

Commission and to all parties who commented on the Draft EIlZ, was posted on the Planning Departrnent's

website, and was available to others upon request at the Planning Department's office.

A Final EIR has been prepared by the Planning Department consisting of the Draft EIR, background studies

and materials, all comments received during the review process, the Responses to Comments document and

all errata memoranda. The Draft EIR, the Responses to Comments document, and all appendices thereto

comprise the EIR referenced in these finclings.

In certifying the EIR, the Planning Commission found that none of the information added after the publication

of the Draft EIR, including an analysis of the Plan refinements, triggered the need for recirculation of the EIR

under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Nor does the adoption of the Plan with the revisions of the Final EIR

trigger the need for a supplemental or subsequent EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, as discussed in

Section VI.

I.0 Approval Actions

Implementation of the Plan would require the following approvals and other action:

• Amendments to the General Plan (various elements and figures) to conform to the concepts of the

Central SoMa Plan. Planning Commission recommendation; Board of Supervisors Approval;

Determination of consistency of the proposed General Plan amendments and rezoning with the

General Plan and Planning Code Section 101.1 Priority Policies. Planning Commission;

• Amendment of the Planning Code to conform to the concepts of the Central SoMa Plan. Planning

Commission recommendation; Board of Supervisors Approval;



• Amendment of the Planning Code and Zoning Maps to change mapped use districts and height limits

throughout the Plan Area. Planning Commission recommendation; Board of Supervisors Approval; and

• Approval of the Implementation Program to implement the concepts in the Central SoMa Plan.
Planning Commission recommendation; Board of .Supervisors Approval; and

• Approval of alterations to street rights-of-way, including, for example, the configuration of travel
lanes, sidewalk widths, and bicycle lanes, addition of crosswalks, and alley way improvements that

are part of the Plan's proposals for the street network and public realm. San Francisco Transportation

Agency; Department of Public Works.

I.D Location of Records

'The record upon which all findings and determinations related to the Project are based includes the following:

• Central SoMa Plan.

• The EIR, and all documents referenced in or relied upon by the EIR.

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) provided by City staff to the P1annulg

Commission relating to the EIR, the proposed approvals and entitlements, the Project, and the
alternatives (Options) set forth in the EIR.

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the Planning Commission by
the environmental consultant and subconsultants who prepared the EIR, or incorporated into reports
presented to the Planning Commission.

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the City from other public

agencies relating to the Project or the EIR.

• All applications, letters, testimony and presentations presented to the City by the project sponsor and

its consultants in connection with the Project.

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented at any public hearing or

workshop related to the Project and the EIR.

~ For documentary and information purposes, all locally-adopted land use plans and ordinances,
including, without limitation, General Plans, specific plans and ordinances, together with

environmental review documents, findings, mitigation monitoring programs and other

documentation relevant to planned growth in the area.

• The Mitigation Monitoring and Reparting Program.

• All other documents comprising the record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 2116.76(e)

T̀ he public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the Final EIR received during the public review

period, the entire administrative record, including all studies and submitted materials and background

documentation for the Final EIR, are located at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San

Francisco. Jonas P. Ionin, Commission Secretary, is the custodian of these documents and materials.
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I.E Findings About Significant

Environmental Impacts and Mitigation

Measures

The following Sections II, III, and IV set forth the findings about the de#erminations of the Final EIR regarding

significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures proposed to address them. These findings

provide written analysis and conclusions regarding the environmental impacts of the Project and the

mitigation measures included as part of the Final EIR and adopted as part of the Project.

In making these findings, the opinions of the Planning Department and other City staff and experts, other

agencies and members of the public have been considered. These findings recognize that the determination of

significance thresholds is a judgment within the discretion of the City and County of San Francisco; the

significance thresholds used in the Final EIR are supported by substantial evidence in the record, including the

expert opinion of the Final EIR preparers and City staff; and the significance thresholds used in the Final EIR

provide reasonable and appropriate means of assessing the significance of the adverse environmental effects

of the Project.

These findings do not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact contained in the Final

EIR. Instead, a full explanation of these environmental findings and conclusions can be found in the Final EIIZ

and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and analysis in the Final EIR supporting the

determination regarding the Project impacts and mitigation measures designed to address those impacts. In

making these findings, the determinations and conclusions of the Final EIR relating to environmental impacts

and mitigation measures, are hereby ratified, adopted and incorporated in these findings, except to the extent

any such determinations and conclusions are specifically and expressly modified by these findings.

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

adopted and incorporated to substantially lessen or avoid the potentially significant impacts of the Project.

Accordingly, in the event a mitigation measure recommended in the Final EIR has inadvertently been omitted

in these findings or the M1VIIZP, such mitigation measure is nevertheless hereby adopted and incorporated in

the findings below by reference. In addition, in the event the language describing a mitigation measure set

forth in these findings or the MMRP fails to accurately reflect the mitigation measure in the Final EIIZ due to a

clerical error, the language of the mitigation measure as set forth in the Final EIR shall control The impact

numbers and mitigation measure numbers used in these findings reflect the numbers contained in the Final

EIR.

In Sections II, III, and N below, the same findings are made for a category of environmental impacts and

mitigation measures. Rather than repeat the identical finding dozens of times to address each and every

significant effect and mitigation measure, the initial finding obviates the need for such repetition because in no

instance are the conclusions of the Final EIR, or the mitigation measures recommended in the Final EIR #or the

Project, except as specifically set forth in Section VI below, being rejected.



SECTION II

Impacts Found Not to Be Significant, thus Requiring

No Mitigation
Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the Commission finds that the

unplementation of the Plan would not result any significant environmental impacts in the following areas:

Aesthetics; Population and Housing; Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Shadow; Recreation; Utilities and Service

Systems; Public Services; Geology and Soils; Hydrology and Water Quality (except sea level rise and

combined sewer system); Mineral and Energy Resources; and Agricultural and Forest Resources. Each of these

topics is analyzed and discussed in detail including, but not limited to, in EIR Chapters: IV.B; IV.H; IV.I; and

Appendix B (the Initial Study). Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less

than significant (Pub. Res. Code ~ 21002; CEQA Guidelines §§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091).

As more fully described in the Final EIlZ and based on the evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, it is

hereby found that implementation of the Plan would not result in any significant impacts in the following

areas and that these impact areas therefore do not require mitigation. The statements below provide a brief

summary of the analyses and explanations contained in the Final EIR, and do not attempt to include all of the

information that is provided in the Final EIR. Such information can be found in EIR Chapters: IV.B; IV.H; IV.I;

and Appendix B (the Initial Siudy), which is incorporated herein by this reference and in the summaries

below.

II.A Land Use and Land Use Planning

Impact LU-1: Development under the Plan, and proposed open space improvements and street network

changes would not physically divide an established community.

II.B Aesthetics

Impact AE-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street

network changes, would not substantially degrade the visual character ar quality of the Plan Area or

substantially damage scenic resources.

Impact AE-2: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street

network changes, 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.

Impact AE-3: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street

network changes, 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.
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Impact C-AE-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed street network changes and open space

improvements, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would alter the

visual character and public views of and through SoMa, but would not adversely affect visual character, scenic

vistas, or scenic resources or substantially increase light and glare.

II.0 Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Impact CP-2: Neither the proposed open space unprovements nor street network changes would adversely

affect historic azchitectural resources in a way that would result in a substantial adverse change in the

significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.

Impact CP-6: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street

network changes, would not directly or indirecfly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique

geological feature.

Impact CP-7: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street

network changes, would not disturb human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.

Impact C-CP-2: The proposed open space unprovements and street network changes within the Plan Area, in

combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not

contribute considerably to significant cumulative historical resources impacts.

Impact GCP-4: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street

network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity,

would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geological feature,

and would not disturb human remair►s, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.

II.D Transportation and Circulation
Impact TR-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street
network changes, would not cause substantial additional VMT or substantially increase automobile travel.

Impact TR-2: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street
network changes, would not result in traffic hazards.

Impact TR-5: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise
substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility.

While the Plan's impacts on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant,
Improvement Measure I-TR-5a: Protected Bicycle Lane Public Education Campaign, and
Improvement Measure I-TR-5b: Protected Bicycle Lane Post-Implementation Surveys, may be
recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the less-than-significant
impacts related to potential conflicts between bicyclists and pedestrians, transit, trucks, and autos.

10



Impact TR-7: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space unprovements and the street

network changes, would not result in a substantial parking deficit that would create hazardous conditions or

significant delays affecting transit, bicycles, or pedestrians, and where particular characteristics of the Plan

demonstrably render use of other modes infeasible.

Impact GTR-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street

network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San

Francisco, would not result in significant impacts related to VMT.

Impact GTR-2: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street

network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in

San Francisco, would not result in significant impacts related to traffic hazards.

Impact GTR-5: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street

network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San

Francisco, would not result in cumulative bicycle impacts.

Impact C-TR-7: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street

network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San

Francisco, would not result in cumulative parking impacts.

Impact C-TR-9: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street

network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San

Francisco, would not result in significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts.

II.E Air Quality

Impact AQ-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and proposed

street network changes, would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan.

Impact AQ-2: The Plan would not violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or

projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for

which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard.

Impact AQ-7: Implementation of the Plan would not expose a substantial number of people to objectionable

odors affecting a substantial number of people.

II.F Wind

Impact C-WI-1: Development under the Plan, combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future

projects, would not result in cumulative significant impacts related to wind.

II.G Shadow

Impact SH-1: Development under the Plan would not create new shadow in a manner that substantially

affects existing outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas.
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Impact GSH-1: Implementation of the Plan, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable

future projects in the vicinity, would not contribute considerably to a significant cumulative impact on

shadow conditions.

II.H Population and Housing

Impact PH-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not induce

substantial population growth, either directly or indirecfly.

Impact PH-2: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not generate housing

demand beyond projected housing forecasts.

Impact PH-3: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not displace a large

number of housing units or people or necessitate the construction of replacement housing outside of the Plan

Area.

Impact C-PH-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not make a

considerable contribution to any cumulative impact on population or housing.

II.I Gpeenhouse Gas Emissions

Impact C-GG-1: T'he Plan and development pursuant to the Plan would generate greenhouse gas emissions,

but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with the City's GHG

reduction strategy, Plan Bay Area, or AB 32, and would not result in cumulatively considerable GHG

emissions.

Impact GGG2: The proposed street network changes and open space improvements would generate

greenhouse gas emissions during construction, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on

the environment, and the proposed changes would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy,

Plan Bay Area, and the AB 32 Scoping Plan. The proposed street network changes and open spaces therefore

would not result in cumulatively considerable GHG emissions.

II.J Recreation and Public Space

Impact RE-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would result in an

increase in the use of existing parks and recreational facilities, but would not result in substantial deterioration

or physical degradation of such facilities, and would result in the expansion of recreational facilities and

enhance existing recreational resources.

Impact C-RE-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes, in combination with

other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects would not result in a considerable contribution to

cumulative impacts on recreational resources.
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II.K Utilities and Service Systems

Impact UT-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not require or result

in the construction of substantial new water treatment facilities and the City would have sufficient water

supply available from existing entitlements.

Impact UT-2: Development under the Plan could require or result in the expansion or construction of new

wastewater treatment or stormwater facilities, exceed capacity of the wastewater treatment provider when

combined with other commitments, or exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the Regional Water

Quality Control Board.

Impact UT-3: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would continue to be served

by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate solid waste generated by subsequent

development in the Plan Area and would comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related

to solid waste.

Impact C-UT-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes, in combination with past,

present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, could contribute considerably to a

significant cumulative impact on wastewater facilities, but would not contribute to cumulative impacts on

other utilities and services.

II.L Public Services

Impact PS-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not increase the

demand for police service or fire protection service such that new or physically altered facilities, the

construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, would be required in order to maintain

acceptable levels of service.

Impact PS-2: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not direcfly or

indirecfly generate school students and increase enrollment in public schools such that new or physically

altered facilities would be required.

Impact C-PS-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes, combined with past,

present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not result in a considerable

contribution to cumulative impacts on police, fire, and school district services such that new or physically

altered facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, would be required

in order to maintain acceptable levels of service.

II.M Biological Resources

Impact BI-2: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes could interfere with the

movement of migratory or native resident bird species.

Because all development in the Plan Area would be required to comply with Planning Code Section 139,

Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, development under the Plan would ensure that potential impacts related to
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bird hazards would be less than significant. Neither the proposed street network changes nar the proposed

open spaces would result in a substantial increase in the potential for bird strikes, as neither would result in

the construction of large structures or structures that would constitute bird hazards. None of the proposed

open spaces in the Plan area, including the potential park on SFPUC property, would be large enough to be

considered an Urban Bird Refuge.

Although development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would have a les-than-

significant effect, implementation of Improvement Measure I-BI-2 would further reduce the Plan's less-than-

significant impacts related to bird strikes, and the effect would be less than significant.

Impact BI-3: Development under to the Plan and the proposed street network changes, would not

substantially interfere with the movement of fish or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.

Impact BI-4: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not conflict with the

City's local tree ordinance.

Impact C-BI-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes, in combination with other

past, present or reasonably foreseeable projects, would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative

impacts on biological resources.

II.N Geology and Soils

Impact GE-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not expose people

or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving

rupture of a known earthquake fault, seismic groundshaking, seismically induced ground failure, or

landslides.

Impact GE-2: Development. under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not result in

substantial erosion or loss of top soil.

Impact GE-3: Neither development under the Plan nor the proposed street network changes would be located

on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that could become unstable as a result of the project.

Impact GE-4: Neither development under the Plan nor the proposed street network changes would create

substantial risks to life or property as a result of location on expansive soils.

Impact GGE-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes, in combination with

other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a considerable contribution

to cumulative impacts related to geologic hazards.

II.O Hydrology and Water Quality

Impact HY-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes could violate water

quality standards or otherwise substantially degrade water quality.
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Water quality impacts related to violation of water quality standards or degradation of water quality due to

discharge of construction related stormwater runoff during implementation of individual development

projects pursuant to the Plan would be less than significant with implementation of erosion control measures

in compliance with Article 41 of the San Francisco Public Works Code. Where the proposed street network

changes require excavation of soil, they would be also be required to implement erosion control measures in

accordance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code. Therefore, water quality impacts related

to violation of water quality standards or degradation of water quality due to discharge of construction related

stormwater runoff would also be less than significant for the proposed street network changes and open space

improvements.

Construction-Related Groundwater Dewaterin

If any groundwater produced during construction dewatering required discharge to the combined sewer

system, the discharge would be conducted in accordance with Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as

supplemented by Order No. 158170, which regulates the quantity and quality of discharges to the combined

sewer system.. The discharge pernut would contain appropriate discharge standazds and may require

installation of meters to measure the volume of the discharge. Although the groundwater could contain

contaminants related to past site activities, as well as sediment and suspended solids, the groundwater would

be treated as necessary to meet permit requirements prior to discharge. With discharge to the combined sewer

system in accordance with regulatory requirements, water quality impacts related to a violation of water

quality standards or degradation of water quality due to discharge of groundwater during construction of

individual development projects pursuant to the Plan would be less than significant.

'The proposed street network changes and open space improvements would likely require only shallow

excavation and thus would not extend to the groundwater table that is generally encountered 5 feet or more

below ground surface, with the possible exception of the southwestern portion of the Plan area (south of

Harrison Street and west of Fourth Street). In the event that groundwater dewatering would be required, the

amount of dewatering would be minimal and the groundwater would be discharged to the combined sewer

system in accordance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, supplemented by Order No.

158170, as discussed above. Therefore, impacts related to discharges of groundwater during construction of

the proposed street network changes and open space improvements would also be less than significant.

Long-Term Groundwater Dewatering

Likewise, if any groundwater produced during other dewatering required discharge to the combined sewer

system, the discharge would be conducted in accordance with Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as

supplemented by DPW Order No. 158170. As an alternative to discharge to the combined sewer system, the

extracted groundwater could be used on-site for non-potable purposes under the City's voluntary non-potable

water program, if it is of suitable quality. With reuse of the groundwater produced during permanent

dewatering for individual development projects implemented pursuant to the Plan, or discharge to the

combined sewer system in accordance with regulatory requirements, long-term groundwater discharges

would not violate water quality standards or degrade water quality and this impact would be less than

significant. Further, reuse of groundwater for non-potable purposes such as landscape irrigation, toilet and

urinal flushing, and custodial uses would reduce the potable water demand of individual development

projects, thereby incrementally reducing potable water use.
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The proposed street network changes and open space improvements would likely require only shallow

excavation and thus would not extend to the groundwater table that is generally encountered 5 feet or more

below ground. surface, with the possible exception of the southwestern portion of the Plan area (south of

Harrison Street and west of Fourth Street). Further, the proposed street network changes would not include

construction of any facilities that would require long-term dewatering to relieve hydrostatic pressure.

Therefore, the proposed street network changes and open space improvements would have less-than-

significant water quality impacts.

Impact HY-2: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not substantially

deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a

net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level.

Impact HY-3: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not alter the

existing drainage pattern of the area in a manner that would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding

on- or off-site.

Impact HY-4: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not contribute

runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide

substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.

Impact HY-5: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not expose

people, housing, or structures, to substantial risk of loss due to e~dsting flooding risks and would not redirect

or impede flood flows.

Impact HY-6: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street

network changes, would not exacerbate future flood hazards in a manner that could expose people or

structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, ar death.

Impact HY-7: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not expose people

or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

Impact C-HY-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street netwark changes, in combination with

past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, could result in a considerable

contribution to cumulative impacts on hydrology and water quality.

Impact C-HY-2: Operation of individual development projects through unplementation of the Plan, in

combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in San Francisco, would not exceed the

wastewater treatment requirements of the Southeast Treatment Plant (SEP); violate water quality standards or

waste discharge requirements; otherwise substantially degrade water quality; or result in an increase in the

frequency of combined sewer discharges from the City's combined sewer system.

Impact GHY-3: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street

network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably fareseeable future projects, would not

exacerbate fixture flood hazards that could expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or

death.
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II.P Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impact HZ-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not create a

significant hazard through routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.

Impact HZ-2: Development under the Plan and construction of the proposed street network changes could

occur on sites) identified on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code

Section 65962.5. Excavation could also require the handling of potentially contaminated soil and groundwater,

potentially exposing workers and the public to hazardous materials, or resulting in a release into the

environment during construction.

Impacts related to closure of hazardous materials handling facilities (including underground storage tanks)

would be less than significant due to compliance with Article 21 of the San Francisco Health Code, which

specifies procedures ensure that must be followed when a hazardous materials handling facility is closed.

Implementation of the requirements of the Maher Program (Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code),

Voluntary Remedial Action Program (California Health and Safety Code Sections 101480 through 101490) and

the Local Oversight Program (Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations, Chapter 16) would ensure that

impacts associated with construction within contaminated soil and groundwater would be less than

significant. In addition, a generator of hazardous wastes would be required to follow state and federal

regulations for manifesting the wastes, using licensed waste haulers, and disposing the materials at a

permitted disposal or recycling facility. With implementation of these regulatory requirements, unpacts

related to disposal of hazardous wastes would be less than significant.

Furthermore, if any groundwater produced during construction dewatering required discharge to the

combined sewer system, the discharge would be conducted in compliance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco

Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170, which specifies conditions and criteria for

discharge of groundwater. This article also prohibits discharge of hazardous wastes into the combined sewer

system. The discharged water would have to be sampled during dewatering to demonstrate that discharge

limitations in the ordinance are met. If the groundwater does not meet discharge requirements, on-site

pretreatment may be required before discharge to the sewer system. If standards could not be met with on-site

treatment, off-site disposal by a certified waste hauler would be required. Long-term dewatering could also be

required to alleviate hydrostatic pressure onbelow-ground features such as parking garages. Much of the

groundwater produced during this dewatering could be put to beneficial reuse in the buildings for nonpotable

purposes (such as toilet flushing) as described in Topic 15, Hydrology and Water Quality. However, some of it

could also be discharged to the combined sewer in accordance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public

Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170. With unplementation of the regulatory requirements

described above, impacts related to the discharge of contaminated groundwater would be less than significant.

Impact HZ-4: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not result in

adverse effects related to hazardous emissions or handling of acutely hazardous materials within one-quarter

mile of an existing school.

Impact HZ-5: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not impair

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

plan.

Impact HZ-6: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not expose people

ar structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving fires.
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Impact GHZ-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes, in combination with

past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not result in a considerable

contribution to cumulative impacts related to hazardous materials.

II.Q Mineral and Energy Resources

Impact ME-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not result in the

loss of availability of a known mineral resource or locally-important mineral resource recovery.

Impact ME-2: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not result in the

use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a wasteful manner.

Impact GME-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes, in combination with

other past, present or reasonably foreseeable projects would result in less-than significant impacts to mineral

and energy resources.

II.R Agricultural and Forest Resources

Impact AF-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not (a) convert

Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance; (b) conflict with existing zoning for

agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract; (c) conflict with existing zoning for or cause rezoning of forest

land or timberland; (d) result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use; or (e)

involve other changes in the e~dsting environment that, due to their location or nature, could result in

conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest use.

Impact C-AF-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes, in combination with

other past, present or reasonably foreseeable projects would not result in impacts to agricultural and forest

resources.

SECTION III

Findings of Potentially Significant Impacts That Can Be

Avoided or Reduced to aLess-than-Significant Level
CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a project's

identified significant impacts or potential significant impacts if such measures are feasible.

The findings in this Section III and in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the Final EIR. These

findings discuss mitigation measures as proposed in the Final EIR and recommended for adoption by the Board

of Supervisors, which can be implemented by City agencies or depaztments.
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As explained previously, Exhibit B, attached, contains the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

(MMRP) required by Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 1509E The full text

of the mitigation measures is contained in the MMRP, which also specifies the agency responsible for

implementation of each measure, establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule.

The Planning Commission finds that, based on the record before it, the mitigation measures proposed for

adoption in the Final EIR are feasible, and that they can and should be carried out by the identified agencies at

the designated time. 'This P1aruling Commission urges other agencies to adopt and implement applicable

mitigation measures set forth in the Final EIR that are within the jurisdiction and responsibility of such

entities. The Planning Commission acknowledges that if such measures are not adopted and implemented, the

Project may result in additional significant unavoidable impacts. For this reason, and as discussed in

Section VI, the Planning Commission is adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations as set forth in

Section VII.

All mitigation measures set forth in the Final EIR and NIlVIRI' are agreed to and adopted bg the Planning

Commission.

III.A Cultural and Paleontological Resources

III.A.1 Impact CP-3

Impact CP-3: Construction activities in the Plan Area would result in a substantial adverse change in the

significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, through indirect

construction damage to historic architectural resources.

Construction activities such as pile driving can generate vibration that could cause structural damage in

nearby buildings. Pile driving, and possibly other construction activity could damage historical resources,

particularly unreinforced masonry structures. Should the damage materially impair an historic resource, this

effect would be considered a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource and would

be a potentially significant unpact under CEQA.

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact

listed above would be reduced to aless-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures

M-CP-3a: Protect Historical Resources from Adjacent Construction Activities and M-CP-3b: Construction

Monitoring Program for Historical Resources, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as

provided therein.

III.A.2 Impact CP-4

Impact CP-4: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street

network changes, would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archeological resource

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.

Significant prehistoric and historic-period archeological resources are present, or likely to be present, in the

Plan Area and vicinity and currenfly unlmown resources are also likely to be in the Plan Area and vicinity.
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The entire Plan Area and vicinity is within the part of San Francisco that burned following the 1906

earthquake and is generally covered by up to 5 feet of artificial fill consisting of earthquake debris. Therefore,

in general, any project-related ground disturbance deeper than 5 feet has the potential to affect archaeological

resources. Earthwork, ground stabilization, or other subsurface construction activities undertaken by

subsequent individual development projects allowed under the Plan (including open space and streetscape

improvements) that would require deeper foundations due to poor underlying soils and/or taller structures

being proposed could damage or destroy prehistoric or historic-period archeological resources. The ground-

disturbing construction activities could adversely affect the significance of an archeological resource under

CRHR Criterion 4 (has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory or history

of the local area, California or the nation) by impairing the ability of such resources to convey important

scientific and historical information. These effects would be considered a substantial adverse change in the

significance of an archeological resource and would therefore be a potentially significant impact under CEQA.

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative. record, the City finds the potentially significant impacts

listed above would be reduced to aless-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures

M-CP-4a: Project-Specific Preliminary Archeological Assessments and M-CP-4b: Procedures for Accidental

Discovery of Archeological Resources, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as

provided therein.

III.A.3 Impact CP-5

Impact CP-5: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street

network changes, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 21084.3.

Earthwork, ground stabilization, or other subsurface construction activities undertaken by subsequent

individual development projects allowed under the Plan (including open space and streetscape

improvements) could damage or destroy tribal cultural resource sites. These effects would be considered a

substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource and would therefore be a potentially

significant impact under CEQA.

Based on the Final EIl2 and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact

listed above would be reduced to aless-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure

M-CP-S: Project-Specific Tribal Cultural Resource Assessment, as set forth in the attached MM1ZP and will

be implemented as provided therein.

III.A.4 Impact C-CP-4

Impact C-CP-3: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street

network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the

vicinity, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archeological resource pursuant

to Section 15064.5 or a tribal cultural resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 21084.3.

Ground-disturbing activities of projects allowed under the Plan, including the proposed open space

improvements and street network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
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projects in the vicinity, could encounter previously recorded and unrecorded archeological resources (which

may also be considered tribal cultural resources), ar human remains, resulting in a significant cumulative impact

on archeological resources. These effects would be considered a substantial adverse change in the significance of

an archeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, and in the significance of a tribal

cultural resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 21084.3. Therefore, development under the Plan could

contribute considerably to a significant cumulative impact.

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the Plan's contribution to

cumulative archeological and tribal cultural resource impacts listed above would be reduced to a less-than-

significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-4a, M-CP-4b, and M-CP-S, as set forth in

the attached MMIZP and will be unplemented as provided therein.

III.B Transportation and Circulation

III.B.1 Impact TR-8

Impact TR-8: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street

network changes, could result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access.

Development under the Plan, in combination with the proposed street network changes, has the potential to

impact emergency vehicle access primarily by creating conditions that would substantially affect the ability of

drivers to yield the right-of-way to emergency vehicles, or preclude the ability of emergency vehicles to access

streets within the transportation study area. Plans for development projects are required to undergo

multidepartrnental City review to ensure that proposed vehicular access and streetscape improvements do not

impede emergency vehicle access to the proposed project's site or surrounding areas. The proposed street

network changes would be required to undergo more detailed design and review. As part of that work, there

is a preliminary review conducted by SFMTA's Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC) and the San

Francisco Fire Departrnent, along with other City agencies. The TASC review ensures that any safety issues,

including emergency vehicle access, are resolved prior to permit issuance.

The Plan's proposed street network changes would result in fewer mixed-flow travel lanes on a number of

streets, which would reduce the available capacity for vehicles and thereby increase the number of vehicles in the

remaining travel lanes, reduce the roadway width available for drivers to pull over to allow emergency vehicles

to pass (e.g., due to raised buffers associated with cycle tracks), and result in additional vehicle delay on these

streets. It is likely that the increased number of vehicles in the remaining travel lanes and increased levels of

traffic congestion would occasionally impede emergency vehicle access in the Plan Area during periods of peak

traffic volumes, and would be a significant impact on emergency vehicle access.

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact

listed above would be reduced to aless-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-

TR-3a: Transit Enhancements, M-TR-8: Emergency Vehicle Access Consultation; M-NO-1a: Transportation

Demand Management for New Development Projects, and M-AQ-Se: Central SoMa Air Quality

Improvement Strategy, as set forth in the attached MNIlZP and will be implemented as provided therein.
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III.B.2 Impact C-TR-8

Impact C-TR-8: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street

network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San

Francisco, could contribute considerably to significant cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts.

Cumulative growth in housing and employment within Central SoMa and San Francisco would result in an

increased demand of emergency response calls, and would also increase the number of vehicles on Central

SoMa streets, and result in increased vehicle delays. The Plan's proposed street network changes, in

combination with street network changes of other cumulative projects, would result in fewer mixed-flow

travel lanes on a number of study area streets, which would reduce the available capacity for vehicles, and

would thereby increase the number of vehicles in the remaining travel lanes and result in additional vehicle

delay on these streets. This would be a significant cumulative impact on emergency vehicle access.

Implementation of the Plan could contribute considerably to cumulative emergency vehicle access conditions

in Central SoMa.

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant

cumulative emergency vehicle access impact would be reduced to aless-than-significant level with

implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-3a, M-TR-8, M-NO-la as modified herein, and M-AQ-5e, as

set forth in the attached MNIl2P and will be implemented as provided therein.

III.0 Noise and Vibration

III.C.1 Impact NO-3

Impact NO-3: Development under the Plan, including the proposed street network changes, would result

in construction activities that could expose persons to temporary increases in vibration substantially in

excess of ambient levels.

Construction activities undertaken by subsequent individual development projects allowed under the Plan

(including street network changes) could potentially expose people to the impacts of excess groundborne

vibration ar noise levels. With the exception of pile driving, most construction activities would generate

ground-borne vibration levels that would not exceed the FTA criterion of 0.5 in/sec PPV for structural damage

to typical construction (reinforced concrete), a les-than-significant vibration impact. If pile driving is required,

vibration levels at adjacent buildings could exceed the FTA's criterion of 0.5 in/sec PPV for structural damage,

resulting in a significant vibration impact. Potential effects of groundborne vibration on historic resources is

discussed in Section III.A.1, Impact CP-1.

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact

listed above would be reduced to aless-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures

M-NO-2b: Noise and Vibration Control Measures during Pile Driving, M-CP-3a: Protect Historical

Resources from Adjacent Construction Activities, and M-CP-3b: Construction Monitoring Program for

Historical Resources, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as provided therein
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III.D Air Quality

III.D.1 Impact AQ-4

Impact AQ-4: Development under the Plan, but not the proposed street network changes and open space

improvements, would result in construction activities that could violate an air quality standard, contribute

to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any

criteria pollutant for which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or State

ambient air quality standard.

a) Street Network Changes and Open Space Improvements

Construction activities to implement the street network changes and open space improvements would be

subject to the Construction Dust Control Ordinance. Compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth

in the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance would ensure that potential dust-related construction air quality

unpacts from the street network changes and open space improvements would be less than significant.

