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From: Jenny Wang. <leekinwoo@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Monday, September 25, 2017 11:15 AM

To: Tran, Nancy (CPC)

Subject: 711 Corbett Ave, S.F., CA 94131 -Planning Commissioner's Hearing Meeting on 9/28,

2017

Dear Ms. Nancy Tran
Re: 711 Corbett Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94131

Permit Application 2016:05.03.6398

Due to a previous engagement, I will not attend the Planning Commissioner's Hearing meeting. I like to express my opinion.
I do not agree that 711 Corbett Ave. should be allowed to build the 5th floor on the top of their remodeled building. It will look odd,
like a watchtower, watching over all of the neighbors both on the Romain Street and surrounding neighbors. Thank you for your kind
consideration.

From,
Jenny Wang





Tran, Nancy (CPC)

From: Mike <sfo.mike@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, September 25, 2017 11:26 AM

To: Tran, Nancy (CPC)

Subject: Planning Commission Mtg Sep 28th RE 711 Corbett Ave.

Item 24a 711 Corbett Ave. Building Permit Application No. 2016.05.03.6398

I want to thank the Commissioners for giving us the one month
continuance. As a result seventeen neighbors attended a meeting
with the owner and architect. I also want to give the owner credit
for solutions to two of the three major neighborhood concerns.

At the meeting when we did awalk-thru we found out there was a
25' wide by 14' deep ~~Storage Room" behind and part of the
ground floor unit. They pulled the ground floor unit and above
deck 6 feet back into this 14' deep storage room. This was a win-
wi n . The rea r ya rd sti I I does not meet code but now we have
NO objections to the revised plans rear set-back.

Everyone is now OK with the quantity of floor to ceiling
windows. The revised window design still does not relate to other
buildings in the neighborhood but at least approaches the planning
guidelines of void vs. solid. We no longer object to the revised
plans number of floor to ceiling windows on three sides.

The final item where unfortunately there was no movement at all is
the 5th floor extra bedroom in a glass box sitting on top. Last
month the Commissioners questioned their use of the uphill
neighbor's Windscreens as being the adjacent roof
line. They indicated this is counter to normal practice to indicate
building height. Even though a 40' height in front is allowed it is
not required and Planning Dept Guidelines say the height is
supposed to be compatible with the height of surrounding



buildings. There is not one single building on the entire 700 block
of Corbett Ave. that is 40' high.

The only access to this 5th floor 3rd bedroom is from inside the 4th
floor owner's unit. This unit on the 4th floor already has two full
size bedrooms and 2 full size bathrooms. Removing the 5th floor
extra 3rd bedroom would .make the building no higher the any
other bldg on the 700 block of Corbett Ave. The proposed new
building would still have 3 decent size legal living units.

We do not object to the four variances but he is Overreaching to
max out the building wanting it all with 4 variances plus 5 floors,
whereas 4 floors would be compatible with the existing surrounding
building scale.

We recommend you take DR and approve the revised drawings as
submitted without the 5th floor. Thank you.

Mike Shaughnessy - 707 Corbett Ave.
San Francisco, CA 94131-1332
Mobile iPhone: 415-694-1771

z
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ONE HILLS PLAZA RESIDENTIAL OWNERS ASSOCIATION
75 Folsom Street, San Francisco, CA 94105

Date: September 27, ?017

To: SF Planning Commission

Re: Case# ?017-006420CUA, permit ap# 2017.0308.0996

Dear Commissioners,

Our Board has reviewed the application materials provided by Ernie 5elander-Architect and fully
supports Mr. Obershaw's request to merge his two units.

Thank you for your immediate attention to this notice.

Sincerely,

Karol K. Dennistoi~, President

Qne Hills Plaza Residential Owners Association

P~•~~fessionally Munu~~ed By Actiol~ Praper~ry Management, /nc.
X4.50 M~nt,~vmerJ1 S~ree1, .4:rite 1~(J, Sun Francisco, CA 9-1133

~r~on~: ~son~ ;rnn-az~a
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Re: 711 Corbett Av. Permit Application 2016.05.03.6398

As owners of the condominium at 672C Corbett Avenue, we remain

extremely concerned about the proposed addition of a 5t" floor to the

building at 711 Corbett Avenue.

While not ideal, we are fine with the revised rear yard setback and the
revised window design. We do object, however, to the 5th floor extra
bedroom in a glass box sitting on top of the structure as it is not compatible
with the height of surrounding buildings. There is not one single building on

the entire 700 block of Corbett that is 40' high and it would be completely

out of character relative to the neighborhood. A 5t" floor would benefit 1

owner only while disadvantaging several neighbors (whose solar panels
would be impacted and/or views might be obstructed).

Based on the plans we saw, it appears that the only access to this proposed
5th floor is from inside the 4th floor owner's unit. It's essentially an
expansion of the owner's unit on the 4th floor which already has two full size

bedrooms and 2 full size bathrooms. Without the 5th floor the building will
be no higher the any other structure on the 700 block of Corbett Avenue,

bringing it into compliance with the Planning Department's height guidelines,

and the proposed new building would still have 3 decent size legal living

units.

In our opinion, the proposed plan is overreaching, with 4 variances plus 5
floors. 4 floors would be compatible with the existing surrounding building
scale.

We ask that you approve the revised drawings as submitted without the
5th floor. Thank you.

Betsy &Stefan Muhle

672C Corbett Avenue, San Francisco CA 94114
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Community Clinic Consortium

September 26, 2017

Rich Hillis
Coniuiission President
San Francisco Planning Commission
Via email xichhillissf(a~gmail.com

2720 Taylor Street, Suite 430 ~ San Francisco, CA 94133 ~ P

Subject: Case No. 2017-001598CUA: NEMS imaging project 580 Green Street

Dear President Hillis,

I am writing on behalf of the San Francisco Community Clinic Consortium to support the North East Medical
Services (HEMS) request for a Condirional Use Authoxizarion at 580 Green Street.

SFCCC and its member clinics, including NEMS, serve a primarily low-income population, providing critical access
to primary and specialist services in a cultuYally and language appropriate environment. We urge the planning
commission to consider the service of NEMS and other community health centers to the neighborhoods in which
they reside.

This paYricular project is crirical because it will reduce waiting times for NEMS parients who need specific imaging
services. NEMS parients referred for imao Wing by their doctors axe not taking part in an elecrive service: the
doctors have deteYmined that they need a specific image to diagnose or treat a serious illness. Most NEMS parients
do not have an option to go elsewheYe for this service, parriculaYly because NEMS offers unduplicated language
access.

In considerarion of this project, as well as future projects that may come before you, we urge you to understand that
crirical health services cannot be re located outside of the neighborhood they serve. Federally Qualified Health
Centers and other health centers bring millions of dollars into San Francisco, while using very few local resources.
We serve over 10% of San Francisco's population, regardless of ability to pay. We urge you to consider this
paxricular request in the context of the need for health services fox San Francisco's most vulnerable populations.

Sincerely,

Deena Lahn

Vice President, Policy and Advocacy
San Francisco Community Clinic Consortium

Cc: Nicholas.foster(ae,sfgov.org
Dennis.iichards(a~ sfgov.org
planning(a),rodne~ong.com

Chrisrine. d.j ohnson(c~`fgov.org

Toel. ko~~el(c~ s fgov. org
Mvrna.melgar o,sfgov.org
Kathrin.moore~a~,s f~ov.or~;

Curry Senior Center ~ HealthRIGHT 360 ~ Mission Neighborhood Health Center
Native American Health Center ~ North East Medical Services ~ Saint Anthony Free Medical Clinic

San Francisco