Construction activities to implement the street netwark changes and open space improvements would not

generate emissions of criteria air pollutants that exceed criteria air pollutant significance thresholds. Therefore,

construction criteria pollutant emissions from street network changes and open space improvements would be

less than significant.

b) Subsequent Development

Implementation of the Plan would allow for development of new office, residential, retail, and other uses, at a

greater intensity than is currenfly allowed under existing land use controls. Most development projects in the

Plan Area would entail demolition and removal of existing structures and/or parking lots, excavation, and site

preparation and construction of new buildings.

Construction Dust

Construction activities undertaken by subsequent individual development projects allowed under the Plan

that generate dust include builcling and parking lot demolition, excavation, and equipment movement across

unpaved construction sites. Subsequent development would be subject to the regulations and procedures set

forth in the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance. Therefore, potential dust-related construction air quality

impacts would be less than significant.

Construction Emissions

Emissions generated during construction activities would include exhaust emissions from heavy duty

construction equipment, trucks used to haul construction materials to and from sites, and worker vehicle

emissions. Construction activities of the larger projects in the Plan Area could potentially generate emissions of

criteria air pollutants that would exceed criteria air pollutant significance thresholds. An analysis of construction

emissions using CaIEEMod showed that high rise residential developments in excess of 500 units and general

office developments in excess of 825,000 square feet would have the potential to result in construction-related
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ROG emissions in excess of 54 pounds per day. T'he amount of construction period emissions would vary

depending on project characteristics. For example, a project proposing less than 500 units or 825,000 square feet

of non-residential use that requires substantial excavation (e.g., due to contaminated soils and/or to

accommodate below-grade parking) may also exceed the construction significance criteria. Therefore,

construction of subsequent individual development projects that exceed the criteria air pollutant significance

thresholds would result in a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-4a:

Construction Emissions Analysis and M-AQ-4b: Construction Emissions Minimization Plan, would reduce

construction-related emissions to aless-than-significant level.

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact

listed above would be reduced to aless-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures

M-AQ-4a and M-AQ-4b, as set forth in the attached MMI2P and will be implemented as provided therein.

III.D.2 Impact AQ-6

Impact AQ-6: Development under the Plan, including proposed open space improvements and street

network changes, would result in construction activities that could expose sensitive receptors to substantial

levels of fine particulate matter (PMzs) and toxic air contaminants generated by construction equipment.

Within the APEZ, construction activities undertaken by subsequent individual development projects allowed

under the Plan would adversely affect populations that are already at a higher risk for adverse long-term

health risks from. existing sources of air pollution. The Plan would also indirectly generate additional vehicle

trips that would result in additional parcels meeting the APEZ criteria. Construction activities using off-road

diesel equipment and vehicles in these areas would expose sensitive receptors to substantial levels of air

pollution, and would be a significant impact.

The proposed street network changes and open space improvements would be publicly-funded projects and

therefore subject to the conditions of the Clean Construction Ordinance to reduce diesel emissions, and

thereby reduce related potential health risks. However, the Plan would indirecfly generate additional vehicle

trips that would result in additional areas meeting the APEZ health risk criteria. Construction activities on, or

adjacent to, these parcels would adversely affect populations already at a higher risk for adverse long-term

health risks, and would be a significant impact.

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impacts

listed above would be reduced to aless-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures

M-AQ-6a: Construction Emissions Minimization Plan, and M-AQ-6b: Implement Clean Construction

Requirements, as set forth in the attached MMIZP and will be implemented as provided therein.
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III.E Biological Resources

III.E.1 Impact BI-1

Impact BI-1: Development under to the Plan and the proposed street network changes has the potential to

adversely affect special-status species and to interfere with the movement of wildlife species.

Given the limited quality of potential habitat, neither development within the Plan azea nor the proposed

street network changes would interfere substantially with migratory corridors. T'he proposed street network

changes may require the relocation or removal of trees within the existing sidewalk of these streets; and

demolition or renovation of existing buildings and construction of new buildings could also result in removal

of existing trees. Tree removal at the start of construction could result in impacts on nesting birds, however

this impact would be less than significant with compliance with the California Fish and Game Code and the

Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

The Plan area provides limited potential roosting habitat for two special- status bat species, western red bat

(Lasiurus blossevillii) and Townsend's big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii). While the potential for their

occurrence within the Plan area is low, it is possible that these bat species could be found in trees or

underutilized buildings. Development under the Plan including the proposed street network changes and

open space improvements could result in a potentially significant impact on special-status bats.

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact

listed above would be reduced to aless-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure

M-BI-1: Pre-Construction Bat Surveys, as set forth in the attached MMIZP and will be implemented as

provided therein.

III.F Hazards and Hazardous Materials

III.F.1 Impact HZ-3

Impact HZ-3: Demolition and renovation of buildings as part of individual development projects

implemented pursuant to the Plan could potentially expose workers and the public to hazardous building

materials including asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paint, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), bis

(2-ethylheacyl) phthalate (DEHI'), and mercury, or result in a release of these materials into the environment

during construction.

The Plan area was nearly completely rebuilt during by the first two decades of the 20th century, after the 1906

earthquake and fire. Many of the existing buildings may contain hazardous building materials, including

asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paint, and electrical equipment containing PCBs. Most of the

existing buildings could also include fluorescent light ballasts containing PCBs or DEHP, and fluorescent light

tubes containing mercury vapors. All of these materials were commonly employed until the second half of the

20th century. If a building is demolished or renovated as part of a development project implemented pursuant

to the Plan, workers and the public could be exposed to hazardous building materials if they were not abated

prior to demolition. Compliance with regulatory requirements and implementation of required procedures
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would ensure that potential impacts due demolition or renovation of structures with asbestos-containing

materials and lead-based paint would be less than significant.

Other hazardous building materials that could be present within the Plan area include electrical transformers

that could contain PCBs, fluorescent light ballasts that could contain PCBs or DEHP, and fluorescent light

tubes that could contain mercury vapors. Disruption of these materials could pose health threats for

construction workers if not properly disposed of and would be a pokentially significant impact.

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact

listed above would be reduced to aless-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure

M-HZ-3: Hazardous Building Materials Abatement, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be

implemented as provided therein.

SECTION IV

Significant Impacts That Cannot Be Avoided or

Reduced to ~ Less-than-Significant Level

Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, the City finds that, where feasible,

changes or alterations have been required, or incorporated into, the Plan and proposed street network changes

to reduce the significant environmental impacts listed below as identified in the Final EIIt. Although all of the

mitigation measures set forth in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMI2P), attached as Exhibit B,

aze adopted, for some of the impacts listed below, despite the implementation of feasible mitigation measures,

the effects remain significant and unavoidable.

It is further found, as described in this Section IV below, based on the analysis contained within the Final EIR,

other considerations in the record, and the significance criteria identified in the Final EIR, that because some

aspects of the Project could cause potentially significant impacts for which feasible mitigation measures are

not available to reduce the impact to aless-than-significant level, those impacts remain significant and

unavoidable. It is also recognized that although mitigation measures are identified in the Final EIlZ that would

reduce some significant impacts, certain measures, as described in this Section IV below, are uncertain or

infeasible for reasons set forth below, and therefore those impacts remain significant and unavoidable or

potentially significant and unavoidable.

Thus, the following significant impacts on the environment, as reflected in the Final EIR, are unavoidable. As

more fully explained in Section VII, below, under Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(3) and (b), and

CEQA Guidelines 15091(a)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, it is found and determined that legal, environmental,

economic, social, technological and other benefits of the Project override any remaining significant adverse

impacts of the Project for each of the significant and unavoidable impacts described below. This finding is

supported by substantial evidence in the record of this proceeding.This finding is supported by substantial

evidence in the record of this proceeding.
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IV.A Land Use and Land Use Planning

IV.A.1 Impact LU-2

Impact LU-2: Development under the Plan, 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 (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning

ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an envirorunental effect Specifically, the Plan

could result in traffic noise along Howard Street (under the twaway option for Howard and Folsom Streets)

that exceeds the noise standards in the General Plan's Environmental Protection Element.

T'he Plan would not conflict substantially with the great majority of policies in the General Plan, Planning Code,

Plan Bad Area, Climate Action Plan, Bicycle Plan, Better Streets Plan, or Transit First Policy, and other regulations

that were adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

Implementation of the Plan could result in siting sensitive receptors in close proximity to noise sources by

changing zoning to allow uses that may generate high noise levels, such as PDR and Places of Entertainment,

in proximity to new and existing residences. This may conflict with the General Plan's Environmental

Protection Element, Policy 11.1: Discourage new uses in areas in which the noise level exceeds the noise

compatibility guidelines for that use.

Implementation of the Plan could result in increased traffic noise levels, which could conflict with the General

Plari s Environmental Protection Element Policy 9.6: Discourage changes in streets which will result in greater

traffic noise in noise-sensitive areas. This impact relates specifically to the potential for implementation of the

Plan to result in increased traffic noise levels on Howard Street under the two-way option for Howard and

Folsom Streets.

The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-NO-1a: Transportation Demand Management for

New Development Projects and M-NO-ib: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses to address this impact. The EIR

finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-1b would reduce noise from noise-generating uses to

less-than-significant levels. However, while implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a would reduce

traffic noise on Howard Street under the two-way option for Howard and Folsom Streets, it may not be

sufficient to reduce the impact to aless-than-significant level. Therefore, the potential for a significant conflict

with the General Plan's Environmental Protection Element Policy 9.6 would remain significant and

unavoidable with mitigation.

IV.A.2 Impact C-LU-1

Impact C-LU-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street

network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the

vicinity, would contribute considerably to a significant cumulative land use impact. Specifically, the Plan,

under both the 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.

27



In general, the Plan, and pazticularly the proposed street network changes and open space improvements,

would improve linkages within the Plan Area and serve to enhance the physical connection between and

through various parts of the Plan Area. None of the individual projects in the Plan Area is expected to

preclude or interfere with proposed public realm improvements, and many would contribute positively to

pedestrian connections, new infrastructure, and/or include open space enhancements. Therefore, the Plan

would not combine with these projects and plans and so as to result in significant cumulative impacts related

to dividing established communities.

However, implementation of the Plan could result in a significant unavoidable impact with respect to

increased traffic noise, which would conflict with a General Plan policy adopted for the purpose of mitigating

or avoiding an environmental effect. The Plan, including both the one-way and two-way operation of Folsom

and Howard Streets would make a considerable contribution to cumulative traffic noise levels. The EIR

identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-NO-1a: Transportation Demand Management for New

Development Projects to address this impact, and concludes that no additional mitigation measures for new

development projects have been identified to reduce this impact to less than significant. Therefore, the

project's contribution to cumulative traffic noise impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with

mitigation.

IV.B Cultural and Paleontological Resources

IV.B.1 Impact CP-1

Impact CP-1: Development under the Plan would 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.

The EIR finds that development under the Plan would 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, causing a substantial adverse change

in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. The EIR concludes

that such impacts could occur as a result of individual development projects under the Plan. The EIR also

concludes that development under the Plan in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable

future projects in the vicinity could result in the demolition and/or alteration of historical resources, thereby

contributing considerably to a cumulative historical resources unpact.

The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measares M-CP-1a: Mandatory Consultation Regarding

Avoidance or Minimization of Effects on Historical Resources; M-CP-1b: Documentation of Historical

Resource(s); M-CP-ic: Oral Histories; M-CP-1d: Interpretive Program; and M-CP-le: Video Recordation to

address this impact. The EIR finds that, while the foregoing mitigation measures would reduce the adverse

impacts of the Plan on historical resources, they would not reduce the impacts to a les-than-significant level

because it cannot be stated with certainty that no historical resources would be demolished or otherwise
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adversely affected in the Plan Area with implementation of the Plan. Therefore, the impact would remain

significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

IV.B.2 Impact C-CP-1

Impact C-CP-1: Development under the Plan, in combination with past, present, and reasonably

foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, could result in demolition and/or alteration of historic resources,

thereby contributing considerably to significant cumulative historical resources impacts.

'The EIl2 finds that development under the Plan may contribute to the loss of individual historic resources and

contributors to historic districts by encouraging demolition and alteration of such resources in the Plan Area.

These impacts could combine with similar impacts in areas outside the Plan Area to result in significant

cumulative impacts in the number of individually eligible historic resources within the SoMa neighborhood

and cumulative effects to historic districts that overlap within the Plan Area and adjacent areas. The proposed

Plan could contribute considerably to this impact, and several mitigation measures have been identified and

analyzed that could mitigate this impact to less than significant, inclucling Mitigation Measures M-CP-1a

through M-CP-le, as noted above. However, because it is uncertain whether or not these mitigation measures

could reduce impacts to a les-than-significant level, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable

with mitigation.

IV.0 Transportation and Circulation

IV.C.1 Impact TR-3

Impact TR-3: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street

network changes, 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.

Development associated with the Plan would generate 4,160 transit trips during the a.m. peak hour, and 4,430

transit trips during the p.m. peak hour. The EIR finds that development under the Plan, including the proposed

open space improvements and street netwark changes, would result in significant adverse transit impacts on

Muni capacity and East Bay regional transit screenlines, and would result in transit delays for Muni, Golden

Gate Transit, and SamTrans buses. The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-TR-3a: Transit

Enhancements, M-TR-3b: Boarding Improvements, and M-TR-3c, Signalization and Intersection Restriping

at Townsend/Fifth Streets to address this impact. The EIR finds that even with implementation of these

mitigation measures, impacts would not be reduced to aless-than-significant level. Implementation of Mitigation

Measures M-TR-3a, M-TR-3b, and M-TR-3c would reduce the effect of increased ridership and could reduce the

travel time impacts or mitigate them to less-than-significant levels. However, because it is not lrnown how much

additional funding would be generated for transit service as part of these mitigation measures, or whether

SFMTA would provide additional service on the impacted routes to fully mitigate the Plan's impacts, the

impacts remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
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IV.C.2 Impact TR-4

Impact TR-4: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street

network changes, would not result in pedestrian safety hazards nor result in a substantial overcrowding on

sidewalks or at corner locations, but would result in overcrowding at crosswalks.

Development associated with the Plan would generate about 10,550 pedestrian trips (4,430 transit and 6,120

walk and other modes trips) during the p.m. peak hour. New development under the Plan would result in a

substantial increase in pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicle trips in Central SoMa, which could increase the

potential for conflicts between modes. However, some of the development projects would include pedestrian

improvements, as required under the Better Streets Plan, and ongoing City projects such as the Vision Zero

effort focused on eliminating traffic deaths by 2024. T'he proposed street network changes include numerous

improvements to the pedestrian network including sidewalk widening to meet the standards in the Better

Streets Plan where possible, corner sidewalk extensions, pedestrian signal timing upgrades, signalized

midblock pedestrian crossings, and opening currently closed crosswalks. Impacts of the Plan related to

pedestrian safety hazards would be less than significant.

Implementation of the street network changes, in combination with the additional pedestrians generated by

development under the Plan, would result in significant pedestrian LOS impacts at the west and east crosswalks

at the intersections of Third/Mission and Fourth/Mission, and at the west crosswalks at the intersections of

Fourth/Townsend and Fourth/King during the midday and/or p.m. peak hours. The EIR identifies and analyzes

Midgadon Measure M-TR-4: Upgrade Central SoMa Area Crosswalks, to address this impact. The EIR finds

that even with implementation of this mitigation measure, because the feasibility of the crosswalk widening

beyond the current width is uncertain due to roadway or other physical constraints (e.g., presence of bus stops or

platforms), the pedestrian impact at the crosswalks due to implementation of the Plan would remain significant

and unavoidable with mitigation.

IV.C.3 Impact TR-6

Impact TR-6: Development under the Plan, 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.

Implementation of the street network changes associated with the Plan would remove on-street commercial

loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading zones on a number of streets either permanently or during

peak periods. The EIR finds that development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements

and street network changes, would result in significant impacts on commercial vehicle loading/unloading

activities and passenger loading/unloading activities.
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The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-TR-6a: Driveway and Loading Operations Plan

(DLOP) and M-TR-6b: Accommodation of On-Street Commercial Loading Spaces and Passenger

Loading/iJnloading Zones to address this impact.

The EIR finds that these mitigation measures would reduce the potential for disruption to traffic and transit

circulation, and impacts on pedestrians and bicycles in the Plan Area as a result of commercial loading

activities. However, replacement of on-street loading and passenger loading/unloading zones may not always

be possible due to conditions such as existing parking prohibitions or availability of general on-street spaces

that could be converted to commercial loading spaces, or pedestrian circulation area on adjacent sidewalks.

Thus, the feasibility of providing replacement commercial loading spaces of similar length on the same block

and side of the street or within 250 feet on adjacent side streets cannot be assured in every situation where

loading spaces are removed as a result of the street network changes. Locations adjacent to transit-only lanes

would also not be ideal for loading spaces because they may introduce new conflicts between trucks and

transit vehicles. Given these considerations, the potential locations for replacing all on-street commercial

loading spaces on streets where circulation changes are proposed (i.e., Folsom, Howard, Harrison, Bryant,

Brannan, Third and Fourth Streets) are limited, and it is unlikely that a sufficient amount of spaces could be

provided to offset the net loss in supply and ensure that conflicts between trucks, bicyclists, and other vehicles

do not occur. Similarly, for passenger loading/unloading zones, replacement may not always be possible due

to conditions such as existing parking prohibitions or lack of general on-street spaces that could be converted

to passenger loading spaces. As such, the feasibility of providing replacement passenger loading/unloading

zones of similar length that would serve the affected properties, particularly the Moscone Center, hotels, and

the Bessie Carmichael School/Filipino Education Center, cannot be assured. For these reasons, loading

impacts, particularly during peak hour of loading activities, would remain significant and unavoidable with

mitigation.

IV.C.4 Impact TR-9

Impact TR-9: Construction activities associated with development under the Plan, 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.

In general, the analysis of construction impacts is specific to individual projects, and includes a discussion of

temporary roadway and sidewalk closures, relocation of bus stops, effects on roadway circulation due to

construction trucks, and the increase in vehicle trips, transit trips and parking demand associated with

constnzction workers. Construction-related transportation impacts associated with individual development,

open space, or transportation projects are temporary and generally of short-term duration (e.g., typically

between two and three years), and are conducted in accordance with City requirements to ensure that they do

not substantially affect transit, pedestrian, or bicycle conditions or circulation in the area. However, given the

magnitude of projected development anticipated to occur, and the uncertainty concerning construction

schedules, construction activities associated with multiple overlapping projects under the Plan could result in

multiple travel lane closures, high volumes of trucks in the local vicinity, and travel lane and sidewalk closures.

These in turn could disrupt or delay transit, pedestrians, or bicyclists, or result in potentially hazardous
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conditions (e.g., high volumes of trucks turning at intersections). As such, the EIR finds that construction-related

transportation impacts would be significant.

T'he EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measure M-TR-9: Construction Management Plan and

Construction Coordination to address this impact. The EIR finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure

M-TR-9 would min;mi~e, but would not eliminate, the significant impacts related to conflicts between

construction activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and vehicles. Other measures, such as imposing

sequential (i.e., non-overlapping) construction schedules for all projects in the vicinity, were considered but

deemed infeasible due to potentially lengthy delays in unplementation of subsequent projects. As such,

construction-related transportation impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

IV.C.5 Impact C-TR-3

Impact C-TR-3: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street

network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San

Francisco, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative transit impacts on local and regional

transit providers.

Implementation of the Plan would result in significant cumulative impacts, or contribute considerably to

cumulative unpacts, on capacity utilization on multiple Muni downtown screenlines and corridors, and

Central SoMa cordons and corridors. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, development under the Plan would

contribute considerably to BART ridership for travel from the East Bay during the a.m. peak hour and to the

East Bay during the p.m. peak hours, and the BART East Bay screenlines would operate at more than the

100 percent capacity utilization standard. All other regional screenlines and transit providers ware not

projected to exceed the capacity utilization standard under 2040 cumulative conditions. Implementation of the

Plan would contribute considerably to significant cumulative impacts, as a result of increased congestion and

transit delay on Muni, Golden Gate Transit, and SamTrans routes that operate withixi the Central SoMa

transportation study area.

The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-TR-3a: Transit Enhancements, M-TR-3b: Boarding

Improvements, and M-TR-3c: Signalization and Intersection Restriping at Townsend/Fifth Streets) to

address this impact. T'he EIR finds that the feasibility of identified mitigation measures is uncertain and may

not be adequate to mitigate cumulative impacts to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, implementation of

the Plan, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would

contribute considerably to the significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative local and regional

transit impacts.

IV.C.6 Impact C-TR-4

Impact C-TR-4: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street

network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San

Francisco, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative pedestrian impacts.

'The Plan's proposed street network changes, in combination with other cumulative projects would improve the

pedestrian network in Central SoMa and enhance pedestrian safety, including for seniors and persons with
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disabilities. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, impacts related to cumulative pedestrian safety hazards would

be less than significant.

Under year 2040 cumulative conditions, the Plan would contribute considerably to significant cumulative

pedestrian impacts at one or more crosswalks at the intersections of Third/Mission, Third/Howard,

Fourth/Mission, Fourth/Howard, Fourth/Folsom, Fourth/Harrison, Fourth/Bryant, Fourth/Brannan,

Fourth/Townsend, and Fourth/King during the midday and/or p.m. peak hours. T'he EIR identifies and

analyzes Mitigation Measure M-TR-4: Upgrade Central SoMa Area Crosswalks, to address this impact. The

EIR finds that because the feasibility of the crosswalk widening beyond the current width is uncertain due to

roadway or other physical constraints (e.g., presence of bus stops or platforms), the pedestrian impact at the

crosswalks due to implementation of the Plan would remain significant and unavoidable. Therefore,

unplementation of the Plan, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San

Francisco, would contribute considerably to the significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative

pedestrian impacts.

IV.C.7 Impact C-TR-6

Impact C-TR-6: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street

network changes, and the associated increased demand of on-street loading in combination with past,

present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to

significant cumulative loading impacts.

Implementation of the street network changes associated with the Plan would remove on-street commercial

loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading zones on a number of streets either permanently or during

peak periods. These conditions would worsen with cumulative projects that also remove on-street commercial

loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading zones, resulting in significant cumulative impacts. The EIR

identifies and analyzes T'he EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-TR-6a: Driveway and

Loading Operations Plan (DLOP) and M-TR-6b: Accommodation of On-Street Commercial Loading Spaces

and Passenger Loading/LJnloading Zones to address this impact. The EIR finds that because the feasibility of

providing replacement commercial loading spaces and passenger loadingJunloading zones of similar lengths

is uncertain, loading impacts due to implementation of the Plan would remain significant and unavoidable.

Therefore, implementation of the Plan, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable

development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to the significant and unavoidable with

mitigation cumulative loading impacts.

IV.D Noise and Vibration

IV.D.1 Impact NO-1

Impact NO-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed street network changes, would generate

noise that would result in exposure of persons to noise levels in excess of standards in the San Francisco
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General Plan or Noise Ordinance (Arkicle 29 of the Police Code), and would result in a substantial permanent

increase in ambient noise above existing levels.

Traffic. Noise Impacts

Noise modeling was undertaken for 149 street segments to evaluate changes in traffic noise between e~dsting

conditions and each of the three development scenarios: (1) Existing +Growth Attributed to the Plan;

(2) Existing +Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street Improvements (FolsomJHoward one-way); and

(3) Existing +Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street Improvements (Folsom/Howard two-way). The results

of the traffic noise modeling revealed that effects of Plan-generated growth on the existing noise environment

would be relatively limited.

Under the Existing +Growth Attributed to the Plan scenario, traffic increases would result in noise increases

of 2.5 dBA or less. Therefore, traffic generated by anticipated Plan Area development alone would not result in a

substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels, and would not expose persons to noise levels in excess of

standards in the San Francisco General Plan. When compared to the three dBA perceptibility threshold, a 2.5 dBA

noise increase would have a les-than-significant impact on existing residential and other noise-sensitive uses.

The proposed open space improvements would generate little, if any, new vehicular traffic and, accordingly,

would result in little or no increase in indirect traffic-generated noise.

Under the Existing +Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street Improvements (Folsom/Howard one-way)

scenario, traffic increases would result in would result in noise increases of 2.4 dBA or less along study

segments; these increases of less than three dBA would not be noticeable and would be less than significant.

Under the E~cisting +Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street Improvements (Folsom/Howard two-way)

scenario, two street segments would e~erience an increase in traffic noise of three dBA or more.. The two-way

Folsom and Howard Street network changes would result in noise increases of 3.1 dBA and 5.2 dBA along

Howard Street between 10th and 11th Streets and Howard Street west of 11th Street, respectively. This would

be a significant unpact. At all other locations under this scenario, traffic noise increases would be less than

three dBA and thus would be less than significant.

T'he EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-NO-1a: Transportation Demand Management for

New Development Projects to reduce this impact. The EIR finds that while implementation of Mitigation

Measure M-NO-1a would reduce traffic noise on Howard Street under the two-way option for Howard and

Folsom Streets, it may not be sufficient to reduce the impact to a les-than-significant level. Therefore, noise

impacts associated with implementation of the Plan and the two-way option for Howard and Folsom Streets

would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a requires project sponsors to develop and implement a Transportation Demand

Management (TDM) Plan pursuant to the Planning Department's TDM Program. One of the benefits of the

TDM Program is to provide more certainty to project sponsors in the development review process. Under the

TDM program, because a project sponsor knows its TDM requirements before submitting a development

application, it can take those requirements into account when designing and financing the project. However,

the TDM requirements proposed in the Central SoMa Plan legislation are substantially greater than those

originally adopted in P1annulg Code Section 169. As a result, many development projects that submitted a

development application prior to the introduction of the Central SoMa legislation were designed and financed

34



in ways that make it infeasible for those projects to meet the Central SoMa TDM requirements. Construction

of these projects is integral to achieving the goals of the Central SoMa Plan.

For these reasons, the Commission hereby finds that Mitigation Measure M-NO-la is infeasible to the extent it

applies to projects with completed development applications or environmental evaluation applications on file

with the Planning Depaztment before January 1, 2018.

T'he Commission hereby adopts Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a as modified below. With these modifications,

the Commission finds that Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a is feasible.

Mitigation Measure M NO 1a: Transportation Demand Management for New Development Projects. To

reduce vehicle noise from subsequent development projects in the Plan Area, the project sponsor and

subsequent property owners (excluding 100 percent affordable housing projects) shall develop and implement

a T'DM Plan for a proposed project's net new uses (including net new accessory parking spaces) as part of

project approval. The scope and number of TDM measures included in the TDM Plan shall be in accordance

with Planning Department's TDM Program Standards for the type of development proposed, and

accompanying appendices, exce at ~2roiects with com}~lete development annlications or Environmental

Evaluation Applications (EEAsI on file with the Planning Department before Tanuary 1, 2018 shall meet a

mitumum of 75% of the TDM requirements in the Plannin~nartment's TDM Program Standards. The T'DM

Program Standazds and accompanying appendices are expected to be refined as plaruling for the proposed

TDM Ordinance continues. Each subsequent development project's TDM Plan for proposed net new uses shall

conform to the most recent version of the TDM Program Standards and accompanying appendices available at

the time of the project Approval Action, as Approval Action is defined in Secfion 31.04(h) of the San Francisco

Administrative Code. T'he Planning Department shall review and approve the TDM Plan, as well as any

subsequent revisions to the TDM Plan. The T'DM Plan shall target a reduction in the vehicle miles traveled

(VMT) rate (i.e., VMT per capita), monitor and evaluate project performance (actual VMT), and adjust TDM

measures over time to attempt to meet VMT target reduction. This measure is applicable to all projects within

the Plan Area that do not otherwise qualify for an exemption under Article 19 of the CEQA Guidelines. This

measure is superseded for those projects that are already required to fully comply with the TDM Program

Standards (i.e., without reductions in target requirements) in the Plan Area. The TDM Plan shall be developed

in consultation with the Planning Department and rely generally on implementation of measures listed in the

Planning Department T'DM Program Standards and accompanying appendices in effect at the time of the

Project Approval Action. T'he TDM program may include, but is not limited to the types of measures, which

are summarized below for explanatory example purposes. Actual development project TDM measures shall

be applied from the TDM Program Standards and accompanying appendices, which describe the scope and

applicability of candidate measures in detail:

1. Active Transportation: Provision of streetscape unprovements to encourage walking, secure bicycle

parking, shower and locker facilities for cyclists, subsidized bike share memberships for project occupants,

bicycle repair and maintenance services,. and other bicycle-related services;

2. Car-Share: Provision of car-shaze parking spaces and subsidized memberships for project occupants;

3. Delivery: Provision of amenities and services to support delivery of goods to project occupants;
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4. Family-Oriented Measures: Provision of on-site childcare and other amenities to support the use of

sustainable transportation modes by families;

5. High-Occupancy Vehicles: Provision of carpooling/vanpooling incentives and shuttle bus service;

6. Information: Provision of multimodal wayfinding signage, transportation information displays, and

tailored transportation marketing services;

Land Use: Provision of on-site affordable housing and healthy food retail services in underserved

areas; and

8. Parking: Provision of unbundled parking, short-term daily parking provision, parking cash out offers,

and reduced off-street parking supply.

Noise Generating Sources

Development of certain commercial uses in proximity to existing residential uses would increase the potential

for noise disturbance or conflicts. Depending on the type of commercial activities, noise generated from the

sources such as loading/unloading activities, delivery trucks, garbage trucks, PDR and light industrial uses,

could result in a substantial permanent, temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels, creating noise

conflicts between residential and commercial uses. The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measure

M-NO-1b: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses to address this impact. The EIR finds that implementation of

Mitigation Measure M-NO-lb and compliance with the Section 2909 of the Noise Ordinance would render

impacts less than significant with respect to potential conflicts between new noise-generating uses and noise-

sensitive land uses.

Noise Compatibility of Future Uses

The Plan proposes to permit nighttime entertainment uses within a limited area, south of Harrison Street

between Fourth and Sixth Streets, where the Plan would establish a new Central SoMa SUD. Because

entertairunent uses typically generate nighttime noise and residential uses require quieter nighttime noise

levels, noise conflicts could result where these land uses are in proximity to one another and where buildings

may not be sufficienfly insulated to prevent the intrusion of excessive noise. The EIR identifies and analyzes

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1b: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses to address this impact. The EIR finds that

implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-1b and compliance with the San Francisco Building Code,

Administrative Code, Plannuzg Code, and Police Code, and Regulation of Noise from Places of Entertainment

would reduce noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible, consistent with. the General Plan, ,and would

reduce the potential for noise conflicts between new entertainment and residential uses to a less-than-

significant level.

IV.D.2 Impact NO-2

Impact NO-2: Development under the Plan, 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 increases in noise levels substantially in excess of ambient levels.
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Development that could result from implementation of the Plan would result in construction of new

buildings, demolition, or retrofitting (if applicable) near existing residential ar other noise-sensitive uses. 'The

noise levels associated with construction equipment such as pile driving and concrete saws would exceed the

ambient noise levels of approximately 70 to 75 dBA, and, absent noise controls, would exceed the limit

specified in the Police Code of 80 dBA at 100 feet This would be a significant impact. Similar noise levels could

be reached with operation of multiple pieces of construction equipment, on the same site or on multiple sites,

depending on their distance from sensitive receptors. Similarly, the duration of noise experienced by receptors

may be increased due to overlapping construction projects. The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation

Measures M-NO-2a: General Construction Noise Control Measures and M-NO-2b: Noise and Vibration

Control Measures during Pile Driving to address this impact.

The EIR finds implementation of Mitigation Measures M-NO-2a and M-NO-2b would reduce the noise impact

from future construction throughout the Plan Area to a les-than-significant level from individual construction

sites. However, a number of projects have environmental applications on file and are dependent upon the

Central SoMa Plan's proposed zoning. It is possible that such projects, some of which are located in close

proximity to each other, could be under construction at the same time. T'he combined effect of these noise

impacts may result in noise levels for which available feasible mitigation measures may not be sufficient to

reduce the impact to less than sigzvficant Therefore, this impact remains significant and unavoidable with

mitigation.

IV.D.3 Impact C-NO-1

Impact C-NO-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed street network changes and open

space improvements, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would

result in cumulative noise impacts.

Noise modeling was undertaken for 149 street segments to evaluate changes in traffic noise between 2040

conditions and each of the three development scenarios: (1) 2040 Cumulative +Growth Attributed to the Plan;

(2) 2040 Cumulative +Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street Improvements (Folsom/Howard one-way);

and (3) 2040 Cumulative +Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street Improvements (Folsom/Howard two-

way). The results of the traffic noise modeling revealed that effects of Plan-generated and cumulative traffic

growth would be relatively minimal overall.

Under the 2040 Cumulative +Growth Attributed to the Plan scenario, traffic noise increases would generally

be less than three dBA. One street segment on Fifth Street between Bryant and Brannan Streets would

experience a noise increase greater than three dBA; this would be a significant cumulative impact. However,

the Plan contribution would be minimal (less than 0.5 dBA) and thus not a considerable contribution to the

significant cumulative impact.

Under the 2040 Cumulative +Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street Improvements (Folsom/Howard one-

way) scenario, a significant cumulative impact would occur on Fourth Street between Bryant and Brannan

Streets and on Bryant Street east of Fourth Street. Under the 2040 Cumulative +Growth Attributed to the Plan

with Street Improvements (Folsom/Howard two-way) scenario, significant cumulative impacts would occur

on Howazd Street west of Fifth Street, Fourth Street between Bryant and Brannan Streets, and on Bryant Street

east of Fourth Street. Therefore, the Plan growth plus the street network changes with both one-way and two-
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way options for Folsom and Howard Streets would make a considerable contribution to cumulative significant

traffic noise impacts. 'Therefore, this impact remains significant and unavoidable.

IV.E Air Quality

Impact AQ-3: Operation of subsequent individual development projects in the Plan Area and street

network changes, but not 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.

Development of individual development projects within the Plan Area could generate vehicle trips and other

operational emissions, such as emissions from natural gas combustion, landscape maintenance activifies, and

painting that would result in a significant increase in criteria air pollutants. With regard to proposed street

network changes, these projects would include conversion of Howard and Folsom Streets to accommodate

additional travel modes including bicycles and transit, reduction in travel lanes and installation of transit only

lanes and bicycle facilities on Third Street and Fourth Street, creation of transit only lanes on Bryant Street and

Harrison Street and minor reconfiguration to Brannan Street. Given the number of proposed street network

changes, it is conservatively judged that the street network changes would result in significant criteria air

pollutant emissions as a result of slower moving vehicle speeds, which would result in an increase in vehicle

emissions. The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-NO-1a: Transportation Demand

Management for New Development Projects, M-AQ-3a: Education for Residential and Commercial Tenants

Concerning Low-VOC Consumer Products, and M-AQ-3b: Reduce Operational Emissions, to address this

impact.

The EIR finds that implementation of these mitigation measures is required for future individual development

projects in the Plan Area that would exceed BAAQMD screening criteria. However, without specific detail on

the size and extent of these projects, it is not possible to estimate emissions or the effectiveness or feasibility of

the mitigation measures. Additionally, local government has no authority over vehicle emissions standards,

which are established by federal and state law. Existing emissions laws and regulations, including the federal

Corporate Average Fuel Economy requirements and California's Clean Car (Pavley) Standazds to reduce

greenhouse gas emissions, would result in declining vehicle emissions over time. However, no feasible

mitigation exists for criteria air pollutant emissions resulting from slower vehicle speeds (and increased idling

times) that may occur as a result of the proposed street network changes. Therefore, this impact remains

significant and unavoidable with mitigation. It should be noted that the identification of this significant impact

does not preclude the finding of fixture less-than-significant impacts for subsequent projects that comply with

applicable screening criteria or meet applicable thresholds of significance.

Impact AQ-5: Development under the Plan, including proposed street network changes, would result in

operational emissions of fine particulate matter (PMzs) and to~dc air contaminants that would result in exposure

of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

The EIl2 finds that Plan traffic would incrementally expand the geographic extent of the Air Pollutant E~cposure

Zone (APES, adding to the APEZ all of the approximately 40 parcels north of the I-80 freeway that are currently

outside the zone (these parcels are largely concentrated near Second and Folsom Streets and along Shipley Street
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between Fifth and Sixth Streets), and also adding to the APEZ a large number of parcels south of the freeway,

including South Park. As a result of Plan-generated traffic, including the proposed street network changes,

excess cancer risk within the APEZ would increase by as much as 226 in a million and P1VI~s concentrations

would increase by up to 4.54 µg/m3 at individual receptor points, which substantially exceed the thresholds

identified in the EIR. T'he EIR also finds that both existing and new stationary sources, as well as other non-

permitted sources in the Plan Area, could result in potential health risks (primarily lifetime cancer risk) to

sensitive receptors, which would be expected to consist mosfly of persons living in residential projects

developed in the Plan Area, particularly if these projects were to include sources of TACs. Among these

sources would be diesel-powered emergency generators, which are generally required to be installed in

buildings with occupiable floors above 75 feet in height. Finally, the EIR finds that indirect traffic generated by

the Plan, as well as the reconfiguration of the street network in the Plan Area, would add and relocate vehicle

emissions that would change the geographic extent and severity of the APEZ, significanfly exacerbating

existing localized air quality conditions. With Plan traffic, the additional parcels that would be added to the

APEZ are not currently subject to Health Code Article 38; therefore, new sensitive use projects proposed on

these lots would be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations resulting from Plan-generated traffic,

which would result in a significant impact. The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measure M-NO-la:

Transportation Demand Management for New Development Projects, to address the impact associated with

Plan-generated traffic. Additionally, the EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-AQ-5a: Best

Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators and Fire Pumps; M-AQ-5b: Siting of Uses that Emit

Particulate Matter (PMzs), Diesel Particulate Matter, or Other Toxic Air Contaminants; M-AQ-5c: Update

Air Pollution Exposure Zone for San Francisco Health Code Article 38; M-AQ-5d: Land Use Buffers around

Active Loading Docks; and M-AQ-5e: Central SoMa Air Quality Improvement Strategy, to address these

impacts.

The EIR notes that Mitigation Measures M-AQ-5a and M-AQ-5b would reduce emissions of PMzs and other

TACs from new stationary sources to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5c and M-AQ-5d

would protect new sensitive land uses from emissions associated with truck activity areas and on sites not

currenfly subject to Article 38, thereby reducing exposure of new sensitive land uses from Plan-generated.

traffic emissions to less than significant. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5e would establish a strategy to reduce the

exposure of residents and other sensitive land uses to TACs generated by the Plan. However, mobile sources

generated by the Plan would significantly affect the geography and severity of the Air Pollutant Exposure

Zone. Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a would reduce the number of vehicle trips generated by the Plan, but

because the degree to which trips (and thereby emissions) could be reduced by these measures cannot be

reliably estimated. In addition, vehicle emissions are regulated at the state and federal level, and local

jurisdictions are preempted from imposing stricter emissions standards for vehicles. For this reason, and

because no other feasible mitigations are available, the impact of traffic-generated TACs on existing sensitive

receptors remains significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

Impact C-AQ-1: Development under the Plan, including proposed street network changes, but not open

space improvements, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the

vicinity, under cumulative 2040 conditions, would contribute considerably to criteria air pollutant impacts.

BAAQMD considers criteria air pollutant impacts to be cumulative by nature. Operational criteria air

pollutant emissions of the Plan (assessed using the Plan-level thresholds from the BAAQMD), addressed
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individually and cumulatively in the EIR, would not make a considerable contribution to regional emissions of

criteria air pollutants, given the Plan's consistency with the Clean Air Plan and the modest growth in VNIT

compared to population growth, and would not result in intersection volumes that would trigger a concern

with regard to localized CO concentrations. However, as discussed above, subsequent individual

development projects and proposed street network changes could emit criteria air pollutants or result in

increased vehicle delays, thereby increasing vehicle emissions in excess of the project-level significance

criteria, resulting in a considerable contribution to cumulative air quality impacts. Potential open space

improvements in the Plan Area would be considerably smaller in size and less than 20 acres, and would

therefore not make a considerable contribution to criteria pollutant emissions. Therefore, cumulative

operational criteria air pollutant unpacts from open space improvements would be less than significant.

T'he EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-NO-1a: Transportation Demand Management for

New Development Projects, M-AQ-3a: Education for Residential and Commercial Tenants Concerning

Low-VOC Consumer Products, M-AQ-3b: Reduce Operational Emissions, M-AQ-Sa: Best Available

Control Technology for Diesel Generators and Fire Pumps, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5e: Central SoMa

Air Quality Improvement Strategy, M-AQ-4a: Construction Emissions Analysis, and M-AQ-4b:

Construction Emissions Minimization Plan to address this impact.

The EIR finds that even with implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts with respect to

subsequent development projects in the Plan Area and the proposed street network changes under 2040

cumulative conditions would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. However, the identification

of this significant impact does not preclude the finding of future less-than-significant impacts for subsequent

projects that comply with applicable screening criteria or meet applicable thresholds of significance.

Impact C-AQ-2: Development under the Plan, including proposed street network changes, but not open

space improvements, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the

vicinity, under cumulative 2040 conditions, would contribute considerably to criteria air pollutant impacts.

(Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)

The EIl2 finds that the Plan would indirectly result in traffic emissions and emissions from stationary sources

that would have a significant effect on sensitive receptors. These emissions would contribute considerably to

cumulative health risk effects within the Plan Area and vicc7nnity. Therefore, the Plan would result in a

significant cumulative impact with respect to PM 2.5 and TAC emissions. In addition, the results of the

cumulative health risk assessment indicate that Plan-generated traffic would increase the geographic extent of

the APEZ under 2040 cumulative conditions, as compared to existing conditions. Within the APEZ, Plan-

generated traffic would increase excess cancer risk by more than seven per one million persons exposed, while

PMz.s concentrations would increase by up to 0.17 µg/m3 at individual receptor points. Therefore, Plan-

generated traffic would significanfly affect both the geography and severity of health risks within the Plan

Area under 2040 cumulative conditions, resulting in a considerable contribution to cumulative health risk

impacts. 'The proposed street network changes would not generate new vehicle trips but would relocate

vehicle trips, thereby potentially exacerbating this impact. The proposed open space improvements would not

be of sufficient magnitude to draw large numbers of users from outside the immediate neighborhood and

would be expected to generate little, if any, motor vehicle travel. Therefore, the proposed open space

improvements would not make a considerable contribution to cumulative health risk impacts.
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The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a: Transportation Demand Management for New

Development Projects, and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a: Construction Emissions Analysis, to address this

impact. The EIR also identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-AQ-5a: Best Available Control

Technology for Diesel Generators and Fire Pumps; M-AQ-Sb: Siting of Uses that Emit Particulate Matter

(PMzs), Diesel Particulate Matter, or Other Toxic Air Contaminants; and M-AQ-5c: Update Air Pollution

Exposure Zone for San Francisco Health Code Article 38, to address this impact as well. Finally, the EIR

identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measure M-AQ-6b: Implement Clean Construction Requirements, to

address this impact.

The EIlZ finds that even with implementation of these mitigation measures, cumulative impacts with respect to

subsequent development projects and proposed street network changes, and emissions of TACs generated by

development occurring pursuant to the Plan under 2040 cumulative conditions would result in significant

cumulative impacts to existing sensitive receptors; therefore, this impact remains significant and unavoidable

with mitigation.

IV.F Wind

IV.F.1 Impact WI-1

Impact WI-1: Subsequent future development anticipated under the Plan could alter wind in a manner that

substantially affects public areas.

Wind tunnel testing was performed to generally define the pedestrian wind environment that currently exists,

and would exist with Plan implementation, on sidewalks and open spaces azound the Plan Area. For this

program-level wind testing, wind tunnel models did not include detailed landscape features in open areas or

specific building articulation beyond basic setbacks. 'The results indicate that the Plan could result in four new

exceedances of the 26 mph hazard criterion, resulting in a significant impact. Because building designs, large

street trees, and street furniture were not included in the wind tunnel model, the test results reported are

conservative and likely to indicate higher wind speeds than would actually occur. It is expected that the

landscaping features and building articulation would be e~cpected to eliminate the five hazard criterion

exceedances that were identified in the Plan model.

The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measure M-4VI-1: Wind Hazard Criterion for the Plan Area to

address this impact. T'he EIR finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure M-WI-1 would reduce the

potential for a net increase in wind hazard exceedances and the hours of wind hazard exceedances. However,

it cannot be stated with certainty that each subsequent development project would be able to meet the one-

hour wind hazard criterion of 26 miles per hour equivalent wind speed performance standard 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 remains sigxuficant and

unavoidable with mitigation. This determination does not preclude the finding that specific development

projects would result in less-than-significant wind impacts depending on the design and site conditions.
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SECTION V

Why Subsequent Environmental Analysis or

Recirculation Is Not Required
For the reasons set forth below and elsewhere in the Administrative Record, none of the factors are present

that would necessitate recirculation of the Final EIR under CEQA Guideline Section 15088.5 or the preparation

of a subsequent or supplemental EIR under CEQA Guideline Section 15162. The Response to Comments

document thoroughly addressed all public comments that the Planning Department received on the Draft EIR.

In response to these comments, the Department added new and clarifying text to the EIR and modified some

mitigation measures.

The Response to Comments document, which combined with the Draft EIR and the Errata comprise the Final

EIR, analyzed all of these changes, including the Project, and determined that these changes did not constitute

new information of significance that would alter any of the conclusions of the EIR. Further, additional changes to

the Project have been incorporated into the project after publication of the Response to Comments document.

These changes have been addressed orally by staff or in staff reports, which statements and reports are

incorporated herein by reference, and based on this information, the Planning Department has determined that

these additional changes do not constitute new information of significance that would alter any of the

conclusions of the EIR.

Based on the information set forth above and other substantial evidence in light of the whole record on the

Final EIR, the Commission determines that (1) the Project is within the scope of the project description

analyzed in the Final EIR; (2) approval of Project will not require important revisions to the Final EIl2 due to

the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substanfial increase in the severity of previously

identified significant effects; (3) taking into account the Project and other changes analyzed in the Final EIR, no

substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the Project are undertaken

which would require major revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental

effects, or a substantial increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR; and (4) no new information

of substantial importance to the Project has become available which would indicate (a) the Project or the

approval actions will have sigxiificant effects not discussed in the Final EIR, (b) significant environmental

effects will be substantially more severe; (c) mitigation measures. or alternatives found not feasible which

would reduce one or more significant effects have become feasible; or (d) mitigation measures or alternatives

which are considerably different from those in the Final EIR would substantially reduce one or more

significant effects on the environment. Consequently, there is no need to recirculate the Final EIR under CEQA

Guideline 15088.5 or to prepare a subsequent or supplemental EIl2 under CEQA Guideline Section 15162.
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SECTION VI

Evaluation of Project Alternatives
This section describes the EIR alternatives and the reasons for rejecting the Alternatives as infeasible. This

Article also outlines the Project's purposes and provides the rationale for selecting or rejecting alternatives,

and describes the Project alternative components analyzed in the EIR.

CEQA mandates that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, which would "feasibly

attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen effects of the project,

and evaluate the comparative merits of the project" (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)).

CEQA requires that every EIR evaluate a "No Project" alternative as part of the range of alternatives analyzed

in the EIR. The Central SoMa Plan EIR's No Project analysis was prepared in accordance with CEQA

Guidelines Sections 15126.6(e)(3)(A) and (C).

Alternatives provide a basis of comparison to the Project in terms of beneficial, significant, and unavoidable

impacts. This comparative analysis is used to consider reasonable feasible options for minimising

environmental consequences of the Preferred Project.

VI.A Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection
The Alternatives set forth in the Final EIR and listed below are hereby rejected as infeasible based upon

substantial evidence in the record, including evidence of economic, legal, social, technological, and other

considerations described in this Section, in addition to those described in Section VII below, which are hereby

incorporated by reference, that make these alternatives infeasible. These determinations are made with the

awareness that CEQA defines "feasibility" to mean "capable of being accomplished in a successful. manner

within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and

technological factors." (CEQA Guidelines § 15364.) Under CEQA case law, the concept of "feasibility"

encompasses (i) the question of whether a particular alternative promotes the underlying goals and objectives

of a project; and (u) the question of whether an alternative is "desirable" from a policy standpoint to the extent

that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, legal, and

technological factors.

VI.A.1 No Project Alternative (Alternative 1)

Under the No Project Alternative, development within the Plan area would proceed consistent with existing

land use controls, including the East SoMa Area Plan and existing use and height and bulk districts. The No

Project Alternative would not include implementation of the Plan's proposed street network changes, nor

would the open spaces or open space improvements set forth in the Plan be expected to be implemented

Although both the East SoMa Plan and the Western SoMa Plan call for increasing the amount of open space in

their respective plan areas, neither adopted area plan identifies specific park sites or open space improvements
to facilitate these plans' respective policy objectives. Therefore, no specific open space or street network
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improvements are assumed under the No Project Alternative other than efforts currenfly under way or

recently completed, such as the proposed Sixth Street Improvement Project along the western boundary of the

Plan Area (which would include widened sidewalks and street tree planting), and the new Annie Alley Plaza

(off of Mission Street between Second and 'Third Streets) and portions of San Francisco Public Works' SoMa

Alleyway Improvement Project that are located in the western portion of the Plan Area, along Minna, Natoma, .

Tehama, Clementina, Shipley, and Clara Streets. Individual development projects under the No Project

Alternative are assumed to meet Better Streets Plan requirements. T'he No Project Alternative has been

identified as the environmentally superior alternative.

If the No Project Alternative were implemented, in the area of Land Use and Land Use Planning, changes in

land use would be expected to occur more .slowly under the No Project Alternative, compared to those with

implementation of the Plan because, without changes in use districts (e.g., SLI to CMCJO) and increased height

limits, there would be less.incentive to redevelop many of the parcels in the Plan Area. Moreover, as shown in

Table VI-1, less overall development would occur in the Plan Area, compared with that forecast under the

Plan. This alternative would not involve any construction within, or alter the physical or operational

characteristics of, current public rights of way or open space areas. Consequenfly, the No Project Alternative

would not include new mid-block crosswalks or other improvements that would improve connectivity within

and adjacent to the Plan Area.

Under this alternative, unpacts would be the same in the topic area of Cultural and Paleontological Resources,

although less than significant construction-related impacts on architectural historical resources and impacts to

human. remains and tribal cultural resources would be lessened, and significant but mitigable impacts to

archeological resources would be avoided.

Transportation and Circulation impacts would differ somewhat from the Plan. VMT and traffic hazard

impacts would be the same as under the Plan, while regional transit capacity utilization under this alternative

would be less than significant and transit capacity impacts would be significant and unavoidable. Pedestrian

impacts under this alternative would remain significant and bicycle impacts would remain less than

significant, as under the Plan. Loading impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level under this

alternative; parking impacts would remain less than significant; and emergency vehicle access impacts would

be less than significant as compared to the less than significant with mitigation under the Plan. Construction

impacts to transit would be expected to be less than significant with project-specific mitigation.

Noise and Vibration impacts from traffic would be lessened, but overall cumulative traffic noise impacts

would be significant and unavoidable, as with the Plan. It is anticipated that construction noise and vibration

impacts would be less than significant with project-specific mitigation, similar to the Plan.

In the area of Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, this alternative would have similar impacts to the

Plan, including significant and unavoidable impacts related to traffic-generated toxic air contaminants.

Furthermore, to the extent that development under this alternative that is precluded in the Plan Area occurs in

less dense areas and areas less well-served by transit, this development could generate substantially greater

air quality and greenhouse gas impacts than under the Plan.

This alternative would avoid the Plan's impacts in the topic areas of Aethetics (less than significant under the

Plan) and Wind (significant and unavoidable under the Plan). The Plan's less than significant Shadow impacts

would also be reduced. Hydrology and Water Quality (sea level rise and combined sewer system) impacts

would remain less than significant, as under the Plan.



The No Project Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible because, although it would eliminate some of the

Project's significant and unavoidable impacts, it would fail to meet most of the basic objectives of the Project.

The No Project Alternative would not accommodate a substantial amount of growth, allowing up to

approximately 2,400 residential units, and thus would not alleviate the demand for housing or pressure on

rents. Nor would this alternative allow the Plan Area to accommodate a substantial amount of new jobs.

Increasing housing and jobs capacity is necessary to accommodate some of the City and region's substantial

demand for growth in a transit-rich, walkable, and bike-able location. While any development under the

current zoning would still pay the City's applicable development impact fees for any new development, the

reduced development would pay lower total fees, which would not be enough to support the same level of

improvements for the neighborhood. Under the No Project Alternative, the City would generate only a small

percentage of the funding necessary to improve conditions for people walking, bicycling, and taking transit.

As a result, the City would be unable to improve pedestrian conditions by widening sidewalks, creating new

crosswalks, and improving existing crossings as envisioned by the Plan. Nor would the No Project Alternative

allow the City to fund protected bicycle lanes on many of the neighborhood's streets, as envisioned by the

Plan. Nor would it allow the City to fund transit improvements to serve this neighborhood to the same extent.

Under the No Project Alternative the City would generate much less funding necessary to offer parks and

recreational opportunities in this neighborhood compared to the Plan. And under the No Project Alternative,

reduced development in this transit-rich location would result in a lesser reduction of greenhouse gas

emissions from driving as well as a lesser reduction of pressure on undeveloped greenfield locations that have

high environmental benefit. Furthermore, under the No Project Alternative, e~cisting historic buildings would

not be able to sell Transferable Development Rights to fund their rehabilitation and maintenance, which could

result in less preservation of historic resources. Nor would the No Project Alternative support the designation

of historically significant and contributory buildings under Planning Code Articles 10 and 11. Under the No

Project Alternative there would be no funding to build new facilities for community services such as health

care clinics and job trawling centers. For these reasons, the No Project Alternative is not a feasible alternative.

A proposal to include a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD) in the Central SoMa Plan is also

under consideration. This CFD would provide funding towards regional transit; funding for maintenance and

operations of parks and open space; funding for environmental sustainability and resilience strategies such as

neighborhood greening, air quality improvements, and stormwater management; funding to help preserve the

Old Mint; and funding for cultural and social programming. The No Project Alternative would not include

this CFD, and thus not provide for these public services and quality of life improvements. For this additional

reason, the No Project Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible economically, socially and from an urban

planning perspective because it does not meet the City's goals to create an economically diversified and lively

jobs center, provide safe and convenient transpartation that prioritizes walking, bicycling, and transit, offer an

abundance of parks and recreational opportunities, create an environmentally sustainable and resilient

neighborhood, and accommodate a substantial amount of jobs and housing.

VI.A.2 Reduced Heights Alternative (Alternative 2)

The Reduced Heights Alternative would result in implementation of the same land use districts and General

Plan amendments as under the Plan, except for text and height amendments that relate to maximum

permitted building heights as well as building bulk (regulated through the use of floor-plate size restrictions

and required setbacks) within Plan Area height districts. The Reduced Heights Alternative would permit
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fewer tall buildings south of the elevated Interstate 80 freeway than would be allowable under the Plan. Both

the Reduced Heights Alternative and the Project would increase height limits along much of Fourth, Harrison,

and Bryant Streets from 65 feet to 85 feet. However, the Reduced Heights Alternative would allow for four

towers of 160 feet or more in height south of the freeway, whereas the Plan would allow up to 10 towers in

this area. Also, on the south side of Harrison Street between Second and Fourth Streets, the Reduced Heights

.Alternative would allow future buildings at heights no greater than 130 feet, whereas the Plan would allow for

four towers 160 feet tall and greater. The Reduced Heights Alternative would include the same street network

changes and open space improvements that are proposed under the Plan. This alternative assumes that most

of the same sites would be developed as under the Plan, although the reduced heights make some

development infeasible, and on other sites the development would occur at a lower intensity, resulting in less

development than that assumed under the Plan. Overall, the Reduced Heights Alternative would result in a

decrease of development potential of approximately 25% within the Plan Area. l

If the Reduced Heights Alternative were implemented, it would not reduce to aless-than-significant level any

of the significant impacts of the Project. Land use and land use planning impacts would be similar to the Plan,

including a significant and unavoidable conflict with General Plan policy regarding traffic noise. T'he

alternative's impacts on would be the same as under the Plan. Although the Reduced Heights Alternative

would have a somewhat lesser impact than the Plan in the topic area of Transportation and Circulation, none

of the signifnicant impacts would be reduced to less-than significant levels. Shadow impacts, which were less

than significant under the Plan, would be substantially lessened under this alternative. The Reduced Heights

Alternative would have the same impacts as the Plan in the topic areas of Aesthetics, Cultural and

Paleontological Resources, Noise and Vibration, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Wind and

Hydrology and Water Quality (combined sewer system and sea level rise).

The Reduced Heights Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible because it would not eliminate any of the

significant and unavoidable effects associated with the Plan, and it would not meet several of the basic project

objectives to the same extent that the Project would. Under the Reduced Heights Alternative, the capacity of

the Plan Area to accommodate jobs and housing would be increased from the current capacity, but would be

approximately 75% of the amount allowed by the Plan. Therefore, this alternative would not alleviate the

demand for housing or pressure on rents to the same degree as the Plan. Nor would this alternative allow the

Plan Area to support the creation of as many jobs as the Plan would. Increasing housing and jobs capacity is

necessary to accommodate some of the City and region's substantial demand for growth in a transit-rich,

walkable, and bike-able location. Under the Reduced Heights Alternative, while new development would still

pay the City's applicable development impact fees, the reduced development would pay a lower total amount

of fees, which would not be enough to support the same level of improvements for the neighborhood. The

City would not generate the fixnding necessary to improve conditions for people walking, bicycling, and

taking transit to the same extent as the Plan. As a result, the City would be unable to improve pedestrian

conditions by widening sidewalks, creating new crosswalks, and improving existing crossings to the extent

' Calculation based on the Planning DepartrnenYs Buildout Analysis for Central SoMa (accessed January 25, 2018, on file and

available for public review as part of Case File No. 2011.1356E at the Planning Department, 1650 Missian Street, Suite 400, San

Francisco, CA, 94103), which includes aparcel-level analysis of development potential in the Plan Area that was utilized for the

EIIZ. For purposes of this analysis, the parcel-level development potential of the proposed Reduced Heights Alternative was

compared agaixist the proposed project.
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that the Plan would. Nor would it allow the City to fund transit improvements to serve this neighborhood to

the same extent. Under the Reduced Heights Alternative the City would not be able to generate funding

necessary to offer parks and recreational opportunities in this neighborhood in the same abundance as the

Plan. And under the Reduced Heights Alternative, reduced development in this transit-rich location would

result in a lesser reduction of greenhouse gas emissions from driving as well as a lesser reduction of pressure

on undeveloped greenfield locations that have high environmental benefit. Furthermore, under the Reduced

Heights Alternative there would be reduced funding to build new facilities for community services such as

health care clinics and job training centers. For these reasons, the No Project Alternative is not a feasible

alternative.

A proposal to include aMello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD) in the Central SoMa Plan is also

under consideration. This CFD would provide funding towards regional transit; funding for maintenance and

operations of parks and open space; funding for environmental sustainability and resilience strategies such as

neighborhood greening, air quality improvements, and stormwater management; funding to help preserve the

Old Mint; and funding for cultural and social programming. As the CFD would be expected to apply to the

tallest buildings, which will be particularly limited under the Reduced Heights Alternative, it can be expected

that under the Reduced Height alternative, the CFD would provide substantially less funding compared to the

Plan for these public services and quality of life improvements. For this additional reason, the Reduced

Heights Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible.

VI.A. 3 Modified TODCO Plan (Alternative 3)
The Modified TODCO Plan Alternative would result in a substantial amount of zoning that would not allow

housing south of the freeway, as well reduced heights in some areas where housing would be anticipated.

Of the total of 15 million square feet of office development that this alternative assumes would occur in San

Francisco over the next 20 years, the Modified TODCO Plan proposes that up to about five million squaze feet

be accommodated in the southern portion of the Plan Area (from the north side of Harrison Street south), with

the remainder foreseen to be developed in the Financial District, including the Transit Center District east of

the Plan Area and the existing C-3 use districts northeast of the Plan Area; Mission Bay and the Central

Waterfront, including Pier 70 and the Seawall Lot 337/Pier 48 site where large mixed-use developments are

proposed; and, to a lesser extent, in the Civic Center/Mid-Market area. Thus, assuming these other

neighborhoods could accommodate this level of growth, the Modified TODCO Plan envisions that the Plan

Area would be anticipated to accommodate less growth in office employment, but citywide office job growth

would likely be comparable to city and regional forecasts.

The Modified TODCO Plan would have a somewhat different boundary than the Plan. In particular, the

Modified TODCO Plan would exclude the SoMa Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NC'1~ parcels within the

Plan Area fronting along the east side of Sixth Street between Stevenson Street and just north of Folsom Street

and would include certain additional parcels outside the Plan Area south of Mission Street, east of Sixth Street,

and west of 'Third Street, including, but not limited to, the 5M development site, Moscone Center, and Yerba

Buena Gardens.

In addition, the Modified TODCO Plan proposes a number of use district changes within its plan boundary.

The primary difference would be that the Modified TODCO Plan would extend the Western SoMa Plan's

Folsom Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (F-NCT) district two blocks east to Fourth Street. The
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Modified TODCO Plan would also slightly vary the distribution of CMUO and MiIG use districts between

Folsom and Harrison Streets and Fourth and Sixth Streets. Between Harrison and Bryant Streets, south of

where the elevated I-80 freeway passes, the Modified TODCO Plan would designate the blocks between

Second and Fourth Streets as Western SoMa MUO (WMUO), rather than the Central SoMa Plan's CMUO

allowing office use but prohibiting residential units on parcels abutting the freeway. Between Fourth and Sixth

Streets, both the Modified TODCO Plan and the Central SoMa Plan would retain the Western SoMa Plan's

Service-Arts-Light Industrial (BALI) zoning.

In contrast to the Central, SoMa Plan, between Bryant and Townsend Streets, the Modified TODCO Plan would

retain nearly one-half of the existing BALI use district between Fourth and Sixth Streets, and retain all of the

e~cisting Residential Enclave (RED) use district parcels between Fourth and Fifth Streets. The Modified TODCO

Plan would convert the remainder of the existing BALI use district between Bryant and Townsend Streets to

CMUO (allowing office use and residential), with the exception of one parcel along the west side of Fifth Street

between Brannan and Bluxome Streets that would be converted to WMUO, but which would permit student

housing. Between Second and Fourth Streets, the Modified TODCO Plan would, like the Plan, designate most of

the area CMLTO (retaining the South Park District), but would also create a new Fourth Street Neighborhood

Commercial (4-NC'1~ use district, similar to the F-NCT but allowing office and other commercial uses above the

second story while requiring that second-story commercial uses be neighborhood-serving.

The Modified TODCO Plan also proposes a number of use district changes within the Modified TODCO Plan

Area, but outside the Central SoMa Plan Area. North of the Central SoMa Plan Area between Fourth and Sixth

Streets, the Modified TODCO Plan proposes to convert a number of parcels currently designated C-3-S to

MUG. The Modified TODCO Plan also would convert the existing C-3-S portions of the two blocks of Yerba

Buena Gardens and Moscone Center, bounded by Mission, Third, Folsom and Fourth Streets as a new Yerba

Buena Gardens Special Use District (SUD). South of the boundary of the Central SoMa Plan Area (and the

Modified TODCO Plan Area), the Modified TODCO Plan would designate a parcel located at the southeast

corner of Fourth and Townsend Streets (the site of the Caltrain station) as WMUO2.

In addition, the Modified TODCO Plan proposes a number of PDR/Arts protections. Specifically, the Modified

TODCO Plan proposes to incorporate all the provisions of Proposition X (passed by the voters in November

2016), which will require, among other provisions, Conditional Use authorization in the Central SoMa Plan

Area (among other plan areas) for conversion of at least 5,000 square feet of a PDR use, or at least 2,500 square

feet of an Arts Activity use; and in addition, in SALI, SLI, CMLTO and MLTG districts would require

replacement of the space proposed for conversion on-site as part of the new project. The Modified TODCO

Plan would also extend its requirements for MCTG districts to the current and future WS-MLTG and CMUO

districts within the Central SoMa Plan Area, as well as a number of other areas within SoMa.

Within the Modified TODCO Plan Area, including that encompassed by the Central SoMa Plan Area, the

Modified TODCO Plan proposes no height limit increases for any new development above the existing height

limits currently in effect, except as specified for certain major development sites within the Central SoMa Plan

Area. At those major development sites, the Modified TODCO Plan would increase height limits to the same

heights limits proposed at those sites under the Central SoMa Plan.

z The Caltrain station is the subject of a separate Plarutulg Department plannutg process, the Fourth and King Streets Railyazds

sway.
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Like the proposed Plan, the Modified TODCO Plan proposes a new park in the area of Fifth and Bryant

Streets. While the Plan proposes evaluating park use of a mid-block property owned by the San Francisco

Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), the Modified TODCO Plan proposes a park that would occupy both

sides of Fifth Street between Bryant and Brannan Streets, providing about 1.4 acres of pazkland on either side

of Fifth Street (2.8 acres total)—twice the size of the SFPUC parcel.

Additional components of the Modified TODCO Plan include a proposal to modify the existing SoMa Youth

and Family Zone by incorporating into the zone provisions regarding senior citizens, expanding the azea

subject to the zone's inclusionary housing provisions, and increasing the emphasis on the provision of

affordable housing (the Plan does not propose any changes to the existing SoMa Youth and Family Zone); as

well as a specific proposal for affordable senior housing atop the Central Subway Moscone Center station

being built at the northwest corner of Fourth and Folsom Streets.

The Modified TODCO Plan Alternative would have the same unpacts as the Plan in the topic areas of Land

Use and Land Use Planning, Aesthetics, Transportation and Circulation, and Noise and Vibration.

T'he Modified TODCO Plan Alternative would, like the Plan, have significant and unavoidable impacts on

Cultural and Paleontological Resources, but unlike the Plan would not provide protection for identified

historic resources under Articles 70 and 11. This alternative would avoid some of the Plan's construction-

related impacts to architectural historic resources, which were less than significant under the Plan. The

Modified TODCO Plan Alternative would have many of the same impacts as the Plan in the topic area of Air

Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions. It would have a somewhat lesser but still significant and

unavoidable impact on operational criteria air pollutants and could have a substantially greater impact on air

quality and greenhouse gases due to the shift of development from the Plan Area to other parts of the Bay

Area that are less dense and less well-served by transit.

The Modified TODCO Plan Alternative would avoid the Plan's significant and unavoidable Wind impacts in a

majority of the Plan Area. However, wind effects at major development sites in the Plan Area would remain

significant and unavoidable.

This alternative's Shadow impacts, which under the Plan would be less than significant, would be lessened

near major development sites and therefore, as under the Plan, would be less than significant. The Modified

TODCO Plan Alternative would also lessen the less-than-significant Hydrology and Water Quality (sea level

rise and combined sewer system) effects of the Plan.

The Modified TODCO Plan Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible because it would not avoid any of the

significant and unavoidable effects associated with the Plan and would not meet several of the basic project

objectives to the same extent that the Project would. Under this alternative, the capacity of the Plan Area to

accommodate jobs and housing would be increased, but development capacity would be approximately 80%

of the amount allowed by the Plan because of the increase in industrially-protective zoning and reduced

heights, as discussed above.3 By acconunodating less growth in this high-demand area, this alternative would

not alleviate the demand for housing or pressure on rents to the same degree as the Plan. Nor would this

alternative allow the Plan Area to support the creation of as many jobs as the Plan would. Increasing housing

' Calculation based on the Planning Departments Buildout Analysis for Central SoMa (January 25, 2018), which includes a parcel-

level analysis of development potential in the Plan Area that was utilized for the EIR. For purposes of this analysis, the parcel-

level development potential of the proposed Modified TODCO Alternative was compared against the proposed project.
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and jobs capacity is necessary to accommodate some of the City and region's substantial demand for growth

in a transit-rich, walkable, and bike-able location. In addition, under the Modified TODCO Plan Alternative,

while any development would still pay the City's applicable development impact fees, the reduced

development would pay lower total fees, which would not support the same level of improvements for the

neighborhood. The City would not generate the funding necessary to improve conditions for people walking,

bicycling, and taking transit to the same extent. This lower level of funding would not allow the City to

improve pedestrian conditions to the same extent by widening sidewalks, creasing new crosswalks, and

improving existing crossings. Nor would it allow the City to fund protected bicycle lanes on many of the

neighborhood's streets. Nor would it allow the City to fund transit improvements to serve this neighborhood

to the same extent. Furthermore, under the Modified TODCO Plan Alternative the City would not be able to

generate funding necessary to offer parks and recreational opportunities in this neighborhood in the same

abundance as the Plan. Additionally, reduced development in this transit-rich location will not result in the

same benefit of reduction of greenhouse gas emissions from driving as well as reduction of pressure on

undeveloped greenfield locations that have high environmental benefit. Under the Modified TODCO

Alternative there would also be reduced funding to build new facilities for community services such as health

care clinics and job training centers. For these reasons, the Modified TODCO Plan Alternative is not a feasible

alternative.

A proposal to include aMello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD) in the Central SoMa Plan is also

under consideration, 'This CFD would provide funding towards regional transit; funding for maintenance and

operations of parks and open space; funding for environmental sustainability and resilience strategies such as

neighborhood greening, air quality improvements, and stormwater management; funding to help preserve the

Old Mint; and funding for cultural and social programm;ng. The Modified TODCO Alternative would

provide less funding compared to the Plan for these public services and quality of life unprovements. For this

additional reason, the Modified TODCO Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible.

VI.A. 4 Land Use Variant (Alternative 4)
The Land Use Variant is a variant of the Plan that would not permit residential uses in the WS-BALI and WS

MCJO use districts in the area roughly bounded by Bryant, Townsend, Fourth and Sixth Streets. Although this

area would be zoned CM[JO as proposed under the Plan, the prohibition on new housing adopted as part of

the Western SoMa Plan would remain in effect. The intention of the Land Use Variant is to min;m;~e potential

land use conflicts in this approximately four-block area between new housing and exis{ing and future

commercial and entertainment uses. T'he Land Use Variant would allow for development at the same heights

and same locafions as under the Plan; only the above-described land use changes would be different within

the area covered by the Land Use Variant. All other aspects of the Land Use Variant would be the same as

under the Plan, including the street network changes proposed under the Plan. 'This would not result in a

decrease of overall development potential within the Plan Area, but would reduce potential for housing by

approximately 1,500 units, representing 18% of the Plan's potential.4

The Land Use Variant's impacts would be the same as the Plan's in the topic areas of Land Use and Land Use

Planning, Aesthetics, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Transportation and Circulation, Air Quality and

4 Calculation based on the Plaruiing DepartrnenYs Buildout Analysis for Central SoMa (January 25, 2018), which includes a parcel-

level analysis of development potential in the Plan Area that was utilized fox the EIIZ. For purposes of this analysis, the parcel-

level development potential of the proposed Land Use Variant was compared against the proposed project.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Wind, Shadow, and Hydrology and Water Quality (sea level rise and combined

sewer system). Noise and Vibration impacts would also be similar, although under this variant there would be

less potential for conflicts between entertainment and residential uses, although that impact would remain less

than significant with mitigation, as under the Plan.

The Land Use Variant is hereby rejected as infeasible for because it would not avoid any of the significant and

unavoidable effects associated with the Plan and would not meet several of the basic project objectives to the

same extent that the Plan would. Under this alternative, the capacity of the Plan Area to accommodate

housing would be increased from the current zoning, but would be approximately 82%0 of the amount allowed

by the Plan. By accommodating less housing in this high-demand area, this alternative would not alleviate the

demand for housing or pressure on housing rents to the same degree as the Plan. Increasing housing capacity

is necessary to accommodate some of the City and region's substantial demand for growth in a transit-rich,

walkable, and bike-able location. By not permitting housing in a large portion of the Plan Area, this alternative

would not help facilitate a fully mixed-use community that provides a diversity of amenities to fully serve the

neighborhood's needs.

VI.A.5 Land Use Plan Only Alternative (Alternative 5)
The Land Use Plan Only Alternative assumes the same policies and Planning Code and General Plan

amendments would be implemented as with the Plan, except that this alternative would exclude

implementation of the Plan's proposed street network changes. As such; development assumptions for this

alternative would be the same as those for the Plan, including the addition, by 2040 in the Plan Area, of

approximately 8,300 households, 14,700 residents and approximately 33,000 jobs. Total floor area developed

by 2040 in the Plan Area under this alternative would also be the same as the Plan, at 16 million square feet.

Aside from the No Project Alternative, the Land Use Plan Only Alternative has been identified as the

environmentally superior alternative.

The impacts of the Land Use Plan Only Alternative would be the same as under the Plan in the topic area of

Hydrology and Water Quality (sea level rise and combined sewer system). This alternative would avoid the

Plan's si~ificant and unavoidable conflict with General Plan policy regarding traffic noise in the Land Use

and Land Use Planning topic area. In the Cultural and Paleontological Resources topic area, this alternative

would lessen the Plan's less-than-significant impacts on in the areas of archeological resources, human

remains and tribal cultural resources, and would avoid the Plan's less-than-significant construction-related

impacts on architectural historical resources. Other Cultural and Paleontological Resources would remain the

same.

Transportation and Circulation impacts would differ somewhat from under the Plan. This alternative's

impacts would be lessened compared to the Plan in that the Land Use Plan Only Alternative would avoid

increased delays on some transit lines. However, this alternative would cause significant delays on other lines

during both AM and PM peak hours. T'he Land Use Plan Only Alternative would result in significant bicycle-

related impacts, as compared to the less-than-significant with mitigation impacts of the Plan. 'This is because

the Land Use Plan Only Alternative would exclude the Plan's bicycle improvements and could result in

greater potential for bicycle conflicts with vehicles and pedestrians. In addition, the Land Use Plan Only

Alternative would result in a greater number of significant impacts at a number of crosswalk locations under

existing plus Plan and under 2040 conditions. The Land Use Plan Only Alternative's unpacts on loading

would, unlike the Plan, be less than significant with mitigation, and its impacts on emergency vehicle access

would be less than significant, unlike the Plan's impacts, which would be less than significant with mitigation.
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The Land Use Plan Only Alternative would avoid the Plan's significant and unavoidable traffic noise impact

on Howard Street west of Tenth Street under existing plus Plan conditions for the Howard and Folsom Streets

two-way option. This alternative would also result in a significant cumulative increase in traffic noise on Fifth

Street between Bryant and Brannan Streets that would not occur under the Plan. This alternative would avoid

significant cumulative traffic noise impacts of the Plan on Howard St (west of Fifth St), on Fourth Street

between Bryant and Brannan Streets, on Fifth Street between Brannan and Townsend Streets and on Bryant

Street east of Fourth Street. Other noise impacts would be similar to the Plan.

In addition, the Land Use Plan Only Alternative's Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions impacts would

vary somewhat from the Plan's. This alternative would reduce congestion-related omissions to a less-than-

significant level, but emissions from subsequent development would remain significant and unavoidable. The

overall impact of this alternative on operational criteria air pollutants would also remain significant and

unavoidable, although this alternative, unlike the Plan, would not reduce the number of mixed-flow travel

lanes and therefore would not have the Plan's potential to result in increased vehicle congestion. Impacts from

construction emissions of criteria pollutants would be marginally less than the Plan's less than significant

Impacts. As under the Plan, impacts from vehicle-generated particulates and tonic air contaminants would be

significant and unavoidable and construction-related toxic air contaminant impacts would be marginally less

and remain less than significant with mitigation.

The Land Use Plan Only Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible because under the Land Use Plan Only

Alternative, the City would not fulfill its goal to provide safe and convenient transportation that prioritizes

walking, bicycling, and transit. T'he City would not unprove pedestrian conditions by making improvements

associated with the Plan's street network changes, including widening sidewalks, creating new crosswalks,

and improving existing crossings. Nor would it allow the City to provide protected bicycle lanes on many of

the neighborhood's streets. Finally, the City would not facilitate transit enhancements in the neighborhood,

such as transit-only lanes.

VI.A.6 Alternatives Considered but Rejected

The TODCO Group submitted its TODCO Plan to the City for consideration in October 2016 after the draft

Central SoMa Plan was revised in August 2016. All aspects of the October 2016 TODCO Plan were included

and analyzed as the "Modified TODCO Plan" in the Alternatives Chapter of the Draft EIR, with the exception

of the TODCO Plan's proposed height limits. The October 2016 TODCO Plan proposed changes in height

limits at certain major development sites within the Central SoMa Plan Area that would be greater than that

proposed for those same sites in the Central SoMa Plan. Specifically, under the TODCO Plan, the proposed

250-foot height limits at the Academy of Art Student Housing site and the Fourth and Harrison Streets site

would be greater than the height limit for those sites proposed under the Central SoMa Plan (160 feet, and 240

feet, respectively). In addition, at the Second and Harrison Street site, the proposed height limits of 400 feet

under the TODCO Plan would be greater than the 350-foot height limit for that site proposed under the

Central SoMa Plan.

The TODCO Plan alternative was not selected because it could result in greater shadow and wind impacts

than the Plan, the No Project Alternative, and the Reduced Heights Alternative. Specifically, given that the

TODCO Plan proposes higher height limits on two parcels on Harrison Street as compared to the Plan,

shadow effects on Yerba Buena Gardens, Alice Street Community Gardens, Jessie Square, Yerba Buena Lane,
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and Mint Plaza maybe greater than under the Plan. These higher heights could also result in greater

pedestrian-level winds.

Furthermore, this alternative would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable effects associated with

the Plan and would not meet several of the basic project. objectives to the same extent that the Project would.

Under this alternative, the capacity of the Plan Area to accommodate jobs and housing would be increased,

but would be approximately 80% of the amount allowed by the Plan. By accommodating less growth in this

high-demand area, this alternative would not alleviate the demand for housing or the pressure on rents to the

same degree as the Plan. Increasing housing capacity is necessary to accommodate some of the City and

region's substantial demand for growth in a transit-rich, walkable, and bike-able location.

SECTION VII

Statement of Overriding Considerations
Pursuant to CEQA Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the City hereby finds, after

consideration of the Final EIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the specific overriding economic,

legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project as set forth below independently and collectively

outweighs these significant and unavoidable impacts and is an overriding consideration warranting approval

of the Project. Any one of the reasons for approval cited below is sufficient to justify approval of the Project.

Thus, even if a court were to conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, this

determination is that each individual reason is sufficient. The specific reasons for this finding, based on

substantial evidence in the record, constitute the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The

substantial evidence supparting the various benefits can be found in the Final EIR and the preceding findings,

which are incorporated by reference into this Section, and in the documents found in the administrative

record, as described in Section I.

On the basis of the above findings and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the

Planning Commission specifically finds that there are significant benefits of the Project in spite of the

unavoidable significant impacts. The Commission further finds that, as part of the process of obtaining project

approval, all significant effects on the environment from implementation of the Project have been eliminated

or substantially lessened where feasible. The Planning Commission acknowledges that if any of the mitigation

measures identified in E~ibit B herein that fall within the authority of other City agencies are not adopted

andunplemented, the Project may result in other significant unavoidable unpacts, in addition to those

identified in Section IV, above. For these reasons the Planning Commission is adopting a Statement of

Overriding Considerations.

Furthermare, the Commission has determined that any remaining significant effects on the environment

found to be unavoidable are acceptable due to the following specific overriding economic, technical, legal,

social, and other considerations:

A. Central SoMa is a 230-acre area that sits adjacent to downtown, has excellent transit access, and

contains a substantial amount of developable land. As such, the neighborhood is well positioned to

accommodate needed employment, housing, and visitor facilities in the core of the city and Bay Area region. It
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is also a neighborhood with an incredible history and a rich, ongoing, cultural heritage. As it grows and

evolves over the next 25 years, Central SoMa has the opportunity to become a complete, sustainable, and vital

neighborhood without losing what makes it special and unique today. T'he Central SoMa Plan (the "Plan")

contains the goals, objectives, and policies to guide this growth and evolution such that the results serve the

best interests of San Francisco - in the present and the future.

B. The Plan is an important evolution in the planning of this neighborhood. T'he desire for a Central

SoMa Plan began during the Eastern Neighborhoods planning process. In 2008 the City adopted the Eastern

Neighborhoods Plan, including new land use controls and proposed community improvements for the eastern

part of the South of Market neighborhood (SoMa), as well as the Central Water€ront, Mission, and Showplace

Square/Potrero Hill neighborhoods. At that time, the City determined that the development potential of the

industrially zoned part of East SoMa, coupled with the improved transit to be provided by the Central

Subway, necessitated a subsequent, focused planning process that took into account the city's growth needs

and City and regional environmental goals. The Central SoMa Plan is the result of that subsequent process,

and is an important tool to guide development in the Central SoMa area.

Similarly, the Western SoMa Area Plan, adopted in 2013, explicifly recognized the need to increase

development capacity near transit in Objective 1.5, which states that the City should "Support continued

evaluation of land uses near major transit infrastructure in recognition of citywide and regional sustainable

growth needs." The explanatory text in Objective 1.5 concludes that "The City must continue evaluating how

it can best meet citywide and regional objectives to direct growth to transit-oriented locations and whether

current controls are meeting identified needs." The Objective's implementing Policy 1.5.1 states that the City

should "Continue to explore and re-examine land use controls east of 6th Street, including as part of any

future evaluation along the 4th Street corridor." The Central SoMa Plan is intended to fulfill the Western SoMa

Plan's Objective 1.5 and Policy 1.5.1 and is important to allow development near major transit infrastructure.

C. The Plan accommodates a substantial amount of jobs and housing. Specifically, the Plan would enable

up to 8,300 new housing units and approximately 30,000 new jobs. Currently, the City and region are

undergoing tremendous growth pressure. Economically, there is -the continuing national and regional shift

from an economy based on things to one based on ideas. These knowledge sector businesses tend to cluster in

regions -and the Bay Area is the world's leading knowledge region. T'he result is that job growth in the Bay

Area the past several years has nearly doubled that of the rest of the nation, and commensurately so has the

demand for housing. Simultaneously, there is increasing demand among both younger and older generations

to live in walkable, transit-oriented, amenity-rich locations. In this largely suburban and auto-dependent

region, many of the accessible and dynamic urban neighborhoods are in San Francisco. This Plan facilitates

this kind of development in the Central SOMA area.

D. Cumulatively, demands for urban neighborhoods have created an ongoing and strong demand for

space in San Francisco -one that outstrips the supply of new space. When demand is high relative to supply,

the price inevitably goes up. In 2018, prices have risen to a level that is socially unsustainable -rents for

housing are the highest in the country, and greafly exceed what can be afforded by the majority of today's San

Franciscans. Rents for commercial space are similarly unaffordable, pushing out non-profit organizations,

mom-and-pop businesses, artists and industrial businesses. Fortunately, Central SoMa is an appropriate

location for such development. The area is served by some of the region's best transit, including BART and

Caltrain, Muni Metro and many bus lines, in addition to the Central Subway currently under construction.
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Flat streets and a regular grid pattern can make destinations easy to reach for people walking and bicycling.

There is already an incredibly strong cluster of technology companies that new and growing companies want

to locate near. There is also a diversity of other uses, including thousands of residential units, local- and

regional-serving retail, cultural and entertainment facilities, hotels, and production/distribution/repair

businesses. Simultaneously, there is substantial opportunity to increase density in Central SoMa. There are

numerous undeveloped ar underdeveloped sites, such as surface parking lots and single-story commercial

buildings. Recognizing this opportunity, the Plan facilitates approximately 16 million square feet in new

development, relatively evenly split between space for housing and jobs. Such an increase in development, at

this appropriate location, is an important and necessary step towards accommodating the demand for growth

in San Francisco. By doing so, the Plan can help increase the upward pressure on rents for for residential and

non-residential uses and thereby foster a more economically and socially sustainable neighborhood, city, and

region.

E. The Plan strives to maintain the e~cisting diversity of residents and encourage continuing diversity.

SoMa already has an incredibly diverse population, in terms of race, income, unit size, and ownership status.

Implementation of this Plan would maintain that diversity by ensuring that at least 33% of new units are

affordable to low- and moderate-income families. In doing so, the Plan meets the City's target for provision of

such units established in 2014's Proposition K. The Plan would enable production of at least 2,700 affordable

units. Such units would be expected to be provided through a range of mechanisms, including direct

provision by new development on-site and off-site, and provision by the City through in-lieu and Jobs-

Housing Linkage Fees. Whereas typically City-funded projects could be built anywhere within the City, the

Plan requires that these units would be built within SoMa, therefore supporting the diversity of residents. T'he

Plan maintains the City's requirements that a mix of unit sizes be created in new development, thus

supporting a range from smaller units to family-sized units. Finally, the Plan includes strategies meant to

create a balance of rental and for-sale units.

F. The Plan faalitates an economically diversified and lively jobs center. By requiring its large sites to be

commercially-oriented, the implementation of this Plan would create a jobs center in this location, eacpected to

result in at least 30,000 new jobs. Locating jobs in this transit-rich location is a more effective use of our transit

investments, given jobs are of greater density than housing, that people are more likely to walk from transit to

their jobs than to their homes, and because lower-paid workers can save on not having to purchase their own

vehicles. Locating jobs here can also support the economic synergies of co-location by bridging the job centers

of Downtown and Mission Bay. Locating jobs in new buildings will also relieve pressure on other spaces

citywide —particularly for non-profit offices and other organizations that cannot compete for rent with

technology companies. It is also important to locate jobs at this location because only ten percent of San

Francisco's land is zoned to allow office, whereas 90 percent can accommodate housing. While many of these

jobs would be expected to be for office workers, the Plan would support the diversity of jobs by requiring

Production, Distribution, and Repair uses in many new developments, requiring ground floor retail and other

commercial uses on many of the major streets, and allowing hotel and entertairunent uses that facilitate a 24-

hour neighborhood with accompanying amenities.

G. The Plan provides safe and convenient transportation that prioritizes walking, bicycling, and transit.

The neighborhood's streets were built to accommodate industrial uses and move trucks and cars through

quickly by having many lanes of fast-moving traffic, narrow sidewalks, limited street crossings, and almost no
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bicycle lanes and transit-protected lanes. Implementation of this Plan would redistribute the street right-of-

way to better serve people walking, bicycling, and taking transit by widening sidewalks on all of the

neighbarhood's major thoroughfares, increasing the number of and safety of street crossings by facilitating

signalized mid-block crossings and sidewalk bulbouts that shorten the length of crosswalks, creating

protected bicycle on Howard, Folsom, Brannan, Townsend, and 5~ Streets, and transit-only lanes on Folsom,

Brannan, 3=d, and 4th Streets.

H. The Plan offers parks and recreational opportunities. Implementation of the Plan would facilitate a

variety of improvements to offer additional public parks and recreational opportunities, from improving and

expanding Gene Friend Recreation Center to creating multiple new parks, including a new one-acre park in

the block bounded by 4~, 5+~, Bryant, and Brannan Streets; a new ~/z acre linear park on Blwcome Street

between 4~ and 5th Streets; and new recreational amenities (such as skate ramps and basketball courts)

underneath the I-80 freeway between 4th and 6~ Streets. The Plan also helps fund construction of anew

recreation center, and up to four acres of privately-owned public open space.

I. The Plan creates an environmentally sustainable and resilient neighborhood. Implementation of this

Plan will result in a substantial number of new buildings, infrastructure investment, and public benefits

within the Plan Area, leading to dramatic opportunities for significant improvements to environmental

quality. Given current State and City regulations, new buildings are required to be greener and more resilient

than buildings from earlier eras. The Plan would further require additional cost-effective regulations for new

development, such as living roofs and the use of 100 percent greenhouse gas-free electricity. Implementation

of the Plan's street improvements would shift mode share away from personal vehicles. Finally, directing

regional development to this central, transit-rich location will result in a reduckion of greenhouse gas

emissions from driving as well as reduction of pressure on undeveloped greenfield locations that have high

environmental benefit.

J. The Plan ensures that new buildings enhance the character of the neighborhood and the city. T'he

Plan's height and bulk requirements ensure that the area largely maintain the feel of a mid-rise district, where

the perceived height of the building is similar to the width of the street it faces. Towers would be allowed in

select locations along the edge of Downtown/Rincon Hill and around the Caltrain station, and would ensure

that the overall development pattern is complementary to the overall city skyline. Where towers are

permitted, they will be required to be slender and appropriately spaced from other towers. Design guidance

contained in the Plan is intended to ensure that new buildings are in keeping with the best aspects of SoMa's

design heritage.

K T'he Plan preserves and celebrates the neighborhood's cultural heritage by supporting the designation

and protection of historically significant and contributory buildings under Planning Code Articles 10 and 11.

Pursuant to Article 10, the following builclings are under consideration for City landmark status: 228-248

Townsend Street, and 457 Bryant Street, 500-504 Fourth Street. In addition, pursuant to Article 10, creation of

the Clyde and Crooks Warehouse Historic District and the designation of numerous properties in that district

as contributory is being considered. Pursuant to Article 11, expansion of the boundaries of the Kearny-Market-

Mason-Sutter Conservation District and designation of 55 Fifth Street as a contributory building in that district

are being considered; and creation of the Mint-Mission Conservation District and designation of a number of

properties in that district as contributory and significant are being considered. In addition, the designation of

27 other properties as significant and contributory pursuant to Article 11 is being considered. Eligible historic
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properties will be able to sell their Transferable Development Rights, which would help to fund the

rehabilitation and preservation of those properties.

L. If the City decides to include a Community Facilities District, implementation of the Plan will result in

a re-envisioning of the streets, sidewalks, and open spaces of the Plan Area—not only to be more vibrant and

safer, but also to complement the neighborhood's environmental health and resilience. Strategies include

supporting maintenance and operations of Victoria Manalo Draves park and other new parks and recreation

centers in the Plan Area and the incarporation of elements beneficial to environmental sustainability and

resilience, such as trees, green infrastructure for stormwater management, and energy efficient street lights.

With the CFD, the Plan would also preserve and celebrate the neighborhood's cultural heritage.

Implementation of the Plan will help preserve the neighborhood's tangible heritage by helping fund the

rehabilitation of the Old Mint. It will also help the neighborhood's intangible resources continue to thrive by

funding ongoing social and cultural programming, helping fund the rehabilitation and/or creation of new

cultural facilifies, and require space for industrial and arts uses.

Having considered these Project benefits and considerations, the Planning Commission finds that the Project's

benefits outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and that the adverse environmental effects

that cannot be mitigated to insignificant levels are therefore acceptable.

SECTION VIII

Incorporation by Reference
The Final EIR is hereby incorporated into these Findings in its entirety. Without limitation, this incorporation

is intended to elaborate on the scope and nature of the mitigation measures, the basis for determining the

significance of impacts, the comparative analysis of alternatives, and the reasons for approving the Project in

spite of the potential for significant and unavoidable adverse environmental effects.
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F~~ee~iv~c~ ~~ ~~L ~I~ar-ing 'r to

The Department recommends that the Commission approve with modifications the proposed Ordinance

and adopt the attached Draft Resolution to that effect.

T'he Departments proposed modifications are as follows:

(note: those modifications not included in the 5/3 packet have their section numbers underlined)

• 128.1(c): Reverse the terms "Development Lot" and "Transfer Lot".
• 132.4(d)(1)(B)(iv): Increase allowed streetwall architectural modulation from five feet to eight feet.
• 135.3: Clarify that satisfaction of POPOS under 138 satisfies the open space requirements of 135.3.
• 138(a)(2): Eliminate the requirement for retail uses to provide POPOS.
• 138(d)(2), (2)(A), (2)(B), and (e)(2): Update references to point to appropriate subsections.
• 138(d)(2)(E)(i): Allow up to 10% of outdoor POPOS to be under a cantilevered portion of the building

if the building is at least 20 feet above grade.
• 138(d)(2)(F)(u): Allow up to 25% of indoor POPOS to have ceiling height of less than 20 feet.
• 140(a): In the Central SoMa SUD, allow units above 85' in height to meet exposure requirements if

-they are 15' back from the property line; allow 10% of units at or below 85' to have an exposure of
15'x15' instead of 25'x25'; and do not require the increase in setback at every horizontal dimension
that increases of 5' at each subsequent floor.

• 154 and 155: Allow approval of the "Driveway and Loading Operations Plans" (DLOP) per Section
155(u) to mee# the freight loading requirements of Sections 152.1,154. And 155 .

• 155(r)(2)(JJ): Update reference to point to 329(e)(3)(B).
• 155 u : Require a Passenger Loading Plan, per the MMRP.
• 169.3: Amend the TDM language to require projects that submitted applications before September 4,

2016 to meet 75% of the TDM requirements.
• 249.78(c)(1) and 329(d): Allow "active uses" to only be to a depth of 10 feet from the street (as

opposed to the current standard of 25 feet) for 1) micro-retail uses on minor streets, 2) along minor
streets as there is a doorway every 25 feet, and 3) at corners for lots less than 50 feet in width

• 249.78(c)(1)(D): Add that hotels are allowed as an active commercial use per 145.4(c).
• 249.78(c)(5)(B): Expand the uses allowed to fulfill the PDR requirements of large office projects to also

include nonprofit community services, city-owned public facilities, and Legacy Businesses.
• 263.32, 263.33, 263.34: Clarify that projects that comply with these sections do not need a Conditional

Use approval.
• 263.32(b)(1): Clarify that sites that donate land for affordable housing are eligible for this Special

Height Exception
• 263.32(c)(3): Clarify that sites that utilize this Special Height Exception to exceed 160 feet are still

subject to controls in Section 270 for mid-rise projects and not towers.
• Table 270(h): For Perry Street, make the Base Height "none'.
• 329(d): Add a subsection referencing the ability to grant exceptions for wind per the controls

contained in Section 249.78(d)(~.
• 329(d): Add a subsection referencing the ability to grant tower separation exceptions per the controls

contained in Section 132.4(d)(3)(BJ.
• 329(d): Add a subsection enabling exceptions for the freight loading requirements of Sections 154 and

155.
• 329(d): Add a subsection allowing for exceptions for exposure requirements under Section 140.
• 329(e) (2): Add Block 3786 Lot 322 as a Key Site .
• 329(e) (3): Clarify that Key Sites may utilize the exceptions granted in 329(d).



• 329(e)(3)(A): Include donation of land for affordable housing and construction of affordable units as
qualified amenity.

• 329(e)(3)(B): Limit certain exceptions to specific Key Development Sites, as discussed in the Key
Development Sites Guidelines.

• 406: Include a waiver that allows land dedication of space for and construction of a public park on
Block 3777 to count against various fees, including the TSF and Central SoMa Fee (such a waiver
already exists for the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees).

• 411A: Provide a $5/gsf exception from the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) for projects within
the Central SoMa SUD (pending the adoption of a $5/gsf increase by proposed legislation contained
in Board File No. 180117).

• 418.7(a): Update SoMa Stabilization Fund to allow funding to accrue from the Central SoMa
Community Facilities District.

• 434: Add a Section that describes the purpose, applicability, and requirements of the Central SoMa
Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD). 'This CFD should be applicable to projects that (1)
includes new construction or net additions of more than 40,000 gross square feet, (2) the project site
includes residential development in Central SoMa Development Tiers B and C and non-residential
development in Central SoMa Development Tier C, and (3) the project proposed project is greater, in
terms of square footage, than what would have been allowed without the Central SoMa Plan.

• 848: Add across-reference in the CMUO table to the residential lot coverage requirements in 249.78

• Admin Code 10E.2: Amend the Eastern Neighborhoods CAC to create two CACs -one for the three
SoMa Plan Areas (East SoMa, Central SoMa, and Western SoMa) and one for the other three Plan
Areas (Mission, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and Central Waterfront).

• Commission Policv: "All non-residential development over 25,000 sq ft, shall provide a Community
Good Jobs Employment Plan ("Plan') for public review and comment prior to consideration of
project approval by the Planning Commission. T'he Plan must detail the project's strategy for
providing permanent jobs within the future development for South of Market residents, especially
disadvantaged persons, at good living wages with benefits. The Plan must detail how this strategy
would be implemented, including how it would engage concerned community, civic, and labor
organizations."
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[Business and Tax Regulations, Planning Codes -Central South of Market Housing
Sustainability District]

Ordinance amending the Business and Tax Regulations and Planning Codes to create

the Central South of Market Housing Sustainability District (encompassing an area

generally bounded on its western portion by Sixth Street, on its eastern portion by

Second Street, on its northern portion by the border of the Downtown Plan Area (an

irregular border that generally tracks Folsom, Howard, or Stevenson Streets), and on

its southern portion by Townsend Street) to provide a streamlined and ministerial

approval process for certain housing projects within the District meeting specific labor,

on-site affordability, and other requirements; creating an expedited Board of Appeals

process for appeals of projects within the District; and making approval findings under

the California Environmental Quality Act, findings of public convenience, necessity,

and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302, and findings of consistency with the

General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in ~*N;' ~*' , ~•,~-' ;t~';-~~ T;~~~~ ~'~,,, ~~N~~,~ ~ ,~t
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in c+riLo~hr~~ inh Aril fr~n~

Asterisks (* *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables.

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:

Section 1. Environmental and Planning Code Findings.

23 (a) On

24

2018 after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning

Commission certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Central

25 SoMa Area Plan (the Project) by Motion No. ,finding the Final EIR reflects
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

the independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate,

accurate and objective, and contains no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and the content

of the report and the procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and

reviewed comply with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

(Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs.

Sections 15000 et seq.) and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. Copies of the Planning

Commission Motion and Final EIR are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File

8 No.

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

and are incorporated herein by reference.

(b) The Project evaluated in the Final EIR includes proposed amendments to the

Planning Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Map, as well as amendments to the General

Plan to adopt the Central South of Market ("Central SoMa") Area Plan and other related

amendments. The proposed Planning Code amendments and Business and Tax Regulations

Code amendments set forth in this ordinance are within the scope of the Project evaluated in

the Final EIR.

(c) At the same hearing during which the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR,

the Planning Commission adopted findings under CEQA regarding the Project's

environmental impacts, the disposition of mitigation measures, and project alternatives, as

well as a statement of overriding considerations (CEQA Findings) and adopted a mitigation

19 monitoring reporting program (MMRP), by Resolution No.

20

21

22

23

24

25

(d) At the same hearing, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. ,

recommended the proposed Planning Code amendments for approval and adopted findings

that the actions contemplated in this ordinance creating the Central South of Market Housing

Sustainability District are consistent, on balance, with the City's General Plan and eight

priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The Board adopts these findings as its own.
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

~~~

A copy of said Resolution is on file with the CIer4~ of the Board of Supervisors in File No.

and is incorporated herein by reference.

(e) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, the Board of Supervisors finds that the

Planning Code amendments and Business and Tax Regulations Code amendments will serve

the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth in Planning

Commission Resolution No. ,and the Board incorporates such reasons herein

by reference.

(fl The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the Final EIR and the

environmental documents on file referred to herein. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed

and considered the CEQA Findings, and hereby adopts them as its own and incorporates

them by reference as though such findings were fully set forth herein.

(g) The Board of Supervisors adopts the MMRP as a condition of this approval, and

endorses those mitigation measures that are under the jurisdiction of other City Departments,

and recommends for adoption those mitigation rrreasures that are enforceable by agencies

other than City agencies, all as set forth in the CEQA Findings and MMRP.

(h) The Board of Supervisors finds that no substantial changes have occurred in the

proposed Project that would require revisions in the Final EIR due to the involvement of new

significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously

identified significant effects; no substantial changes have occurred with respect to the

circumstances under which the proposed Project is to be undertaken that would require major

revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new environmental effects or a substantial

increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR, and no new information of

substantial importance to the proposed Project has become available that indicates that (1)

the Project will have significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR, (2) significant

environmental effects will be substantially more severe, (3) mitigation measures or
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1 alternatives found not feasible that would reduce one or more significant effects have become

2 feasible or (4) mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those in

3 the Final EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment.

4

5 Section 2. The Business and Tax Regulations Code is hereby amended by revising

6 Sections 8 and 26, to read as follows:

7

8 SEC. 8. METHOD OF APPEAL TO THE BOARD OF APPEALS.

g Except for variance decisions and permits issued by the Entertainment Commission

10 or its Director, and as otherwise specified in this Section 8, appeals to the Baard of Appeals shall

1 1 be taken within 15 days from the making or entry of the order or decision from which the

12 appeal is taken. Appeals of variance decisions shall be taken within 10 days.

13 (b) A~eals to the Board of Appeals ofpermit decisions made pursuant to Planning

14 Section 343 shall be taken ~~ithin 10 dais o the permit decision. This subsection (b) shall expire on the

15 Sunset Date of Planning Code Section 343, as def ned in that Section. Upon the expiration of this

16 subsection, the City Attorney shall cause this subsection to be removed from the Business and Tax

17 Regulations Code.

18 Appeals of actions taken by the Entertainment Commission or its Director on the

19 granting, denial, amendment, suspension, or revocation of a permit, or on denial of exceptions

20 from regulations for an Extended-Hours Premises Permit, shall be taken within 10 days from

21 the making of the decision. Nothing in this Section 8 is intended to require an appeal to the

22 Board of Appeals if any provision of Article 15, Article 15.1 (Entertainment Regulations Permit

23 and License Provisions)L or Article 15.2 (Entertainment Regulations for Extended-Hours

2~ Premises) of the Police Code governing these permits otherwise provides.

25
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1 Appeals shall be taken by filing a notice of appeal with the Board of Appeals and

2 paying to said Board at such time a filing fee as follows:

3 (al) Zoning Administrator, Planning Department, Director of Planning_

4 and Planning Commission.

5 (~A) For each appeal from the Zoning Administrator's variance decision_

6 the fee shall be $600.

7 (~B) For each appeal from any order, requirement, decision: or other

8 determination (other than a variance) made by the Zoning Administrator, the Planning

9 Department or Commission or the Director of Planning, including an appeal from disapproval

10 of a permit which results from such an action, the fee shall be $600.

1 1 (~2) Department of Building Inspection.

12 (~A) For each appeal from a Department of Building Inspection denial,

13 conditional approval: or granting of a residential hotel or apartment conversion permitL the fee

14 shall be $525.

15 (~B) For each appeal from the granting or denial of a building demolition;

16 or other permit (other than residential hotel conversion)_ the fee shall be $175.

17 (~C) For each appeal from the imposition of a penalty only_ the fee shall

18 be $300.

19 (~3) Police Department and Entertainment Commission.

20 (~A) For each appeal from the denial or granting of a permit or license

21 issued by the Police Department, Entertainment Commission, or the Director of the

22 Entertainment Commission_ to the owner or operator of a businessL the fee shall be $375; for

23 each such permit or license issued to an individual employed by or working under contract to

24 a business, the fee shall be $150.

25
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1 (~B) For each appeal from the revocation or suspension of a permit or

2 license by the Police Department, Entertainment Commission, or the Director of the

3 Entertainment Commission. the fee shall be $375 for an entity or individual.

4 (~'-~) Department of Public Works. For each appeal from the decision of the

5 Director of the Department of Public Works concerning street tree removal by a City agency,

6 commission, or department, the fee shall be $100.

7 (~5) For each appeal from any other order or decision, the fee shall be $300.

8 (~6) For requests for rehearing under Section 16 of this Article 1, the fee shall

9 be $150.

10 (g7) For requests for jurisdictionZ the fee shall be $150.

1 1 (~8) An exemption from paying the full fee specified in subsections (d)(1)

12 through (7) ~, herein may be granted upon the filing under penalty of

13 perjury of a declaration of indigency on the form provided and approved by the Board. All

14 agencies of the City and County of San Francisco are exempted from these fees.

15 (~9) Additional Requirements.

16 (~-A) Natice of appeal shall be in such form as may be provided by the

17 rules of the Board of Appeals.

18 (~B) On the filing of any appeal, the Board of Appeals shall notify in

19 writing the department, board, commission, officer or other person from whose action the

20 appeal is taken of such appeal. On the filing of any appeal concerning a structural addition to

21 an existing building, the Board of Appeals shall additionally notify in writing the property

22 owners of buildings immediately adjacent to the subject building.

23 (~C) Except as otherwise specified in this subsection ~d)(9)(C), t-~'he Board of

24 Appeals shall fix the time and place of hearing, which shall be not less than 10 nor more than

25
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1 45 days after the filing of said appeal, and shall act thereon not later than 60 days after such

2 filing or a reasonable time thereafter.

3 ~In the case of a permit issued by the Entertainment

4 Commission or its Director, the Board of Appeals shall set the hearing not less than 15 days

5 after the filing of said appeal, shall act thereon not more than 30 days after such filing, and

6 shall not entertain a motion for rehearing.

7 (ii) In the case ova decision on a permit application ~zade pursuant to

8 Planning Code Section 343, the Board ofAp~eals shall set the hearing not less than 10 days after the

9 ilin~o said appeal, shall act thereon not more than 30 days after such filing, and shall not entertain a

10 motion for rehearing. This subsection (d)(9)(C)(ii) shall expiNe on the Sunset Date ofPlannin Code

1 1 Section 343, as defined in that Section. Upon the expiration of this subsection, the City Attorne  yshall

12 cause this subsection to be removed from the Business and Tax Regulations Code.

13 (~D) With respect to any decision of the Board of Appeals related to any

14 "dwelling" in which "protected class members" are likely to reside (each as defined in

15 Admir~istrative Code Chapter 87), the Board of Appeals shall comply with the requirements of

16 Administrative Code Chapter 87 which requires, among other things, that the Board of

17 Appeals not base any decision regarding the development of such units on information which

18 may be discriminatory to any member of a "protected class."

19 (~E) Pending decision by the Board of Appeals, the action of such

2Q department, board, commission, officer or other person from which an appeal is taken, shall

21 be suspended, except for: (i) actions of revocation or suspension of permit by the Director of

22 Public Health when determined by the Director to be an extreme public health hazard; (ii)

23 actions by the Zoning Administrator or Director of the Department of Building Inspection

24 stopping work under or suspending an issued permit; (iii) actions of suspension or revocation

25 by the Entertainment Commission or the Director of the Entertainment Commission when the
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1 suspending or revoking authority determines that ongoing operation of the activity during the

2 appeal to the Board of Appeals would pose a serious threat to public safety; and (iv) actions of

3 the Director of the Office of Cannabis awarding a Temporary Cannabis Business Permit.

4

5 SEC. 26. FACTS TO BE CONSIDERED BY DEPARTMENTS.

6 (a) Subject to ,subsection (b)-l~a~, in the granting or denying of any permit, or the

7 revoking or the refusing to revoke any permit, the granting or revoking power may take into

8 consideration the effect of the proposed business or calling upon surrounding property and

9 upon its residents, and inhabitants thereof; and in granting or denying said permit, or revoking

10 or refusing to revoke a permit, may exercise its sound discretion as to whether said permit

1 1 should be granted, transferred, deniedz or revoked.

12

13 (e) Notwithstanding subsection (a), the provisions of Planning Code Section 343 shall o

14 actions taken on the ir g, denial, amendment, suspension, and revocation ofpermits re u

15 under that Section 343, not the standards set forth in subsection (a~of this Section 26. This subsection

16 (e) shall become operative upon receipt ofpreliminar~approval of Planning Code Section 343 by the

17 Cali ornia Department ofHousin~ and Community Development under California Government Code

18 Section 66202. This subsection shall expire by the operation of law in accordance with the provisions

19 of Planning Code Section 343(k). Upon its expiration, the City Attorney shall cause this subsection to

20 be removed from the Business and Tax Regulations Code.

21

22

23 Section 3. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Section 343, to read as

24 follows:

25 SEC. 343. CENTRAL SOMA HOUSING SUSTAINABILITYDISTRICT.

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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1 L) Purpose. This Section 343 establishes a Housing Sustainability District within the Central

2 SoMa Plan Area `Central SoMa Housing Sustainability District" or "Central SoMa HSD ") under

3 California Government Code Sections 66200 et seq. The purpose of the Central SoMa Housing

4 Sustainability District is to encourage the provision of on-site affordable housing in new residential

5 and mixed-use protects in Central SoMa by providing a streamlined, ministerial approval process

6 such proiects. The Central SoMa Plan anticipates that 33% ofall new residential units produced

7 within the Plan Area will be permanently affordable to households of very low, low, or moderate

8 income. This Section 343 sets forth eli ib~ili~ty criteria, design review standards, and entitlement and

9 approval proceduresfor proiects seekingapproval pursuant to the requirements of the Central SoMa

1 Q Housing Sustainability District.

1 1 jb) Geography. The Central SoMa Housing, Sustainability DistNict shall include all parcels

12 within the Central SoMa Special Use District, which is defined in Section 249.78(b). The entiret~of the

13 Central SoMa Special Use District is an "eligible location, " as that term is defined in California

14 Government Code Section 66200(e).

15 (c) Relationship to Other Planning Code Provisions. Except as otherwise provided in this

16 Section 343, all provisions of the Planning Code, including Section 249.78, that would be applicable to

17 proiects approved pursuant to this Section 343 shall apply to such projects. In the event o a conflict

18 between other provisions of the Planning Code and this Section, this Section shall control.

19 (d) Eligibility. Projects seeking approval pursuant to this Section 343 shall meet all of the

20 , ollowing requirements:

21 L) The proiect is located in a zoning district that principally permits residential uses.

22 (2) The pro,~proposes no less than SO dwelling units per acre, and no more than 750

23 dwelling units per acre.

24 (3) A malority of the proiect's gross square oota~e is desi na~ted for residential uses.

25 All non-residential uses must be principallypermitted in the underlying zoning district and any

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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1 applicable special use districts ,and may not include greater than 24, 999 ~r  square eet o~o~~ce

2 space that would be subject to the annual limit on o~'ace development set forth in Sections 321 et seq.

3 (4) The proiect does not exceed a height o 160 feet, except that anv proiect whose

4 principal use is housing, where all such housing is restricted for a minimum of 55 years as affordable

5 or 'persons and families of low or moderate income, " as def ned in California Health & Safety Code

6 Section 50093, shall be deemed to satisfy this subsection (c)(4) regardless o

7 L) I the project sponsor seeks a density bonus pursuant to California Government

8 Code Section 65915 et seq., the pro'e~ ct sponsor demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Planning

9 Department that the,nroiect would not result in a significant shadow impact.

10 (6) The ~roiect is not located on a lot containing a structure listed as a desi nated

1 1 landmark pursuant to Article 10 of the Planning Code or a contributory or si~ificant structure

12 pursuant to Article 11 of~the Planning Code.

13 (7) The proiect provides no less than 10% of its dwelling units as units a (fordable to

14 very low or low income families, using one of the following methods:

15 (A) For proiects subiect to Section 415, by electing to comply with Section 415

16 by choosing the On-Site Affordable Housin~Alternative under Sections 415.5(g)(1)(A) or

17 415.5(g)(1)(D); or

~ $ fB) For proiects not subiect to Section 415, by entering into a re  ~ulatory

19 a , Bement with the City that contains the terms specified in Section 206.6(fl.

2p ~8) The proiect does not demolish, remove, or convert to another use any existing

21 dwellin~t(s).

22 (9) The proiect complies with all applicable zoning and any adopted design review

23 standards.

24

25

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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1 (10) The proiect sponsor complies with all Mitigation Measures in the Central SoMa

2 Environmental Impact Report (Central SoMa EIR) that the Planning Department determines are

3 applicable to the proiect.

4 (11) The project sponsor certifies that the proiect will comply with all applicable

5 requirements of California government Code Section 66201 (fl (4).

6 (12) The proiect shall comply with Government Code Section 66201(fl(5).

7 (13) A project is not deemed to be for residential use if it is in easible for actual use as

8 a single or multi amily residence.

9 fie) ApprovingAuthority. As long as the Planning Commission has delegated its authority to

10 the Planning Department to review applications or proiects subject to this Section 343, t~'he Planning

1 1 Department is the approving authori designated to review permit applications for compliance with

12 this Section 343.

13 (fl Applieation.

14 ~) Prior to submittal o an application for required approvals from the Planning

15 Department, a project sponsor seeking to applypursuant to this Section 343 shall submit an

16 application for a preliminar~proiect assessment (PPA), pursuant to Planning Department procedures.

17 (2) In addition to any requirements under other provisions of this Code for submittal of

18 implication materials, an application under this Section 343 shall be submitted to the Department on a

19 form prescribed by the Department and shall include at minimum the following materials:

20 (A) Ae~plan set, including site plan, elevations, sections, ands oor plans,

21 showing total number of units, and number of and location of units affordable to very low or low

22 income households;

23 (B) All documentation required by the Department in its response to the proiect

24 ~onsor's previously-submitted PPA application;

25 (C) Documentation sufficient to support determinations that:

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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~ U the ~roi~ct meets all applicable zoning and anv adopted design

2 review standards;

3 (ii) the pro'e~ ct sponsor will implement anv and all Mitigation Measures

4 in the Central SoMa EIR that the Plannin~partment determines are applicable to the project,

5 including but not limited to the ollowin~

6 a. An agreement to implement anv and all Mitigation Measures

7 in the Central SoMa EIR that the Planning Department determines are applicable to the pNolect; and

$ b. Scope) of work or anv studies required as part o~v and all

9 Mitigation Measures in the Central SoMa EIR that the Planning Department determines are applicable

10 to the project. An application pursuant to this Section 343 shall not be deemed complete until such

1 1 studies are completed to the sans action ofthe Environmental Review Of acer.

12 (iii) the project sponsor will comply with subsections (dZ(10 and (d)(11)

13 of this Section 343.

14 ~ ~ (g) Decision and Hearing. The ~City shall exercise ministerial approval ofpr'ojects

15 that meet all the requirements in this Section 343. Section 329 of this Code shall not apply to proiects

16 that are approved pursuant to this Section 343.

17 fl) Hearing. The Plannin~Department shall conduct an informational public hearing

18 for all ~roiects that are subiect to this Section 343 within 100 da~of receipt o a complete application,

19 as defined in subsection (fl.

2p ~) Decision. Within 120 days of receipt ofa complete application, as de aped in

21 subsection (fl, the Planning Director or the Director's designee shall issue a written decision

22 approving, disa~provin~, QY approving subiect to conditions, the proiect. The applicant and the

23 Department may mutually agree to extend this 120-day period. If no written decision is issued within

24 120 days of the Department's recut o a complete application, or within the period mutually ~r eed

25 upon by the Department and applicant, the proiect shall be deemed approved. The Planning Director

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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1 or the DirectoY's designee shall include any certifications required by California Government Code

2 Section 66205E in a co~v of the written decision.

3 ~3) Groundsfor Permit Denial. The Department may deny a Central SoMa HSD

4 project application only.for one or more o the.following reasons:

5 (A) The proposed proiect does not fully comply with this Section 343, including

6 but not limited to meeting all adopted design review standards and demonstrating compliance with all

7 applicable Mitigation Measures in the Central SoMa EIR that the Department determines are

8 applicable to the project.

9 (B) The pro'e~ ct sponsor has not submitted all of the information or paid any

10 application ee required by this Section 343 and necessary for an adequate and timely design review or

1 1 assessment oFpotential impacts on nei h~ boringproperties.

12 ,(C) The Department determines, based upon substantial evidence in li iht of the

13 whole record of the public hearin  gon the project, that a physical condition on the site of development

14 that was not known and could not have been discovered with reasonable investigation at the time the

15 application was submitted would have a specific adverse impact upon the public health or salty and

16 that there is no feasible method to satis actorily mitigate or avoid the specific adverse impact. As used

17 in this subsection (gZ~)~C~specific adverse impact" means a signi zcant, quantifiable, direct, and

18 unavoidable impact based on identified objective written public health or safety standards, policies, or

19 conditions, as in existence at the time the application is deemed complete.

20 (4) Appeal The procedures for appeal to the Board ofAppeals ofa decision by the

21 Department under this Section 343 shall be as set forth in Section 8 of the Business and Tax

22 Regulations Code.

23 (5) Discretionary Review No requests for discretionary review shall be accepted b~

24 ~ ""'" for projects

25 subject to this Section 343.

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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1 ~6) Progress Requirement. The proiect sponsor o anv proiect approved pursuant to

2 this Section 343 shall obtain the f rst site or buildingpermit for the proms f~'om the Department of

3 Building Inspection within 36 months of the Department's issuance of a written decision pursuant to

4 subsection (g)(2) o~this Section 3~3. If the p~~o'e~ ct sponsor has not obtained the first site or building

5 permit from the Department o Buildin~Inspection within 36 months, then as soon as is feasible after

6 36 months has elapsed, the Planning Director shall hold ahearing- requiYin~p~oject sponsor to

7 report on the status of the project, to determine whether the project sponsor has demonstrated good

8 faith in its effort to obtain the f rst site or buildingpermit for the proiect. If the Planning Director ands

9 that the ~roiect sponsor has not demonstrated ~ood faith in its efforts to obtain the first site or building

10 permit~or the proiect, the Planning Director shall ~~evoke the approvals for the proiect. Factors in

1 1 determining whether the project sponsor has demonstrated food faith in its efforts include, but are not

12 limited to, whether any delays are the result of conditions outside the control of the proiect sponsor and

13 whether changes in the anancin ~oL f the project are necessary in order for construction to proceed.

14 (h) Design Review Standards. Projects subject to this Section 343 shall be reviewed for

15 compliance with the design standards set forth in the San Francisco Urban Design Guidelines and the

16 Central SoMa Plan's Guide to Urban Design, which are on file with the Planning Department, as

17 approved by the Cali ornia Department ofHousin~ and Community Development.

1$ (i) DistrictAffordabilitV Requirement. At the request o the California Department of Housing

19 and Community Development, the Plannin~Department shall demonstrate that at least 20% o the

20 residential units constructed in the Central SoMa Housing Sustainability District during the life of the

21 District and pursuant to this Section 343 will be affordable to very low, low-, and moderate-income

22 households and subject to a recorded a~'ordability restriction for at least 55 years.

23 (j) Monitoring and Enforcement. The Planning Department shall include, as conditions of

24 approval of all proiects approved pursuant to this Section 343, monitorin wa n orcement provisions

25 to ensure that the ~roiect meets all labor and wade requirements and complies with all identified

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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~plicable mitigation measures. Proiects found to be in violation o~v ofthese conditions shall be

2 subject to the Administrative Enforcement Procedures in Section 176.1 of this Code, including

3 initiation of abatement proceedin ~s eferral to the City Attorney or District Attorney,for prosecution,

4 if not corrected within 90 days of service of any notice of violation issued under Section 176.1 L).

5 Conditions of approval shall include, but are not limited to:

6 (1) A pro'e~ ct sponsor shall submit weekly reports to the Office ofLabor Standards

7 Enforcement, certi~yi~ that a pro'el ct approved pursuant to this Section 343 is complvin~ with

8 subsections ~d~, and L (1) 2), ifa~plicable to the proiect. Projects found to be in violation off'

9 subsections L (11, and U(12) shall be subiect topenalties pursuant to Section 1741 of'the Labor

10 Code, in addition to andpenalties assessed pursuant to Section 176.1 of this Code. All penalties shall

1 1 be paid prior to issuance of the project's First Certificate of Occupancy.

12 (2) The Plannin~epartment shall monitor compliance with Central SoMa EIR

13 Mitigation Measures.

14 ~) The Plannin~epartment shall monitor and report the construction of a fordable

15 housing units under the Central SoMa Housing Sustainability District in its annual Housing, InventoryL

16 which shall include the following information:

17 (A) Number of ?t ro'e~ cts approved pursuant to this Section 343.

18 (B) Number of~roiects under construction pursuant to approvals obtained

19 under this Section 343.

20 ~C) Number ofproiects completed pu~~st~ant to approvals obtained under this

21 Section 343.

22 (D) Number of dwelling units within projects completed pursuant to approvals

23 obtained under this Section 343.

24 (E) Number ofdwellin  ~gunits affordable to very low, low, moderate, and middle

25 income households within projects completed pursuant to approvals obtained under this Section 343.

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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1 (k) Operative and Sunset Dates.

Z (1) This Section 343 shall become operative upon receipt of~reliminary approval by

3 the Cali ornia Department ofHousin~ and Community Development under California Government

4 Code Section 66202 ("Operative Date ").

5 ~) This Section 343 shall expire by operation of law seven years rom the Operative

6 Date unless this Section 343 is renewed by ordinance pursuant to Government Code Section 662010),

7 in which case this Section 343 shall expire on the date specified in that ordinance ("Sunset Date ").

$ (3) Upon the expiration of this Section 343, the City Attorney shall cause this Section

9 343 to be removed from the Planning Code. Pursuant to Government Code Section 66205(6), this

10 Section 343 shall govern the ~rocessin~ and review of any complete application submitted pursuant to

1 1 this Section 343 prior to the Sunset Date.

12

13 Section 4. Effective Date; Operative Date.

14 (a) This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after enactment. Enactment occurs

15 when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the ordinance unsigned or does not

16 sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board of Supervisors overrides the

17 Mayor's veto of the ordinance.

18 (b) Consistent with Section 343(k)(1) of the Planning Code, this ordinance in its

19 entirety shall become operative upon receipt of preliminary approval by the California

20 Department of Housing and Community Development under California Government Code

21 Section 66202.

22

23 Section 5. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors

24 intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles,

25 numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

2J

24

25

Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment

additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the "Note" that appears under

the official title of the ordinance.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney

By:
PETER R. MILJANICH
Deputy City Attorney

n:\legana\as2018\1200444\01272339. docx
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TO DAY' S ACTI 0 N S

1. Certification of the Final EI R

2. Adoption of CEQA Findings

3. Adoption of Amendments to the General Plan

4. Adoption of Amendments to the Planning Cody and Legislative Code

5. Adoption of Amendments to the Zoning Map

6. Adoption of the Implementation Program

7. Adoption of the Housing Sustainability District
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CEQA

Certification of the

Final Environmental Im act Re ortp p
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CEQA FINDINGS AND MMRP

Case Packet Content:

• Case Report

• Draft Resolution to Adopt

• CEQA Findings

• Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
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Case Packet Content:

• Case Report

• Draft Resolution to Adopt

• Draft Ordinance

» Central SoMa Plan

» Amendments to the East SoMa Plan and Western SoMa Plan

» Amendments to other sections

Changes since Introduction
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PLANNING CODE AND ADMINISTRATIVE CODE AMENDMENTS

Case Packet Content:

• Case Report

• Draft Resolution to Adopt

• Draft Ordinance

• "Summary of Amendments"

• Changes since Introduction

"Issues for Consideration"
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PLANNING CODE -RECOMMENDED MODIFICATIONS

LAND USE AND ZONING

• •- '. • .-

249.78~c~~5~~6~ Expand the uses allowed to fulfiill Like PDR, these uses
the PDR requirements of large are beneficial to the
office projects to also include community and can only
nonprofit community services, pay limited rent
city-owned public facilities, and
Legacy Businesses



PLANNING CODE -RECOMMENDED MODIFICATIONS

PHYSICAL CHARACTER

848 Cross-refierence the Non-substantive amendment but not
residential lot coverage included in the Case Report
requirements in 249.78

329~e~~3~~B~ Limit certain Certain exceptions should be tailored
exceptions to specific to Key Development Sites, and not be
Key Development broadly applicable to all the Key Sites.
Sites

329~e~~2~ Add Block 3786 Lot This site has the potential to build
322 as a Key Site additional public amenities (e.g., the

Bluxome Linear Park) but would require
additional exceptions to do so.
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115' Tovve r
Separation

i

115'



85' TovUer
Separation

85'



30' TovUer
Separation

30'



PLANNING CODE -RECOMMENDED MODIFICATIONS

PHYSICAL CHARACTER (CONY.)

140(a~ 1) Allow units above 85' in height to meet
exposure requirements if they are 15' back
from the property line;

2) allow 10% ofi units at or below 85' to have
an exposure of 15'x15' instead of 25'x25'; and

3) do not require the increase in setback at
every horizontal dimension that increases of
5' at each subsequent floor

These changes
would make a rule of
commonly granted
exceptions.
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PLANNING CODE -RECOMMENDED MODIFICATIONS

PARKING, LOADING, AND TDM

• •- '. • . -

155~u~ Require a Passenger The Passenger Loading Plan would help
Loading Plan. minimize the impact of passenger drop-

offs, particularly on high injury corridors.

169.3 Amend the TDM language to Projects have been substantially planned
require projects that submitted and designed based on grandfathering of the
applications before September TDM Ordinance. This requires them to comply
4, 2016 to meet 75% of the with some, but not all of the grandfathering
TDM requirements. provisions.
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PLANNING CODE -RECOMMENDED MODIFICATIONS

EXACTIONS

434 Add the CFD applicability language. The CFD
would be applicable to projects that

(1) Exceed 40,000 gross square feet,

(2) Are in Central SoMa Res Tiers B & C and
Non-des Tier C, and

(3) Sgft proposed > Sgft allowed without
Plan.

Always expected, just trailed.
Notes:

1) CFD rates live in "Public
Benefits Program"

2) CFD creation subject
to separate Board actions
(expected this summer)



PLANNING CEDE -RECOMMENDED MODIFICATIONS

EXACTIONS (CONY.)

• •- '. . , -

406 Add fee waiver from TSF and Waiver facilitates timely and cost-effective
Central SoMa Fee to allow for construction of the proposed one-acre
developments on Block 3777 that park on the block between 4th, 5th,
provide public parks. Bryant, and Brannan Streets.

411A Provide exception in Central The Central SoMa Plan's public benefits
SoMa from the Transportation package is structured to maximize
Sustainability Fee (TSF) increase feasible contribution, and the addition of
for proposed in Board File No. fee may render some projects infeasible.
180117.
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PLANNING CODE -RECOMMENDED MODIFICATIONS

PROCESS



PLANNING CODE -RECOMMENDED MODIFICATIONS

PROCESS (CONY.)

Commission "All non-residential development over Per Policy 3.1.3, the
Policy 25,000 sq ft, shall provide a Community Plan supports good

Good Jobs Employment Plan ("Plan") jobs in the Plan Area,
for public review and comment prior yet the Department and
to consideration of project approval by Commission have very
the Planning Commission. The Plan limited tools to facilitate
must detail the project's strategy for this. At the request of
providing permanent jobs within the future labor, this policy would
development for South of Market residents, at large non-residential
especially disadvantaged persons, at developments on record
good living wages with benefits. The for their strategy.
Plan must detail how this strategy would
be implemented, including how it would
engage concerned community, civic, and
labor organizations."
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ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

Case Packet Content:

• Case Report

• Draft Resolution to Adopt

• Draft Ordinance

• Changes since Introduction

• "Issues for Consideration"
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IMPLEMENTATION

Case Packet Content:

• Case Report

• Draft Resolution to Adopt

• Implementation Program

Implementation Matrix

Public Benefits Program

Guide to Urban Design

Key Development Sites Guidelines

Key Streets Guidelines
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• Changes since Introduction

• "Issues for Consideration"
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HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT

CONTENTS:

• Case Report

• Draft Resolution to Adopt

• Draft Ordinance
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HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT

CENTRAL SOMA HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT

• Meet all requirements of AB73

• Qualify SF for ̀ zoning incentive payments' from State

• Local eligibility criteria and procedures
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HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT

COMPLY WITH AB73 PROJECT ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

• 10% on-site units affordable to lower-income households

• Meet wage and labor standards

Pay prevailing wages (projects <75 units)

Use skilled and trained workforce (projects 75+ units}
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HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT

~x

ESTABLISH LOCAL PROJECT ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

• Mixed-income projects over 160 ft not eligible

• Article 10 or 11 properties not eligible

P~°~perties containing existing units not eligible
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HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT

ESTABLISH LOCAL APPROVAL PROCESS

• Create Sec. 343

• Ministerial approval of qualifying projects

Decision within 120 days of complete application
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4HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT

ESTABLISH LOCAL APPROVAL PROCESS

• Compliance with Central SoMa EIR Mitigation Measures

• Design review: UDGs and Central SoMa Guide to Urban Design

• Informational public hearing required

• Progress requirement
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HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT

THAMES FOR DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE AMENDMENTS:

• Local eligibility requirements

160 ft height limit for mixed-income projects

• Process

Progress requirement

» Delegation of approval authority
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HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT

• Local eligibility requirement -height

Proposed Height Limits
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HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT

• Progress Requirement

Trigger: obtain first site or building permit within 36 months

"obtained" vs. "applied for"

Period of extension of approvals for "good faith" projects

12, 24 or 36 months

P r
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HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT

• Delegate approval and review authority to Department

Clarifying amendment
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Central SOMA Neighbors
631 Folsom Street
San Francisco, CA
March 1, 2018

Commission President Rich Hillis
Planning Commissioners

c/o Jonas P. Ionin, Commission Secretary

1650 Mission Street. Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

f~~-~c~i~►~:i~ ° t ~i~e Mearing --~ ~-b, lg

VV 7~—

RE: Support for Central SoMa Plan DEIR SCH NO. 2013042070 Mid-Rise Alternative

We support the 2013 Central SOMA Plan Draft Mid-Rise Alternative, specifically as it describes
the area bounded by Second and Third Streets, from Folsom Street to I-80. We oppose the 20] 6
Central SOMA Plan High-Rise option based on the information put forth in the comment letter
submitted to you by Richard Drury Feb 13, 2017.

Sincerely.

Gina Cariaga
President, 631 Folsom Street Homeowners Association (SFBIu)

~~G
Jim ourgart
Preside useu Par ers Association (300 Third Street)

Matthew A Frinzi
President, 355 Bryant Street Homeowners Association

S~
E Tansev
President, Hawthorne Place Homeowners Association (77 Dow)
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63~. Folsom street Owners Association

April 2G, ?018

The Honorable Mark Farrel) BY EMAIL AND FIRST CLASS MAIL
Office of the Mayor
Cite Hall, Koom 200
i Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco. CA, 9410?

Dear Mayor Farrell,

We comprise the entire Board of Directors of 631 Folsom Street Owners Association. We are
writing in that capacity to request that you adopt the mid-rise option of the Central SOMA Plan oti the
block boarded by 2"d and 3 d̀ Streets, and Folsom Street and the I-80 freeway. As our lawyer Richard
Drury has argued, the current proposal will have a large negative environmental impact on our
neighborhood. We very much hope that you will adopt the mid-rise option on this block based on the
soundness of those arguments.

It is important that the city of San Francisco understand that while we are strongly in favor of
development in our neighborhood, we are as strongly opposed to development that enriches developers at
the expense of people living in the neighborhood. We believe that the mid-rise option, which was the
original vision outlined by the city Planning Department, achieves the original goals outlined in the Plan
for responsible, community-oriented growth which we support. The mid-rise option also delivers more
than 90% of the growth envisioned in the current proposal. T'he current proposal sacrifices these goals and
would essentially make our neighborhood an extension of downtown San Francisco. We strongly oppose
this vision for our neighborhood.

In closing, we would like to make clear that if the city persists in adopting the current proposal ot~
our block, we will use all means available to us to challenge this plan, including our right under state law
to challenge the EIR in court.

incerely,

Gina ariaga, President

C~~ j ~~~
ason DeWillers, Vice President

•~ ~

Raj Joshi, Treasurer

~~
onathan Berk, Secretary

~ erman, Director

Professionally Managed by:
Action Property Management

631 Folsom Street

San Francisco, CA 94107
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DRURY

By Email and Overnight Mail

May 9, 2018

t1(~ '2th Str?e•L Swt~ :- c.~kw; l~~eaudrury cam
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Commission President Rich Hillis
Planning Commissioners
c/o Jonas P. lonin, Commission Secretary
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
richhillissf(a~yahoo.com; dennis.richards a.sfgov.orq; joel.koppel(a~sfgov.orq;
myrna.meigar(a.sfgov.orq; kathrin.moore(a~sfgov.orq; planninq(a~rodnevfonq.com;
Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org

RE: Central SoMa Plan DEIR SCH NO. 2013042070

Dear President Hillis, Planning Commissioners, and Commission Secretary lonin:

b►/~ ~ 1$

am writing on behalf of the Central SoMa Neighbors (CSN) concerning the
environmental impact report ("EIR") prepared for the Central SoMa Plan ("Project' or
"Plan"). (EIR SCH NO. 2013042070). CSN has presented extensive written comments on
the Central SoMa Plan and the Environmental Impact Report prepared for the Plan.
Unfortunately, the Final EIR ("FEIR") fails to respond adequately to our comments and the
EIR remains woefully inadequate. We therefore request that the City prepare a
Recirculated Draft EIR ("RDEIR") to respond to our comments and to properly analyze and
mitigate the Project's significant impacts.

I. BACKGROUND.

The Central SoMa plan presents the City with a once in a generation opportunity to
remake an entire neighborhood. It is universally accepted that the City is in dire need of
housing for all income levels. The City's "jobs-housing" balance is severely out of balance.
The City has far more jobs than housing, which creates extreme pressures on the limited
housing supply, forcing housing prices up, contributing to displacement and homelessness
and fueling gentrification. Central SoMa presents a unique opportunity to create new
housing to address the City's extreme housing shortage and to create a livable, family-
friendly, pedestrian neighborhood.
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Unfortunately, the Central SoMa Plan only makes matters worse. The Plan
essentially creates a second Financial District South of Market, creating 63,600 new jobs,
but only 14,500 new housing units. (DEIR, pp. IV-6, IV-5)'. In other words, the Plan
creates 50,000 more jobs than housing units (more than four times more jobs than
housing). This only exacerbates the City's jobs-housing imbalance, which will result in
even greater demand for limited housing, higher housing prices, more displacement, and
more gentrification. Clearly, the City should go back to the drawing board.

Fortunately, the City already has a plan that addresses these issues. Until 2016,
the City staff supported the Mid-Rise Alternative rather than the current High-Rise
Alternative (called the Reduced Height Alternative in the EIR). The Mid-Rise Alternative is
superior to the High-Rise Alternative in almost every respect. It will create afamily-friendly
environment with access to light and air. It will create less traffic congestion, and therefore
less air pollution and related health effects, and less traffic-related pedestrian injuries. It
will allow tall buildings, but clustered near BART on the north side and CalTrain on the
south side of the neighborhood, thereby encouraging use of public transportation. The
Mid-Rise Alternative would reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts since recent research
shows that mid-rise buildings are generally more energy efficient than high-rise. By
contrast, the High-Rise alternative includes extremely tall buildings (350 feet) on Harrison
Street, between Second and Third Streets, which is not close to the CalTrain or BART
stations, but is close to the Bay Bridge freeway ramps —thereby encouraging automobile
commuting rather than public transit. This contradicts the Plan itself, which "would seek to
retain the character of the mid-rise district, limiting the presence of high-rises to areas near
transit stations." (DEIR, p. IV.B-34).

The Mid-Rise Alternative allows for almost as much growth as the High-Rise
Alternative. The Mid-Rise Alternative would allow about 90% of the growth of the High-
Rise Alternative, but with a better jobs-housing balance (DEIR p. VI-2, VI-16, IV-6), while
maintaining the character of Central SoMa as a mid-rise community with access to light
and air, avoiding wind-tunnels, and promoting a more family-friendly environment.

CSN agrees entirely with the opinions set forth by City Planning Staff in 2013 in the
Central Corridor Plan. "The predominant character of SoMa as a mid-rise district
should be retained, and the presence of high-rises reduced by limiting their
distribution and bulk." The Mid-Rise Alternative creates an urban neighborhood "that
has a pleasing, but not overwhelming sense of enclosure and intimacy." The Mid-Rise
Alternative achieves almost all of the housing and job growth, while maintaining a family-
friendly, livable neighborhood. We urge the Planning Commission to direct staff to revise
the EIR to select the Mid-Rise (Reduced Height Alternative) as the environmentally

The Planning Commission Staff Report for the May 10, 2018 meeting states that the Plan will
create 33,000 jobs and 8,300 housing units (Staff Rept., p. 3), but this statement is inconsistent
with the EIR. Even if correct, the Plan clearly four times more jobs than housing, thereby creating
the roughly same jobs-housing imbalance.
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preferred alternative, consistent with the staff opinions set forth in the Central Corridor Plan
only three short years ago.

In the alternative, CSN requests that the City consider an alternative that would
modify the proposed Plan to eliminate the proposed changes that would allow extremely
tall buildings in the block bounded by I-80 and Folsom and Second and Third Streets
(including the tallest buildings on Harrison that go up to 350 feet). These buildings are

inconsistent with the Plan's own goals to limit taller buildings to areas near BART and
CalTrain. These properties are close to neither BART nor CalTrain, but are at the foot of
the Bay Bridge access ramps. Development would therefore encourage automobile
usage, not public transit, violating the fundamental Project goals. These properties should
be limited to no more than 130 feet, which would still allow for substantial development on
the properties, but maintain the mid-rise character of the neighborhood.

II. LEGAL STANDARD.

The lead agency must evaluate comments on the draft EIR and prepare written
responses in the final EIR. (PRC §21091(d)) The FEIR must include a "detailed" written
response to all "significant environmental issues" raised by commenters. As the court
stated in City of Long Beach v. LA USD (2009) 176 Cal.App.4th 889, 904:

The requirement of a detailed written response to comments helps to ensure that
the lead agency will fully consider the environmental consequences of a decision
before it is made, that the decision is well informed and open to public scrutiny, and
that public participation in the environmental review process is meaningful.

The FEIR's responses to comments must be detailed and must provide a reasoned, good
faith analysis. (14 CCR §15088(c )) Failure to provide a substantive response to
comment render the EIR legally inadequate. (Rural Land Owners Assoc. v. City Council
(1983) 143 Cal.App.3d 1013, 1020).

The responses to comments on a draft EIR must state reasons for rejecting
suggested mitigation measures and comments on significant environmental issues.
"Conclusory statements unsupported by factual information" are not an adequate
response. (14 CCR §15088(b, c); Cleary v. County of Stanislaus (1981) 118 Cal.App.3rd
348) The need for substantive, detailed response is particularly appropriate when
comments have been raised by experts or other agencies. (Berkeley Keep Jets v. Bd. of
Port Commis (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1367; People v. Kern (1976) 72 Cal.app.3d
761) A reasoned analysis of the issue and references to supporting evidence are required
for substantive comments raised. (Calif. Oak Found. v. Santa Clarita (2005) 133
Cal.App.4th 1219).

The FEIR abjectly fails to meet these legal standards, as it is riddled with conclusory
statements lacking any factual support or analysis. The FEIR fails to respond
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substantively to the extensive expert comment submitted on the DEIR. As such, we repeat
and incorporate all of our prior comments herein by reference.

III. ANALYSIS.

A. The City May Not Apply AB 73 Unless it Prepares a New EIR.

For the first time in the Final EIR, the City states that it intends to invoke recently
adopted AB 73. (Pub. Res. Code § 21155.10, et seq.; Gov. Code § 65582.1, et seq.). AB
73 allows the City to declare the area a "Housing Sustainability District." Subsequent
projects that meet certain requirements, will then be allowed to proceed without project-
level CEQA review. We urge the City to reject reliance on AB 73.

First, The EIR for the Plan relies heavily on a promise to conduct project-level
CEQA review to mitigate specific project-level environmental impacts. For example, the
Final EIR acknowledges that the Plan will have significant impacts on air quality, but states
that individual projects will mitigate air impacts through project level CEQA review. (RTC-
205). Similarly, the Final EIR claims that inconsistencies with the General Plan will be
addressed in project specific EIRs. (RTC-99). The EIR relies on project-level CEQA
review to address shadow impacts. (RTC-233). However, if the City relies on AB 73,
there will be no project-level EIRs and these significant impacts will not be mitigated.
Thus, reliance on AB 73 at this time will render the EIR legally inadequate.

Second, AB 73 does not allow reliance on the law unless the City first conducts a
full EIR to consider the impacts of AB 73. Pub. Res. Code section 21155.10 states:

A lead agency shall prepare an environmental impact report when designating a
housing sustainability district pursuant to Section 66201 of the Government Code to
identify and mitigate, to the extent feasible, environmental impacts resulting from
the designation. The environmental impact report shall identify mitigation measures
that may be undertaken by housing projects in the housing sustainability district to
mitigate the environmental impacts identified by the environmental impact report.

The City has prepared no such EIR and therefore may not invoke AB 73. The EIR
nowhere analyzes the "impact from the designation" under AB 73. The City may contend
that the Central SoMa EIR is the EIR required by AB 73, but this would be incorrect. The
Central SoMa EIR nowhere analyzes the impacts of reliance upon AB 73 itself, which is
the requirement of the law.

The Central SoMa EIR did not even mention AB 73 until the Final EIR. Since AB 73
was not mentioned in the Draft EIR, there was no public comment, response to comments,
or discussion on the impacts of reliance on AB 73. The reliance on AB 73 is clearly
"significant new information" that requires recirculation of the draft EIR. The reliance on
AB 73 renders the Draft EIR fundamentally inadequate since it did not consider AB 73 at
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all, and repeatedly relied on project-level CEQA review to mitigate project-level impacts —
review that will no longer occur if the City invokes AB 73.

Where the agency adds "significant new information" to an EIR prior to final EIR
certification, the lead agency must issue new notice and must recirculate the revised EIR
for additional commentary and consultation. The court has explained that after significant
changes to an EIR, the revised environmental document must be subjected to the same
"critical evaluation that occurs in the draft stage," so that the public is not denied "an
opportunity to test, assess, and evaluate the data and make an informed judgment as to
the validity of the conclusion to be drawn therefrom." (Save Our Peninsula Committee v.
Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 131; Pres. Action Council
v. City of San Jose (2006) 141 Cal. App. 4th 1336, 1357-58). Pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15087 and 15086, the lead agency must publish a new "notice of
availability" and must consult with all responsible agencies, trust agencies, and other
agencies and governmental bodies with authority over the resources at issue in the
project. The agency should also assume that all other notice and consultation
requirements required for DEIRs apply as well.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 sets the standard for requiring recirculation prior
to certification of an EIR. Recirculation of an EIR is required when "significant new
information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR
for public review under Section 15087 but before certification [of the Final EIR]." New
information added to an EIR is significant when "the EIR is changed in a way that deprives
the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect
(including a feasible project alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to

implement." The Guidelines require recirculation when:

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result
unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of
insignificance.

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from
others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of
the project, but the project's proponents decline to adopt it.

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in
nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain
Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043)

The California Supreme Court has stated that:

the addition of new information to an EIR after the close of the public comment
period is not "significant" unless the EIR is changed in a way that (i) deprives the
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse
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environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an
effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project's proponents have
declined to implement.

Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1993) 6 Cal.4th
1 112, 1129. Among the codified exceptions to this rule is where the draft EIR is so
fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public
review and comment were precluded:

(a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information
is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for
public review under Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section,
the term "information" can include changes in the project or environmental setting
as well as additional data or other information. New information added to an EIR is
not "significant" unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect
of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a
feasible project alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to
implement. "Significant new information" requiring recirculation include, for example,
a disclosure showing that:

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in
nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion
Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043.)

(CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5(a), (a)(4).)

In this case, the DEIR was "so fundamentally and basically inadequate and
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded." The
public could not meaningfully comment on AB 73 because the DEIR plainly stated that
there would be project-level CEQA review to mitigate project-level impacts, and never
mentioned AB 73.

In Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish &Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043
("MLC"), the court required recirculation of an FEIR that failed to contain a cumulative

impacts analysis for which the trial court had issued a writ of mandate. The case arose
from a challenge to Fish and Game's environmental impact document ("EID") to reinstate a
mountain lion hunting season in 1987. Environmental groups challenged that the EID did
not adequately analyze cumulative impacts. The trial court agreed, and issued a
peremptory writ, suspending the hunting season until the cumulative impacts analysis was
complete. In 1988, Fish and Game produced a second EID and a final EID for the
subsequent hunting season, but did not include a cumulative impacts report, as required
by the trial court. Here, the appellate court found that this violated the spirit of CEQA,
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because the draft EID overlooked the significant environmental issues that had been
brought to appellants' attention through the 1987 commentary process and the writ of
mandate. Id. at 1051. With regard to the failure to include this information in the final EID,
however, the court further noted that:

The cumulative impact analysis contained in the final EID has never been subjected
to public review and criticism. If we were to allow the deficient analysis in the draft
EID to be bolstered by a document that was never circulated for public comment,
we would not only be allowing appellants to follow a procedure which deviated
substantially from the terms of the writ [of mandate issued by the trial court], but we
would be subverting the important public purposes of CEQA. Only at the stage
when the draft EID is circulated can the public and outside agencies have the
opportunity to analyze a proposal and submit comment. No such right exists upon
issuance of a final EID unless the project is substantially modified or new
information becomes available. (See Cal.Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15162.) To evaluate
the draft EID in conjunction with the final EID in this case would only countenance
the practice of releasing a report for public consumption that hedges on important
environmental issues while deferring a more detailed analysis to the final EID that is
insulated from public review.

Id. at 1052.

Similarly, in Friends of the Old Trees v. Department of Forestry &Fire Protection
(1997) 52 Cal.App.4th 1383, 1402, the court stated:

I n pursuing an approach that "releases a report for public consumption that hedges
on important environmental considerations while deferring a more detailed analysis
to [a report] that is insulated from public review" the Department pursued a path
condemned as inconsistent with the purpose of CEQA in this division's opinion in
Mountain Lion Coalition v. California Fish &Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d
1043, 1052. Certainly, the Department cannot expect the public's access to
information after-the-fact to substitute for the opportunity to influence the
Department's decisions before they are made.

As in the Mountain Lion case, by placing AB 73 in the FEIR, the issue has "never
been subjected to public review and criticism." There is no right for the public to comment
on the FEIR, and no duty of the City to respond to comments on the FEIR. The City has
"insulated the project from public review" by unveiling it for the first time in the FEIR. As
such, the City has subverted the procedures required by CEQA and deprived the public of
any meaningful opportunity to review and comment upon the project proposed to be
adopted.

The City simply may not invoke AB 73 unless it conducts a new CEQA process,
including a draft EIR analyzing the impacts of AB 73 and the avoidance of project-level
CEQA review.
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B. The Project will Increase VMT. Traffic Impact Analysis is Inadequate. The
Project will Have Highly Significant Traffic Impacts.

In our comments on the Draft EIR, Traffic Engineer Daniel Smith, PE, pointed out
that the Plan will actually increase vehicle miles travelled ("VMT"). As a result, the City
may not rely on SB 743 to conclude that traffic impacts are less than significant and must
instead conduct a standard level of service ("LOS") traffic analysis. Under the LOS
analysis, it is clear that the Plan will have highly significant traffic impacts, causing gridlock
throughout the Central SoMa area.

I n response to comments, the Final EIR admits that the Plan increases VMT per
employee ("VMT per capita of 6.8 without the Plan and 7.1 with the Plan for 2040"), but
claims this is "within the general margin of error." (RTC-141-142).

The City's position ignores the plain language of the statute. SB 743 contains no
"margin of error." The plain fact is that even by the City's own calculation, the Plan will
increase, not decrease VMT. Therefore SB 743 simply does not apply. The City's
response to comments is plainly inadequate.

In the attached comment letter, Mr. Smith explains how the City fails to respond
adequately to most of his comments on traffic. (Exhibit A). Since Mr. Smith is a certified
traffic engineer, his comments demand a substantive response. The FEIR fails to meet the
legal requirements.

Furthermore, Mr. Smith points out that the EIR wholly fails to analyze the impacts of
ride-hailing services such as Uber and Lyft. The EIR assumes that nobody will take
Uber/Lyft at all. This is preposterous. It is well-documented that Uber/Lyft account for
approximately 20% of traffic in the Central SoMa area. The City may not ignore this traffic
entirely. The EIR's exclusion of Uber/Lyft renders the document patently inadequate and
misleading.

The FEIR admits that the DEIR does not consider ride hailing. The FEIR claims
that there is inadequate data to allow analysis. (RTC-152). But then the FEIR contradicts
itself by admitting the existence of several studies. The San Francisco County
Transportation Authority in the study, TNCs Today, calculated that there are 220,000 ride-
hailing trips made daily in San Francisco, representing 20% of VMT. (RTC-153). A study
by University of California at Davis calculated that 24% of adults use TNCs weekly or daily.
(RTC-153). The FEIR admits that ride-hailing "could result in some increase in VMT per
capita." (RTC-154). Clearly, TNCs will increase VMT. VMT already increases due to the
Project. Therefore VMT will increase even more than projected. Therefore the City cannot
reply on SB 743 to ignore traffic impacts, and a traffic analysis and mitigation is required.
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The City's legal position has been rejected in a simliar context in the Berkeley Jets
case. Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay v. Bd. of Port Commis (2001) 91 Cal. App. 4th
1344, 1365. Although the facts are different, the legal issue is the same. In that case the
Port of Oakland said that they did not have the ability to calculate VOC (toxic chemical)
impacts on human health and therefore did not need to include analysis in the EIR. The
Court of Appeal roundly rejected that argument, stating that if the agency did not have the
in-house ability to conduct the analysis, then it needed to hire outside experts. See
discussion starting at page 1365 of the attached decision:

"However, once again the EIR concluded that, "as there are no standards of
significance for mobile-source TAC emissions, the significance of this impact after
mitigation is unknown."...

Voluminous documentary evidence was submitted to the Port supporting the
assertion that an approved and standardized protocol did exist which would enable
the Port to conduct a health risk assessment. For instance, the Port was cited to
eight studies performed by the EPA on TAC emissions from mobile sources,
including an EPA study of TAC emissions generated from aircraft and related
vehicular sources at Midway Airport in southwest Chicago....

The fact that a single methodology does not currently exist that would
provide the Port with a precise, or "universally accepted," quantification of the
human health risk [***54] from TAC exposure does not excuse the preparation of
any health risk assessment--it requires the Port to do the necessary work to
educate itself about the different methodologies that are available. The Guidelines
recognize that "drafting an EIR ... involves some degree of forecasting. While
foreseeing the unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use its best efforts to
find out and disclose all that it reasonably can." (Guidelines, § 15144, italics added.)
"If, after thorough investigation, a lead agency finds that a particular impact is too
speculative for evaluation, the [*1371] agency should note its conclusion and
terminate discussion of the impact." (Guidelines, § 15145, italics added.)

We also find unpersuasive the Port's argument that the absence of a health
risk assessment can be excused because the Port Commissioners, in approving the
EIR, found that the effect of TAC's would be significant but that overriding
considerations warranted proceeding with the project anyway. This approach has
the process exactly backward and allows the lead agency to travel the legally
impermissible easy road to CEQA compliance. [***55] Before one brings about a
potentially significant and irreversible change to the environment, an EIR must be
prepared that sufficiently explores the significant environmental effects created by
the project. The EIR's approach of simply labeling the effect "significant" without
accompanying analysis of the project's impact on the health of the Airport's
employees and nearby residents is inadequate to meet the environmental
assessment requirements of CEQA.
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In summary, the defects disclosed by the record in the EIR's treatment of
TAC's are substantial. The Port's response fell far short of the "good faith reasoned
analysis" mandated by CEQA for responding to significant conflicting information
generated by the public. (Laurel Heights 11, supra, 6 Cal. 4th at p. 1124; Cleary v.
County of Stanislaus, supra, 118 Cal. App. 3d at p. 358.) Much information of vital
interest to the decision makers and to the public pertaining to toxic air contamination
was simply omitted. In other instances, the information provided was either
incomplete or misleading. The dispute in this regard goes beyond a disagreement of
qualified experts over the reasoned conclusions as to [***56] what the data reveals.
The EIR failed to acknowledge the opinions of responsible agencies and experts
who cast substantial doubt on the adequacy of the EIR's analysis of this subject.
The conclusory and evasive nature of the response to comments is pervasive, with
the EIR failing to support its many conclusory statements by scientific or objective
data. These violations of CEQA constitute an abuse of discretion. The Port must
meaningfully attempt to quantify the amount of mobile-source emissions that would
be emitted from normal operations conducted as part of the ADP, and whether
these emissions will result in any significant health impacts. ['`*619] If so, the EIR
must discuss what mitigation measures are necessary to ensure the project's
conformance with all applicable laws, ordinances, standards, and regulations
related to public health protection."

Similarly, although there may be no standard methodology to analyze the impacts of
ride-hailing services, there is ample data on the services clearly showing that they are
major contributors to traffic congestion. Ride-hailing services represent about 20% of
traffic in the Central SoMa area. In addition VMT is higher for ride-hailing services than for
private vehicles since they "drive around" in between rides, creating VMT that would not
otherwise exist. The City is required to make a good faith effort to analyze the impacts of
ride-hailing services which will clearly increase traffic congestion and increase VMT. The
failure of the EIR to analyze ride-hailing impacts render the EIR inadequate.

C. The EIR Improperly Analyzes the Project's Shadow Impacts.

The DEIR erroneously conducted its shadow analysis assuming a 300 foot building
for One Vassar at Harrison east of Fourth St. When corrected to 350 feet, it results in more
shadow at the POPOS at 303 Second Street. (FEIR RTC 78-9) The FEIR admits for the
heavily used POPOS at 303 Second Street, "new shading could cover most of the plaza,
especially between approximately noon and 2 p.m." (RTC-233). This is a significant new
impact not disclosed in the DEIR. Therefore, as discussed above, a recirculated DEIR is
required.

City improperly states that shadow impact to POPOS are not significant, stating that
the only significant impacts under CEQA are shadows on parks under the control of San
Francisco Recreation and Parks Department. City Planning Department's own Policy
document states the opposite. (See also RTC-230).
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The Planning Department's own 2014 memorandum regarding shadow analyses
("Memorandum") acknowledges that the need shadow analysis under CEQA can arise
even where the land impacted would not require a shadow analysis under Planning Code
Section 295. See, "Shadow Analysis Procedures and Scope Requirements,"
Memorandum from SF Planning Department to Planning Department Staff (July 2014),
attached hereto as Exhibit B. The Memorandum states: "there are two circumstances
which could trigger the need for a shadow analysis":

(1) If the proposed project would be over 40 feet tall, and could potentially cast new
shadow on a property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park
Department, per San Francisco Planning Code Section 295; and/or

(2) If the proposed project is subject to review under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and would potentially cast new shadow on a park or open
space such that the use or enjoyment of that park or open space could be
adversely affected.

Memorandum, p. 1 (attached hereto as Exhibit B).

The Memorandum goes on to explain that:

[I]f the project is over 40 feet in height and has potential to cast new shadow
on a park or open space that is not protected by Section 295 of the Planning Code .
.. a shadow analysis may also be required for the purposes of CEQA review.

It goes on to say that "In order to inform the CEQA analysis, the Planning
Department may require a detailed quantitative analysis for non-Section 295 properties."
Memorandum, p. 3. In other words, they City itself acknowledges that the scope of
impacts is broader under CEQA than it is under Planning Code Section 295.

The EIR includes substantial evidence that the Project's shadow will substantially
effect the 303 Second Street POPOS, and other POPOS. The impact is admittedly greater
in the Final EIR than in the Draft EIR. This impact must be acknowledged, analyzed and
mitigated in a new draft EIR.

D. The EIR Inadequately Mitigates Air Pollution Impacts and Related Cancer
Risks.

The Final EIR admits that the Plan will increase cancer risks in the area by 226 per
million. (RTC-206). This is a startling admission since the CEQA significance threshold
for airborne cancer risk is 10 per million. In other words the Plan will create 22 times
greater cancer risk than what is considered significant by the Bay Area Air Quality
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Management District ("BAAQMD"). To put this in perspective, the Phillips 66 refinery, one
of the largest oil refineries in the State, creates a cancer risk of 23 per million.
http://www.agmd.qovldocs/default-source/planning/risk-
assessment/annual report 2014.pdf. In other words, the Plan subjects Central SoMa
residents to as much cancer risk as 10 massive oil refineries.

Despite this significant airborne cancer risk, the EIR fails to impose all feasible
mitigation measures, including measures suggested by the Office of the Attorney General,
such as solar panels on all buildings, solar water heaters, solar energy storage, programs
to replace high-polluting vehicles, etc. Instead the EIR relies on only four weak mitigation
measures. The EIR refuses even to require the retrofit of existing buildings with air
filtration to reduce indoor cancer risk. (RTC-212).

CEQA requires the lead agency to adopt feasible mitigation measures that will
substantially lessen or avoid the Project's potentially significant environmental impacts
(Pub. Res. Code §§ 21002, 21081(a)), and describe those mitigation measures in the
CEQA document. (Pub. Res. Code § 21100(b)(3); CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4.) A public
agency may not rely on mitigation measures of uncertain efficacy or feasibility. (Kings
County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 727 (finding
groundwater purchase agreement inadequate mitigation measure because no record
evidence existed that replacement water was available).) "Feasible" means capable of
being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into
account economic, environmental, legal, social and technological factors. (CEQA
Guidelines § 15364.) Mitigation measures must be fully enforceable through permit
conditions, agreements or other legally binding instruments. (Id. at § 15126.4(a)(2).) A
lead agency may not conclude that an impact is significant and unavoidable without
requiring the implementation of all feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of a
project to less than significant levels. (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15126.4, 15091.)

The City has clearly failed to impose all feasible mitigation measures to reduce
airborne cancer risks. The City is therefore legally prohibited from adopting a statement of
overriding considerations and may not approve the Plan until all mitigation measures are
imposed.

E. The EIR Fails to Analyze and Mitigate Impacts Related to Gentrification and
Displacement.

Since the Plan creates four times more jobs than housing, it will create jobs-housing
imbalance, which will increase pressure on the limited housing stock, will increase home
prices, and will lead to gentrification and displacement. The EIR refuses to analyze or
mitigate this impact, erroneously concluding that gentrification is not an environmental
impact under CEQA. (RTD-250). The city is mistaken.

CEQA requires the lead agency to determine whether the "environmental effects of
a project will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
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i ndirectly," (PRC § 21083(b)(3), (d)), and to "take immediate steps to identify any critical
thresholds for the health and safety of the people of the state and take all coordinated
actions necessary to prevent such thresholds being reached." See PRC §21000 et seq.

CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Section XII provides that a project will have
significant impacts where it will:

Induce substantial population growth or concentration of population in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new housing or businesses), or indirectly
(for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure);
Displace substantial numbers of existing housing necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere; or
Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere. ~SEP;See CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Section XII.

Here, the Plan will create four times more jobs than housing, which will drive up
prices for limited housing, causing massive displacement and dislocation. See Kalama D.
Harris, Attorney General, "Environmental Justice at the Local and Regional Level," May 8,
2012, available at
http://oag.ca.gov/sites/all/files/pdfs/environment/ej_fact_sheet_final_050712.pdf.

A Revised Draft EIR is required to analyze displacement impacts and to propose
feasible mitigation measures and alternatives. One obvious alternative is the Mid-Rise
Alternative, which would have a more balanced mix of housing compared to jobs.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth above and in our earlier comments, we urge the City to
reject the EIR as legally inadequate, refuse to rely upon AB 73, and adopt the Mid-Rise
Alternative. Thank you for considering our comments.

Sincerely,

Richard Toshiyuki Drury
LOZEAU ~ DRURY LLP
Counsel for Central SoMa Neighbors and SFBIu
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Mr. Richard Drury
Lozeau Drury
410 12th Street, Suite 250
Oakland, CA 94607

Subject: Central SoMa Plan Project FEIR (SCN 2013042070 P17003

Dear Mr. Drury

At your request, I have reviewed the Final Environmental Impact Report (the
"FEIR") for the Central SoMa Plan Project ("the Project") in the City and County
of San Francisco (the "City"). My review is specific to the traffic and
transportation section of the FEIR and its supporting documentation. I previously
commented on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (the "DEIR") for this
Project in a letter dated February 13, 2017

My qualifications to perform this were thoroughly documented in my letter of
February 13, 2017and my professional resume was attached thereto. They are
incorporated herein by reference.

Findings of my current review are summarized below.

Comment O-CSN-1.59 and Response TR-3

My comments now labeled O-CSN-1.59 in the FEIR response concerned
whether the Project's transportation impacts are eligible to be evaluated under
the provisions of SB 743 and that the metric adopted, VMT per capita, is not a
reasonable one because a) it fails to measure the effects of people traveling
through the study area and b) because it provides no measure of when the
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aggregate effects of the numbers of people living, working and passing through
the study area is too great for the functionality of the transportation system and
the quality, livability and safety of the study area. The FEIR replies with a mind-
numbing 2 and 2/3 page assertion that the DEIR can and does comply with the
terms of SB 743 despite the fact that the Sustainable Community Strategy did not
set any VMT per employee target, despite the fact that the DEIR analysis
discloses that the Project would cause an increase in VMT generated per
employee and nonsensically claiming that considering net VMT in the Project
area " is essentially arguing for an automobile capacity metric". In addition to
revealing the responder's bias toward unlimited development and
manhattanization of San Francisco, the statement that considering net VMT in
the Project area is essentially arguing for an automobile capacity metric is
factually incorrect. Reasonable people understand that one cannot jam
unlimited numbers of rats into a cage or goldfish into a bowl without adverse
consequences. However, using efficiency standards like average VMT per
capita and average VMT per employee as a sole measure of sustainability is like
saying one can jam an unlimited number of rats into a cage or goldfish into a
bowl except in this case the matter involves stuffing people into a limited area.
What is needed in addition to the VMT efficiency metric is a VMT ceiling for the
area. And this in no way like an automobile capacity metric such as Level of
Service (LOS) because LOS tends to be a point specific metric (i.e. a particular
street intersection, road segment, freeway ramp or freeway segment) whereas a
net VMT metric is a Project area-wide metric.

Moreover, Response TR-3 attempts to weasel out from the DEIR's disclosure
that under the Project, the VMT per employee would increase over the existing
condition. It states "These increases in the employment category are within the
general margin of error inherent in efforts to model travel behavior into the
future", apparently referring to the error range in the validation of the SFMTA's
SF-CHAMP transportation model that was relied upon in the analysis. However,
the DEIR and the FEIR response has not disclosed any statistics on the SF-
CHAMP's validation statistics, particularly on screen lines or cordons close to the
Central SOMA. This begs the question whether the VMT reductions claimed per
capita among future residents in the Central SoMa area are also within the
margin of error of the SF-CHAMP model. Cherry-picking results favorable to the
Project while dismissing results unfavorable to the Project is inconsistent with
the good faith effort to disclose impact required by CEQA.

The response is inadequate and unreasonable.

Comment O-CSN-1.60 and Response TR-5

This comment concerned the fact that the DEIR did perform a typical traffic LOS
analysis of intersections and freeway ramps in the SoMa study area but, other
than a generalized summary, withheld the detailed results from the public.
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Response TR-5 repeats the information that in March 2016, the City Planning
Commission adopted a resolution to replace vehicular delay and LOS
as a criterion for determining significant impacts pursuant to CEQA with a
criterion based on VMT. However, the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the
Central SoMa Plan Project EIR was published on April 24, 2013, just about a
month short of 3 years prior to the Planning Commission resolution revising the
impact criterion. This is akin to changing the rules of the game at half-time. This
EIR should have been completed under the criteria that were in effect at the time
of the NOP.

Furthermore, the City snuck the Transportation Impact Study (the "TIS")' into the
Administrative Record rather than publishing it as an Appendix to the DEIR and
posting it on the Planning Department's web site as the DEIR and its other
appendices were. This is an impropriety that parallels the deletion of portions of
footnotes from tables drawn from the City Planning Department's May 15th 2015
memorandum Transit Data For Transportation Impact Studies in order to conceal
the outdated nature of data contained therein, an impropriety that Response GC-
2 now essentially admits and purports to remedy by restoring the deleted
footnote language.z Since the DEIR clearly relies upon the LOS/delay analyses
in the TIS as the basis for its conclusions about the consequences of street
network changes on transit operations, it obviously should have made this study
open and obvious to the public by publishing it as an appendix to the DEIR.

The final section of Comment O-CSN-1.60 concerns the fact that the DEIR
transportation analysis does not distinguish how much of the operational
deterioration is generated by Project land uses versus that caused by street
network changes and versus consequences of growth in nearby areas.
Response TR-5 claims that the analysis of Alternative 5 (Land Use Plan Only) in
Chapter VI, Alternatives, addresses this issue. However, the analysis of this
Alternative is only generalized, qualitative, narrative and conclusory in nature.
Furthermore, it only attempts to analyze in this general way what would happen if
the land use portion of the Project were implemented without the street network
changes; it fails to address the consequences of growth in nearby areas. The
response is inadequate.

Comment O-CSN-1.61 and Response GC-2

This comment pointed out that much of the transportation data relied on in the
analysis is stale. It also pointed out that, as noted above, the DEIR presentation

Central SoMa Plan Transpo~•tation Impact Sta~dy, Adavant Consulting/Fehr &Peers/LCW Consulting,

December 2016.

'- See Responses To Comments pages 377 and 378.
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of the transportation data it relied on deleted certain footnotes from the original
City document. The deleted footnotes made evident how stale the data is.

Without any apology for the impropriety of deleting the footnotes indicating the
dates the transportation data was collected, Response GC-2 simply restores the
portion of the footnotes indicating the age of the data.

The larger issue is the adequacy of relying on data as dated as 2010. In 2010,
the City, region and nation were in the early stages of recovery from the Great
Bush Recession that had depressing effects on usage of most forms of
transportation. By 2013 when the NOP was released, it was already evident that
employment and transportation statistics had substantially changed since 2010.
Moreover, by the time the DEIR was circulated, it was about 2 years and 8
months subsequent to the NOP and 6 years distant from 2010. Now, as the
FEIR is being considered for certification, it is fully 5 years from the date of the
NOP and 8 years subsequent to 2010. The City could have updated the regional
population/employment/transportation data it relied upon to 2013 or to the
anticipated release date of the DEIR by interpolation. Updating transportation
ridership data is even easier. For example, Caltrain issues ridership data every
month based on paid fares in the packet for its Board meeting the next month
and does manual passenger counts in January or February of each year and
analyzes them in a report that is normally available sometime in July. BART
posts average weekday, Saturday and Sunday ridership statistics by station for
each month, usually by the fifth day of the subsequent month. So it is not an
unreasonable expectation to have baseline data in an EIR that is relatively
current. Unfortunately, the City and its consultants apparently have no interest in
making the baseline data as current as practical. This undermines the findings of
the EIR.

Comment O-CSN-1.62 and Response TR-6

This comment concerns the DEIR's failure to disclose and mitigate BART's
problems with platform capacity in some downtown San Francisco stations and
the likelihood that the Project would intensify those problems. The Response to
Comment directs the commenter to Response TR-6. However, Response TR-6
concerns the adequacy of certain figures in the DEIR and nothing to do with our
comment O-CSN-1.62.

After searching through other responses, it is evident that the topic of Comment
O-CSN-1.62 is replied to in Response TR-8. This response deceptively and
untruthfully claims that the comment is "incorrect". It does so based on the
assertion that another City EIR, that for the Transit Center District Plan, did
disclose impacts on the downtown BART stations. However, the comment is
concerned about what is in this EIR; not some other EIR that was not even
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referenced in this context in this EIR. This irrelevant and misleading response is
inadequate.

Further, the response attempts to divert focus from the subject DEIR's failure to
disclose and mitigate this Project's impacts on the Montgomery Street BART
station's capacity problems by noting that the Project's BART patrons would likely
be split between the Powell and Montgomery stations. Because Montgomery
Street BART Station is already capacity- and safety-challenged, even a split
contribution of Project patrons would be a significant impact.

The response also attempts to divert attention from the failure to disclose impact
by stating that because more of the development is located west of Third Street,
much of the BART patronage split would be toward Powell Street BART Station,
using Muni's Central Subway. However, this ignores the fact that for many, the
side-track or backtrack walk to the 4t" and Clementina or 4t" and Brannan
stations, the wait for a train, the ride and then the 1,000-foot connector tunnel
backtrack walk to get to Powell BART (or the reverse in the opposite direction),
many patrons will just walk to the nearest BART station.

This response is clearly inadequate.

Comment O-CSN-1.63 and Response CU-3

Response CU-3 satisfactorily replies to this commenter's question as to whether
and how certain large projects near Central SoMa are included in the
transportation analysis. However, its conclusion that the Project would not have
significant construction impacts on traffic, pedestrian and bicyclist operations and
safety is unsubstantiated, speculative and illogical. The assumption supporting
this conclusion makes no sense. That assumption is that because of the
relatively short period of individual project construction and long duration of Plan
build out, there is little likelihood of projects undergoing concurrent construction
close enough to one-another to have cumulative impacts. In fact, with
development projects typically taking 2 to 3 years to construct as the subject
response discloses at page RTC 303, in order to house the projected 25,500 new
residents and 62,600 jobholders plus additional numbers whose places of
residence or work are displaced by the new developments that are to take place
in a 17 block area over a period of 22 years, there is every likelihood that several
projects close to one another will be simultaneously under construction at any
point in time.

Comment O-CSN-1.64 and Response TR-9

This comment concerned increased hazard of collisions due increased numbers
of conflict movements between pedestrians, bicyclists and motor vehicle traffic.
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The DEIR admits that the Project will increase potential conflicts between all
forms of traffic -pedestrians, bicyclists and motor vehicles. But it falsely asserts
that increase in exposure to conflict does not constitute a traffic hazard. In fact,
all meaningful collision statistics are expressed in collisions per units of
exposure.

The DEIR makes the unsupported assertion on page IV.D-41 that street network
changes would reduce the incidence of conflict to levels such that would make
the traffic hazards of implementation of the plan less than significant. However,
neither the DEIR nor Response TR-9 present no analysis of conflict incidence
with and without the Project's land use component and with and without the
Project's purported improvements to traveled ways. Consequently, the
assumption that physical improvements to roadways, sidewalks, bikeways and
intersections will offset the increases in conflicts among pedestrians, bicyclists
and motorized traffic remains an unsupported speculation extremely favorable to
the Project and inconsistent with CEQA's demand of a good faith effort to
disclose impact. Hence, Response TR-9, like the DEIR's conclusion on this
issue, is inadequate.

Comment O-CSN-1.65 and Response TR-12

This comment concerned emergency vehicle response. It took issue with the
DEIR's attempt to gloss over the significant impacts on emergency response that
it discloses increased traffic congestion caused by the Project would create. Like
the DEIR, Response TR-12 asserts, without foundation, that vaguely defined
mitigation measure M-TR-8 would somehow allow emergency responders to get
through blocks of extensively queued and gridlocked traffic unimpeded when, in
fact, that queued traffic would have nowhere to go to get out of emergency
vehicles' way.

Following is the description of mitigation measure M-TR-8 from the DEIR page
IV.D-81:

Mitigation Measure M-TR-8: Emergency Vehicle Access Consultation. During the

design phase of each street network project, SFMTA shall consult with emergency service

providers, including the San Francisco Fire Department and the San Francisco Police

Department. Through the consultation process, the street network design shall be

modified as needed to maintain emergency vehicle access. SFMTA shall identify design

modifications through this process, as needed to meet the following performance criteria:

• No physical barriers shall be introduced that would preclude emergency vehicle access.

Street design modifications should achieve the goals of the project without precluding

emergency vehicle access. Design modifications selected by SFMTA, as needed to meet

the performance criteria, shall be incorporated into the final design of each street network

project and could include, but shall not be limited to: mountable concrete buffers,

mountable curbs and corner or sidewalk bulbs, modification of corner or sidewalk bulbs

and curb locations to accommodate turning emergency vehicles, and emergency vehicle
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signal priority. Any subsequent changes to the streetscape designs shall be subject to a

similar consultation process.

Significance after Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-8 would

ensure that the significant emergency vehicle access impact would be reduced to a /ess-

than-significant level.

This mitigation measure says or does nothing about getting blocks of gridlocked
peak hour traffic queues out of the way of emergency vehicles. Like mitigation
measure M-TR-8, Response TR-12 is inadequate.

Response TR-7

While reviewing the responses to our own comments, our attention was drawn to
Response TR-7 which replies to the comments of others regarding the impacts of
Transportation Network Companies ("TNCs"). The response devotes four and
two-thirds pages discussing research on TNCs (two San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Authority documents and one elsewhere) and then concludes that
a) while TNC reliance might cause an increase in VMT over that predicted in the
study, there would have to be an enormous use of TNCs to impact VMT
significantly, b) traffic congestion in the area would naturally limit TNC use and c)
the City doesn't know enough about TNCs yet at the time the response was
written to more substantively address the impacts of TNCs in this EIR. This
facile dodge ignores several salient pieces of evidence in the research it cites.

Considering all auto mode trips that have origin, destination or both in San
Francisco, TNCs went from 0 percent in 2013 to 1 percent in 2014, jumped to 2
percent in 2016 and doubled to 4 percent in 20173. So the trend is that use of
this mode in San Francisco is continuing increase.

TNCs (9%) and taxis (1 %) account for 10 percent of all weekday person trips that
are internal to San Francisco4. In the AM and PM weekday commute peak
hours, they account for 25 and 26 percent respectively of all vehicle trips internal
to San Francisco that originate or are destined in SoMaS. On weekdays 21
percent of all TNC VMT is out-of-service travels. In other words, a trip by TNC
generates 21 percent more VMT than if the passenger drove them self.

Some 22 percent of TNC travel is induced; that is to say, 22 percent of trips by
TNC wouldn't be made at all if services by TNC were not available. And 39

3 2013-Z017Travel Decision Survey Data Analysis and Comparison Repo~•t, SFMTA, Fehr &Peers, July,

2017, page 10.
~ TNCs Today: ~~ Profile of San Francisco T ransportation Company Activity, San Francisco County

Transportation Authority, June 2017, page 9.

5 Id., page 12.
~' Id., page 15.
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percent of TNC trips are ones that otherwise would have been made by walking,
bicycle or transit'.

In summary, there is substantial evidence that the proliferation of reliance on
TNC services could substantially alter the subject EIR's findings and conclusions
with respect to transportation impacts. Rather than pleading insufficient
information and ignoring the issue as Response TR-7proposes and rushing to
certify the EIR, the City should take the time to draw measured conclusions
about TNC service impacts.

Conclusion

This concludes my current comments on the Central SoMa Plan Project FEIR.
The comments herein demonstrate the inadequacy of the FEIR responses to
comments on the flaws in the DEIR and why the FEIR is currently unsuited for
certification.

Sincerely,

Smith Engineering &Management
A California Corporation

Daniel T. Smith Jr., P.E.
President
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Disruptive T ransportation„ The Adoption, Utilization and Im~~acts of Ride-Hailing in the United States,
Chewlow, Regina R. and Mishra, Gouri S., University of California Davis Institute of Transportation
Studies, October 2017, page 26.
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TO: Planning Department Staff, Shadow Analysis Consultants san Francisco,
CA 94t~3.2479

FROM: Rachel Schuett, Kevin Guy, SF Planning Department

RE: Shadow Analysis Procedures and Scope Requirements

In the City and County of San Francisco, there are two circumstances which could trigger the need
for a shadow analysis:

(1) If the proposed project would be over 40 feet tall, and could potentially cast new shadow
on a property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department, per San
Francisco Planning Code Section 295; and/or

(2) If the proposed project is subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and would potentially cast new shadow on a park or open space such that the
use or enjoyment of that park or open space could be adversely affected.

This memorandum documents the Planning Departments standard procedures for conducting a
shadow analysis both for the purposes of CEQA review and for the purposes of Section 295
review. A complete Shadow Analysis has three main components: (1) Shadow Diagrams, (2)
Shadow Calculations, and (3) a Technical Memorandum. In some cases, survey information may
also be required.

A shadow analysis should be completed in five sequential steps:

Step 1. Preliminary Shadow Fan
Step 2. Project Initiation
Step 3. Shadow Diagrams
Step 4. Shadow Calculations
Step 5. Technical Memorandum

Each of these steps is described, in detail, below.

Step 1. Preliminary Shadow Fan

The Planning Department typically prepares a preliminary shadow fan as part of the Preliminary
Project Assessment (PPA) process for projects which exceed 40 feet in height. If the preliminary
shadow fan indicates that the proposed project has the potential to cast new shadow on a park or
open space which is protected by Section 295 of the Planning Code, a shadow analysis will be
required for the purposes of Section 295 review.

Typically, this information is included in the PPA Letter. For projects not subject to the PPA
process, and/or if the project is over 40 feet in height and has potential to cast new shadow on a
park or open space that is not protected by Section 295 of the Planning Code, or if the project is
less than 40 feet in height and could cast new shadow on any park or open space a shadow
analysis may also be required for the purposes of CEQA review. This would be determined on a
case-by-case basis as part of the scoping process for the environmental review. A preliminary
shadow fan would be prepared by Planning Department staff at that time.
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Step 2. Project Initiation

If the preliminary shadow fan indicates that there is potential for the proposed project to cast new
shadow on a park or open space, and the Planning Department requests the preparation of a
shadow analysis by a qualified consultant, the project sponsor should initiate the analysis by (1)
filing a Shadow Analysis Application, (2) retaining the services of a qualified consultant, and (3)
providing a scope of work for the shadow analysis.

(1) Shadow Analysis Application. Filing a shadow analysis application initiates the process of
shadow analysis review. The Shadow Analysis Application Packet can be found here:
http://www.sf-planning.orq/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=8442. The fee is
currently $525.00, payable to the San Francisco Planning Department. Once the Shadow
Analysis Application is received, a technical specialist will be assigned.

(2) Qualified Consultant. The project sponsor should retain the services of a qualified
shadow consultant. Currently, the Planning Department does not maintain a list of
qualified consultants for the purposes of Shadow Analysis preparation. Thus, consultant
selection should be based on the consultant's demonstrated capacity to prepare a
Shadow Analysis as outlined in Steps 3 — 5, below.

(3) Scope of Work. Once a technical specialist is assigned, the consultant should prepare and
submit a scope of work for the Shadow Analysis. The scope of the Shadow Analysis
should be based on the preliminary shadow fan, and Steps 3 — 5, below. One the
technical specialist has approved the scope of work the Shadow Analysis may be initiated.

Step 3. Shadow Diagrams

The preliminary shadow fan prepared by the Planning Department indicates whether or not there
is any possibly that a project may cast new shadow on a park or open space. However, the
shadow fan does not take into consideration intervening shadow that is cast by existing buildings
and/or permanent infrastructure (such as elevated roadways, on- and off-ramps, etc.). Further,
the preliminary shadow fan is typically based on full build out of the zoning envelope including;
complete lot coverage and maximum height plus a penthouse allowance (typically 16 feet).
Therefore, shadow diagrams should be prepared for the building as defined in the project
description for environmental review, which should be determined in consultation with the
Planning Department.

Please note: shadow cast by vegetation should not be included as part of existing or net new
shadow.

Diagrams of shadows cast by the proposed project should be provided for the following four days
of the year:

■ Winter Solstice (December 21) -midday sun is lowest and shadows are at their longest.
■ Summer Solstice (June 21) -midday sun is at its highest and shadows are at their

shortest.
■ Spring/Fall Equinox (March 21/September 21) -shadows are midway through a period of

lengthening.
■ The "worst case" shadow day —the day on which the net new shadow is IargesUlongest

duration.

~,, ~ ~ ,~.
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On the days the graphical depictions are required, the shadows should be shown on an hourly
basis, from one hour after sunrise (Sunrise + 1 hour) to one hour before sunset (Sunset - 1 hour)
and at the top of each hour in between.

Example: On June 21, the sun rises at 5:48 a.m. and sets at 8:35 p.m. Therefore shadow
graphics should be included at the following times:

■ A.M.: 6:48, 7:00, 8:00, 9:00, 10:00, 11:00
• P.M.: 12:00, 1:00, 2:00, 3:00, 4:00, 5:00, 6:00, 7:00, 7:35

All shadow diagrams should clearly indicate the outline of the project site and any parks or open
spaces that may be affected including a generalized layout of park features such as seating areas,
landscaped areas, playgrounds, recreational courts, and walking paths. The shadow diagrams
should clearly indicate the shadow outline from the proposed project and should graphically
distinguish between existing shadows versus net new shadow being cast by the project.

Shadow diagrams should also include the following, at a minimum:

■ A north arrow
■ A legend
■ A figure number
■ The project name (Ex. 555 Lyon Street)
■ The date and time depicted (Ex. June 21 Sunset — 1 hr. or June 21 6:00 p.m.)

Shadow diagrams should be submitted as one file in .pdf format with a technical memorandum
described in Step 5, below.

Step 4. Shadow Calculations

I n order to obtain the information needed for a determination under Section 295, a detailed
quantitative study of the new shadow cast upon an open space or park under the jurisdiction of, or
designated for acquisition by, the Recreation and Park Commission is required. The quantitative
study must include spreadsheets and/or tables that indicate the amount of existing shadow and
net new shadow, measured in square foot hours (sfh), in 15 minute increments throughout the day
during the hours regulated by Section 295 " on each day where the proposed project would result
in net new shadow on the park.

The hours regulated by Section 295 occur between one hour after sunrise through one hour prior
to sunset Each 15 minute entry should expressly indicate the date, the time of sunrise, and the
time of sunset. It is important to indicate the corresponding amount of existing shadow on the
subject open space or park, as this amount is key in determining the relative effect of any new
shadow.

In order to inform the CEQA analysis, the Planning Department may also require a detailed
quantitative analysis for non-Section 295 properties, or in cases where Section 295 does not apply
due to the projects height, or based on some other circumstance. This will be determined on a
case-by-case basis.

These spreadsheets and tables should be summarized in the Technical Memorandum, as
described in Step 5 below, and appended, in their entirety, to the report.

:,:a ~ F=;. ,~.~~~~~~.
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Step 5. Technical Memorandum

The shadow diagrams, shadow calculations, and any other supporting materials should be
accompanied by a technical memorandum which includes (at a minimum) the following
information:

■ Project Description. Include the location of the project site (neighborhood, address,
Assessor's Block/Lot, nearby landmarks), general topography, and project boundaries.
Describe existing buildings) and land uses) on and around the project site, including
building height(s). Include proximity to parks, open spaces, and community gardens.
Describe the proposed project including demolition and new construction. Describe the
physical characteristics of the proposed buildings) as well as the proposed use(s).
Include and refer to building elevations.

Modeling Assumptions. The shadow graphics and calculations should be accompanied by
clear documentation of the assumptions for the modeling including:

o The height assumed for each of the buildings (or building envelopes).
Please note: Please contact the Planning Department for specific direction in how
to model intervening shadow cast from buildings between the proposed project
site and the affected park or open space.

o The allowance for penthouses and parapets (which should be determined in
consultation with Planning Department staff).
Please note: the Planning Department typically requires that final building
designs be modeled rather than building envelopes, or hypothetical building forms
based on existing or proposed zoning. However, building envelopes may be
substituted in some circumstances as directed by Planning Department staff.

o Building sections and elevations (for the proposed project).
o If the project site is steep and/or has varied topography the documentation should

identify where the height of the envelope of the building was measured from.

Potentially Affected Properties. Potentially affected properties including: parks, publicly-
accessible open spaces, and community gardens identified in the graphical depictions
should be listed and described. The description of these properties should include the
physical features and uses of the affected property, including but not limited to:
topography, vegetation, structures, activities, and programming. Each identified use
should be characterized as ̀active' or 'passive.' Aerial photographs should be included,
along with other supporting photos or graphics. The programming for each property
should be verified with the overseeing entity, such as the Port of San Francisco, the
Recreation and Parks Department, etc. Any planned improvements should also be noted.

■ Shadow Methodology and Results. Describe how the analysis was conducted, what
assumptions were made? Describe the "solar year", the "solar day" and define any other
terms, as needed. Refer to shadow diagrams and describe results.

■ Quantitative Analysis (for properties subject to Section 295, and as required by the
Planning Department). The Technical Memorandum should include a narrative summary
of the quantitative shadow effects that would result from the project, and discuss how
these effects relate to the quantitative criteria set forth in the "Proposition K —
Implementation Memo" as jointly adopted by the Planning and Recreation and Park
Commissions in 1989.

F'LANNlN6 06PARTMEFIT
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The quantitative analysis discussion should (1) Identify the theoretical annual available
sunlight (T.A.A.S.) for any/all affected Section 295 protected properties (and/or other
properties identified by the Planning Department), calculated in square-foot-hours (sfh) by
multiplying the area of the park by 3,721.4 (the number of hours in the year subject to
Section 295), (2) Identify the amount of existing shadow on the park or open space (in
sfh), (3) Identify the amount of net new shadow cast on the park or open space by the
proposed project (in sfh), and (4) Where applicable for Section 295 properties, identify the
park's 'shadow budget. Compare (1) to (2) and (3), and (4) if applicable.

Summary tables and graphics should be included.

It should be noted that accurate park or open space boundaries are germane to an
accurate calculation of the theoretical annual available sunlight hours (T.A.A.S.). It is
advised that the shadow consultant verify park boundaries and area with Planning
Department staff prior to initiating the calculation. Similarly, the assumptions for
calculating the existing shadow load should also be verified with Planning Department
staff prior to initiating the calculation.

■ Shadow Characterization. The Technical Memorandum should include a narrative,
qualitative summary of the effects of net new shadow on each park or open space on
which new shadow would be cast. This narrative summary should be based on the
following shadow characteristics:

• Size
• Times of year
• Times/duration within a given day
• Location of new shadow in relation to park features
• Relationship of new shadow to surveyed' usage patterns in the park

The narrative description should clearly characterize the net new shadow that would occur
over the course of the year.

Example: "the proposed project would cast net new shadow on Jackson Playground and
Tennis Courts between March 3 and October 14, with the largest area of shadow being
cast on July 27. . ."

Then go on to characterize the times of day during which the shadow would occur, and
identify what is occurring in that area of the park or open space at that time.

Cumulative Shadow Analysis. In the event that the proposed project would cast net new
shadow on a park or open space that would also be affected by other proposed projects,
the Planning Department may require a cumulative shadow analysis in addition to the
'existing plus project analysis that is described above. The cumulative scenario should be
developed in cooperation with Planning Department staff. The cumulative analysis
requirement could potentially include all of the information required for the ̀ existing plus
project' analysis, but would be determined on a case-by-case basis in consultation with
Planning Department staff.

Note: the scope and approach for a use survey should be vetted in advance with Planning
Department staff.

~>
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• Proposed Project-Related Public Good. Under Section 295 of the Planning Code decision-
makers may weigh the amount and duration of shadow cast by the proposed project
against the public good or public benefits associated with the proposed project. This
section should identify (1) the public interest in terms of a needed use, (2) building design
and urban form, (3) impact fees, and (4) other public benefits.

The Technical Memorandum should include summary tables and graphics to inform decision
makers of the potential effects of net new shadow. The Technical Memorandum should only
document facts and observations related to the amount and duration of shadow and the use of the
park or open space and should not include a conclusion as to whether or not an impacts) would
occur.

Work Plan

The scope of work identified in Steps 2 — 5 is a complete scope of work meeting the requirements
of a shadow analysis for the purposes of a Section 295 determination and/or in support of an
impact determination under CEQA, where net new shadow on a park or open space would be
associated with a proposed project.

In some cases the Planning Department may wish to review the shadow diagrams, shadow
calculations, and the descriptions of the uses) of the affected properties, in advance of making
further recommendations on the shadow analysis scope. Therefore, the graphics and descriptions
may be requested in advance of the preparation of the full Technical Memorandum.

For example, the Planning Department may make a recommendation for the scope of a park
surveys) after reviewing the shadow diagrams, shadow calculations, and the descriptions of the
uses) of the affected properties. Therefore, the work plan for the shadow analysis should be
developed in consultation with Planning Department staff.

Fees

The current application fee for a shadow analysis (K Case) is $ 525.00 (adjusted annually).
Please note, any time spent by Planning Department staff over and above the initial application
fee will be billed on a time and materials basis. Recreation and Park Department staff will also bill
time spent on the shadow analysis; including, but not limited to; providing information about park
properties, review of the shadow analysis, preparation of the staff report, presentation to the
Capital Committee and/or Recreation and Park Commission.

Recreation and Park Commission and Planning Commission Hearings

Projects which require a shadow analysis for the purpose of Section 295 compliance and which
result in net new shadow on a park or open space under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and
Park Department also require a hearing before the Recreation and Park Commission and the
Planning Commission.

Recreation and Park Commission Hearings consist of two steps:

(1) Capital Committee Hearing (meets 1 St Wednesday of each month)
(2) Recreation and Park Commission Hearing (meets 3 d̀ Thursday of each month)

PLANNINQ QEPARTMlNT
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At the second hearing, the Recreation and Park Commission issues a recommendation, and the
proposed project may then be heard by the Planning Commission.

The environmental review document should be final (not certified) prior to the Capital Committee
Hearing. This means that a Categorical Exemption, or Community Plan Exemption, or Mitigated
Negative Declaration should be signed, for an EIR the Responses to Comments and changes to
the DEIR should be finalized. Recreation and Park Department staff should be consulted on how
far in advance of the Capital Committee Hearing the environmental review document should be
finalized.

The shadow analysis should be finalized at least three weeks prior to the Capital Committee
Hearing for inclusion in the staff report. Recreation and Park Department staff typically review one
or two drafts of the shadow analysis prior to finalizing the document. Recreation and Park staff
should be consulted as early in the process as possible.

It should be noted that in some cases, a joint hearing before the Planning Commission and the
Recreation and Park Commission is required. If a joint hearing is required, you will be notified by
Planning Staff. Joint hearings are scheduled on a case-by-case basis through the respective
Commission Secretaries.

Please do not hesitate to contact Rachel Schuett at Rachel.Schuett(a~sfgov.orq or (415)
575.9030 or Kevin Guy at Kevin.Guy~a sfgov.org or (415) 558.6163 with any questions, or if you
need further clarification.

<,
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Delivered Via Hand

President Rich Hillis
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94102
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Re: Central SoMa Plan —Outstanding Code Amendment Modifications

Dear President Hillis:

Our office represents many key and non-key sites in the Central SoMa Plan area. We
have been working diligently with staff to ensure the proposed Planning Code amendments
regulate the key sites consistent with the project proposals that have been developed with staff

oversight. While staff has identified most issues we feel still need to be resolved in the

amendments that would achieve this purpose, there are a handful of issues that require
consideration by the Planning Commission, as outlined below:

Non-residential ground floor hei iht (Sec. 145.1). Throughout the Central SoMa Plan

process it was assumed that the 14-foot minimum non-residential ground floor height
that applies in the MiJO district would apply in Central SoMa. The current code

amendments apply a 17 foot ground floor height in Central SoMa. At 4th/Harrison the
project has been designed to date with the 14 foot ground floor height and a floor would

be lost or sub-standard floor heights would need to be introduced with the 17 foot
ground floor height.

2. Jobs Housing Linkage Fee Credit for Land Dedication (Sec. 413.7). Currently, the

code amendments are somewhat unclear about being able to credit a portion of the Jobs
Housing Fee if the value of a land dedication is less than the full fee amount. The
language should be clarified.

3. 4~/Harrison Height Controls (Secs. 263.32, 263.34). The Code amendments provide

the 4~'/Harrison site the ability to achieve a 160/130 base height limit as well as an

additiona125 foot height limit increase on top of that (the 25 foot increase is not site-
specific). Currently, there are several eligibility options for the 25 foot height increase,
but the 160/130 foot base height at the 4th/Harrison site is only allowed if land is
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donated for affordable housing. The same eligibility criteria should apply to the base
height as apply to the 25 foot height increase.

4. Land dedication references (Secs. 263.32, 263.34, 413.72 Currently the amendments
regarding the land dedication option have references to relevant code sections that
should be made clearer.

5. Kev site tower separation exception (Sec. 329(e)). While it appears the intent of staff
is to allow for a complete exception for tower separation at key sites, this should be
made absolutely clear in the amendments.

6. Required Ground Floor Commercial Use (Sec. 145.4). Ground floor commercial use
is required along certain corridors in Central SoMa. Certain projects intend to provide
PDR space on the ground floor. It should be made clear that PDR space counts towards
the ground floor commercial requirement.

7. Wind exceptions (Sec. 249.78(d)(711. The amendments would allow for broader
exceptions to the Planning Code wind requirements for new projects in Central SoMa.
It should be made clear that so long as a project with miti ations is below the Nine
Hour Hazard Criterion that an exception is available.

Thank you for your consideration.

Very truly yours,

REUBEN, JUNIUS &ROSE, LLP

,̀

John Kevlin

cc: Steve Wertheim (Planning Department staff
Jonas Ionin (Commission Secretary)
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Dear President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission,

Santa Rosa Wholesale Florist is the oldest family-owned and operated wholesale florist in the San
Francisco Flower Mart. My uncles, Nick Ivanovich and Tony Campelia, started the company in Santa Rosa
in 1927 (my fatherjoined the company in 1940 after graduating high school). Shortly after starting the
company, they moved operations to the San Francisco Flower Mart, which was then located at 5 h̀ and
Howard. My family has been part of the market ever since, moving to the current market at 6'h and
Brannan when it opened in 1956. My son Kevin, who is also in the family business, plans to continue the
legacy and pass it on to my grandchildren after that.

In addition to the 300 people directly employed by the vendors in the Flower Mart, the market supports
several more jobs in the Bay Area and beyond. These include truckers who transport the product, small
business owners who sell the product to retail consumers, and designers who use the product for
weddings, events, and interior decorating for hotels, businesses, and homes.

The buildings we are currently in are in bad shape. If we are going to preserve all of these jobs and
continue to be successful for future generations like my son and my grandchildren, we need to upgrade
our facilities. The new Flower Mart that will be made possible by the Central SoMa Plan gives us the
opportunity to design astate-of-the-art flower market with modern facilities and an open plaza where
we can host floral exhibitions and keep flowers relevant and exciting for people for years to come.

understand that in order for a new market to be built, we must move to a temporary location during
construction. It is my view that no matter where the temporary location is, the most important thing is
for all tenants to stay together. The Flower Mart is the hub of the floral industry for the Bay Area and
beyond and supplies several retailers, event planners, interior designers, etc. who come to the Flower
Mart because of the variety we offer. When we moved from 5`~' and Howard to 6 h̀ and Brannan, our
customers did not stop coming. Similarly, if the market needs to move somewhere temporarily in order
to build a brand new flower market that will sustain us into the future, our customers will not stop
coming. They know we will continue to serve them the same way we have since 1927 and we will be
able to serve them even better in the new facility.

Please do not delay in showing your support for the Central SoMa Plan and the plan to build a new
Flower Mart at 6th and Brannan Streets, as well as the plan for any temporary Flower Mart that is
proposed for the time of construction of the new market. These projects are critical for the success of
my business, the future success of the San Francisco Flower Mart, and the preservation of hundreds of
jobs in San Francisco and the Bay Area.

Thank you for your time,

Ally ogn

caner nta olesa FI is
674 Brannan Street
San Francisco, CA, 94107
(415) 778-2850
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636 Fourth Street project

Proposed amendments to Central SOMA Planning Code amendments (April 10 substitute ordinance) to

facilitate an increase from 271 units to approximately 332 units and to resolve tower separation issue

1. Sec. 132.4(d)(2)(B) on page 23, line 7, amend to read:

(B) For Towers in the CS Bulk District, along all property lines, a 15 foot setback is required

for the Tower Portion for the entire frontage, except that for a residential Tower on Block 3786, Lot 035,

a 5-foot setback is reauired for the Tower Portion for the entire frontage along Fourth Street but not for

the Bluxome Street frontage.

2. Sec. 132.4(d)(3)(A) on page 24, line 16, amend to read:

(A) The Tower Portion of a project shall have a horizontal separation of at least 115 feet

from the Tower Portion of any other Tower, except that a residential Tower on Block 2786, Lot 035 may

have a horizontal separation of not less than 40 feet from the Tower Portion of an approved or

proposed Tower on an adjacent Key Site, as defined in Section 329(e).

3. Section 270(h)(3)(A)(i) on page 83, line 22, amend to read:

(i) For residential and hotel uses, the maximum Gross Floor Area of any floor shall

be 12,000 gross square feet, except that for a residential Tower on Block 3786,

Lot 035, the maximum Gross Floor Area of any floor shall be 13,000 dross square

feet.

4. Section 270(h)(3)(B) on page 84, line 4, amend to read:

(B) Maximum Plan Dimensions for the Tower Portion:

(i) The maximum length shall be 150 feet, except that for a residential Tower on Block

3786, Lot 035, the maximum length shall be 170 feet.

30840\6643783.2
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Dear Commissioners,

The We Are SoMa coalition has consulted with numerous SoMa groups, and the
demands outlined below are collective community demands. These demands are not
new, we have been talking and presenting to the planning department and the
planning commission for months regarding our community demands. These
demands must be met for this coalition to support the plan.

Sincerely,

We Are SoMa Coalition

We Are SoMa Demands for the Central SOMA Plan

Housing
• Purchase existing affordable housing and land-bank future affordable

housing sites
• Achieve 50%affordable housing for all new housing development
• Maximize Resident Neighborhood Housing Preference for new affordable

housing units to the highest extent possible
• Expand AMI requirements for new affordable housing to include lower-

income and middle-income people
• Support CCHO position on Jobs-Housing Balance1
• Aggressive site acquisition and land dedication

Jobs
No hotels until labor demands are mete

Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) and Small Businesses
• Secure affordable PDR space, for uses including small neighborhood

businesses

1 CCHO's Jobs-Housing Analysis:
1) Creation of close to 35,000 new jobs would create need for almost 30,000 new households
2) 55% of these 30,000 new households (close to 15,000 households) will be in the low tomoderate-income categories
(even more will not be able to afford market-rate housing)

3) Currently only 17% of the needed 15,000 affordable units are proposed as part of the plan, and the plan lacks
enough housing overall to meet the new housing demand that would be created

z Position of Good Jobs 4 All:
1) Targeted Hiring for End Use Jobs: Employers commit to hiring targets for disadvantaged residents of Central

Soma and the region
2) Retention and Promotion: Employers commit to retenrion and promotion targets;

3) Workforce Development: Developer fees will fund workforce development programs;
4) Monitoring and Compliance: Employers shall provide monthly hiring and retention data to the SF Office of

Economic &Workforce Development (OEWD) and Central Soma groups;
5) Living Wages, Stable Schedules &Fair Working Conditions: Employers shall pay living wages, provide fair work

schedules and respect employees' right to form a union by signing a card check neutrality agreement with the
respective unions.



• Require compensation for the impacts of construction projects on adjacent
businesses

• Support TODCO's position on affordable PDR space, including that there
should be no change to the Prop X conditional use requirement3

SoMa CAC
• We want to see a governing body that represents the vibrancy and diversity

of SOMA, that represents the people of SOMA and that has real power to set
policy and direct funding to the areas and goals that are most needed

Schools and Childcare
• Require childcare facilities in major new developments; facilities should be

provided onsite where it is physically possible to do so.

Parks and Recreation
If there must be POPOS (rather than city parks), establish a community
review board to create predefined POPOS design guidelines for new POPOS
and a mandatory review process where the community review board must
approve POPOS designs before they are presented to the Planning
Commission to ensure that POPOS are neighborhood serving and friendly to
children, youth, families, and seniors.
There should be no incentive given to provide POPOS over parks (such as the
proposed 33%reduction in required amount of open space if the developer
provides a dog run, community garden, and/or sport court in new FOPOS
development

Complete Streets
• SoMa CAC control in order to lead a community planning process for these

changes
• Alleyways must be prioritized in improvements and changes

Environmental Sustainability
• Create a public participation process via the SoMa CAC
• Require living walls in new developments

' TODCO's Position:
1) In determining the office developments to approve in any single year as provided by Section 415 of the Planning

Code, the Annual Limit on Office Development, with regard to proposed projects that are located in the Central
SOMA Plan District the Planning Commission shall give approval priority as follows for the allocarion of available
Prop M office space to those projects which shall include on-site, or provide off-site within the South of Market
Special Use District, non-office commercial, nonprofit, or City-owned spaces equal in total to at least 40% of the
office building's footprint that (a) is permanently affordable with rents no greater than 50% of market rates for
comparable newly constructed San Francisco PDR space, and that (b) will be limited to occupancy by one of more of
the following Central SOMA Neighborhood-Building uses: A. PDR/Arts; B. Predominantly SOMA/Mission Bay
neighborhood residents-serving retail, including supermarkets; C. City of San Francisco public health, safety, and
recreation facilities; D. Nonprofit community services facilities, including childcare centers; E. City-certified Legacy
Businesses.

2
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May 10, 2018

Rich Hillis
President
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479

Delivered via email: richhillissf@gmail. com

Dear Commission President Hillis,

The seventeen organizations listed below are writing to express significant concerns
about the impact that the Central SoMa Plan as currently written will have on housing,
displacement and employment creation for SoMa residents and working class
communities city-wide. Our recommendations outlined below are critical steps to
address our concerns and protect these communities, and we urge all of the Planning
Commissioners to adopt them into the Central SoMa Plan before you approve it.

Central SoMa is a Plan for Developers, Not the SoMa Community
The proposed rezoning under the Central SoMa Plan represents a plan created by and
for developers, not the existing community. As it stands, the plan is a recipe for
gentrification and displacement in the South of Market and the rest of San Francisco. By
upzoning and allowing office and luxury housing uses where they were previously
banned, the City is effectively raising the value of land and inviting rampant speculation.
These changes will also mean increased rents for both residential and commercial
tenants (including vulnerable nonprofit organizations) as new developments create a
new and higher comparable value for the area. More needs to be done to ensure that
existing community members are able to stay living in the area, access the benefits of
employment creation, and thrive as the plan is implemented.

Huge Jobs/Housing Imbalance will Impact the Entire City
The plan proposes adding roughly 35,000 new jobs and 8,300 new housing units (with
the majority of those units being luxury market rate units). With most of the new jobs
being in the tech sector and majority new market-rate housing, the Plan will benefit
wealthier, more highly educated non-residents at the expense of existing low-income



and working-class communities and communities of color in the South of Market and the
rest of the City. These proposed changes under the Central SoMa Plan will fuel
evictions and displacement across San Francisco, and promote further homogenization
of San Francisco in terms of race and class.

While the Planning Department itself has admitted the city-wide impacts of the Plan, it
continues to promote false solutions by asserting that the housing needs created by the
Plan will be met by new development in other areas of the City such as Treasure Island
and Parkmerced. These proposed developments, however, are not yet built and so are
not available to address near-term displacement caused by the plan. Furthermore, they
have been designed to meet only current housing needs, not the significant increased
demand for housing--an estimated approximately 30,000 new housing units-- that
Central SoMa would create. There is simply no data to support the assertion that those
developments will offset the gentrification and displacement impacts to San Francisco
caused by the Central SoMa Plan.

No Existing Protections in the Plan
The Central SoMa plan lacks any strategy to address displacement impacts on existing
residents, non-profits, and community serving businesses both in the South of Market
and the rest of San Francisco. With the passage of the Central SoMa Plan, the existing
pattern of displacement will only intensify. Instead of looking to market-based solutions
to address the gentrification and displacement crisis, the City needs to start prioritizing
interventions and regulations that can actually keep people in place while development
in SoMa continues even without a new plan. In order to combat the negative impacts of
the Central SoMa Plan on the existing community and the city at large, emergency
controls need to be put in place and serious changes must be made to the Plan, as
outlined below.

RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Establish Immediate, Interim Emergency Controls in SoMa until the Central
SoMa Plan is Implemented to Prevent Speculation, Gentrification and
Displacement:

1) Aggressive acquisition of existing rent-controlled buildings;
2) Aggressive acquisition of new development sites for 100% affordable

housing;
3) Right of First Refusal for residential renters and/or nonprofits and

commercial renters; and a
4) Moratorium on the sale of existing rent-controlled buildings, the sale of

public land for private orfor-profit development, and on new market-rate
housing construction for projects not included in the existing Central SoMa
Plan.
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B. Adopt strong measures in the Central SoMa Plan to increase affordable
housing:

1) Require at least 50% affordable housing for any new market rate housing
development. This percentage of affordable housing is consistent with San
Francisco's Housing Balance Policy passed in 2015;

2) Mandatory land dedication of sites for affordable housing for any
development that is 1 acre or larger

C. Adopt strong measures in the Central SoMa Plan to support job creation
for local residents. For development under the Central SoMa Plan to be
accountable and equitable, SoMa residents must be employed with living wages
and fair working conditions. Specifically, the Commission should adopt the
fiollowing as part of the Central SoMa Plan:

1) For all residential development more than 10 units and all commercial
development over 25,000 square feet, require the developer to provide a
Community Good Jobs Employment Plan for public review and comment
prior to consideration of project approval by the Planning Department that
details the goals for all the permanent jobs within the future development
for hiring South of Market and Central City residents, especially
disadvantaged persons, at good living wages with benefits, and that
details how those goals will be addressed through the future project's
employers through engagement with concerned community, civic, and
labor organizations.

2) Unless the following community accountability targets are met, hotels
should be excluded from the Central SoMa Plan:

a) Targeted Hiring for End Use Jobs: Employers commit to hiring
targets for vulnerable residents of Central Soma and the region;

b} Retention and Promotion: Employers commit to retention and
promotion targets;

c) Workforce Development: Developer fees will fund workforce
development programs;

d) Monitoring and Compliance: Employers shall provide monthly
hiring and retention data to the SF Ofifice of Economic &Workforce
Development (OEWD) and Central SoMa groups;

e) Living Wages, Stable Schedules &Fair Working Conditions:
Employers shall pay living wages, provide fair work schedules and
respect employees' right to farm a union by signing a card check
neutrality agreement with the respective unions.

The Planning Commission has a responsibility to residents of SoMa and San Francisco
overall to ensure that development is accountable to residents and community
members. Adopting the above recommendations is a minimum necessary step towards
stabilizing and protecting the existing community in the South of Market, especially



those who are most vulnerable to displacement. As such, we urge you to adopt these
recommendations before your final approval of the plan.

Sincerely,

Angelica Cabande
Director, South of Market Community Action Network

Gordon Mar
Director, Jobs with Justice San Francisco

Susan Solomon
Executive Vice President, United Educators of San Francisco

Sheila R. Tully
Lecturer Vice-President, California Faculty Association — SF State University Chapter

Kim Tavaglione
Director, Community and Political Organizing, National Union of Healthcare Workers

James Tracy
Director, Community Organizing &Resident Engagement, Community Housing
Partnership

Sarah "Fred" Sherburn-Zimmer
Executive Director, Housing Rights Committee of San Francisco

Shaw San Liu
Organizing Director, Chinese Progressive Association

Antonio Diaz
Organizational Director, People Organized to Demand Environmental and Economic
Rights

Jessica Lehman,
Executive Director, Senior and Disability Action

Hong Mei Pang
Director of Advocacy, Chinese for Affirmative Action

Tony Robles
Board President, Manilatown Heritage Foundation

Carlos Gutierrez
Co-Founder, Homies Organizing the Mission to Empower Youth (HOMEY)



Shanti Singh
Steering Committee Member, Yes to Affordable Housing (YAH!)

Erina Alejo
Site Coordinator, Galing Bata Bilingual Program

Jen Snyder
Coordinator, Neighbors United

Spike Kahn
Founder, Pacific Felt Factory
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RECOMMENDATION
The Department recommends that the Commission approve with modifications the proposed Ordinance
and adopt the attached Draft Resolution to that effect.

The Departments proposed modifications are as follows:

(note: those modifications not included in the 5/3 packet have their section numbers underlined)

• 128.1(c): Reverse the terms "Development Lot" and "Transfer Lot".
• 132.4(d)(1)(B)(iv): Increase allowed streetwall architectural modulation from five feet to eight feet.
• 135.3: Clarify that satisfaction of POPOS under 138 satisfies the open space requirements of 135.3.
• 138(a)(2): Eliminate the requirement for retail uses to provide POPOS.
• 138(d)(2), (2)(A), (2)(B), and (e)(2): Update references to point to appropriate subsections.
• 138(d)(2)(E)(i): Allow up to 10% of outdoor POPOS to be under a cantilevered portion of the building
if the building is at least 20 feet above grade.
138(d)(2)(F)(u): Allow up to 25% of indoor POPOS to have ceiling height of less than 20 feet.

• 140(a): In the Central SoMa SUD, allow units above 85' in height to meet exposure requirements if
they are 15' back from the property line; allow 10% of units at or below 85' to have an exposure of
15'x15' instead of 25'x25'; and do not require the increase in setback at every horizontal dimension
that increases of 5' at each subsequent floor.

• 154 and 155: Allow approval of the "Driveway and Loading Operations Plans' (DLOP) per Section
155(u) to meet the freight loading requirements of Sections 152.1,154. And 155 .

• 155(r)(2)(JJ): Update reference to point to 329(e)(3)(B).
• 155 u : Require a Passenger Loading Plan, per the MMRP.
• 169.3: Amend the TDM language to require projects that submitted applications before September 4,

2016 to meet 75°/a of the TDM requirements.
• 249.78(c)(1) and 329(d): Allow "active uses" to only be to a depth of 10 feet from the street (as

opposed to the current standard of 25 feet) for 1) micro-retail uses on minor streets, 2) along minor
streets as there is a doorway every 25 feet, and 3) at corners for lots less than 50 feet in width

• 249.78(c)(1)(D): Add that hotels are allowed as an active commercial use per 145.4(c).
• 249.78(c)(5)(B): Expand the uses allowed to fulfill the PDR requirements of large office projects to also

include nonprofit community services, city-owned public facilities, and Legacy Businesses.
• 263.32, 263.33, 263.34: Clarify that projects that comply with these sections do not need a Conditional

Use approval.
• 263.32(b)(1): Clarify that sites that donate land for affordable housing are eligible for this Special

Height Exception
• 263.32(c)(3): Clarify that sites that utilize this Special Height Exception to exceed 160 feet are still

subject to controls in Section 270 for mid-rise projects and not towers.
• Table 270(h): For Perry Street, make the Base Height "none'.
• 329(d): Add a subsection referencing the ability to grant exceptions for wind per the controls

contained in Section 249.78(d)('~.
• 329(d): Add a subsection referencing the ability to grant tower separation exceptions per the controls

contained in Section 132.4(d)(3)(B).
• 329(d): Add a subsection enabling exceptions for the freight loading requirements of Sections 154 and

155.
• 329(d): Add a subsection allowing for exceptions for exposure requirements under Section 140.
• 329(e)(2): Add Block 3786 Lot 322 as a Key Site .
• 329(e)(3): Clarify that Key Sites may utilize the exceptions granted in 329(d).



• 329(e)(3)(A): Include donation of land for affordable housing and construction of affordable units as
qualified amenity.

• 329(e)(3)(B): Lunit certain exceptions to specific Key Development Sites, as discussed in the Key
Development Sites Guidelines.

• 406: Include a waiver that allows land dedication of space for and construction of a public park on
Block 3777 to count against various fees, including the TSF and Central SoMa Fee (such a waiver
already exists for the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees).

• 411A: Provide a $5/gsf exception from the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) for projects within
the Central SoMa SUD (pending the adoption of a $5/gsf increase by proposed legislation contained
in Board File No. 180117).

• 418.7(a): Update SoMa Stabilization Fund to allow funding to accrue from the Central SoMa
Community Facilities District.

• 434: Add a Section that describes the purpose, applicability, and requirements of the Central SoMa
Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD). This CFD should be applicable to projects that (1)
includes new construction or net additions of more than 40,000 gross square feet, (2) the project site
includes residential development in Central SoMa Development Tiers B and C and non-residential
development in Central SoMa Development Tier C, and (3) the project proposed project is greater, in
terms of square footage, than what would have been allowed without the Central SoMa Plan.

• 848: Add across-reference in the CMUO table to the residential lot coverage requirements in 249.78
• Admin Code 10E.2: Amend the Eastern Neighborhoods CAC to create two CACs -one for the three

SoMa Plan Areas (East SoMa, Central SoMa, and Western SoMa) and one for the other three Plan
Areas (Mission, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and Central Waterfront).

• Commission Policy: "All non-residential development over 25,000 sq ft, shall provide a Community
Good Jobs Employment Plan ("Plan") for public review and comment prior to consideration of
project approval by the Planning Commission. T'he Plan must detail the project's strategy for
providing permanent jobs within the future development for South of Market residents, especially
disadvantaged persons, at good living wages with benefits. T'he Plan must detail how this strategy
would be implemented, including how it would engage concerned community, civic, and labor
organizations."


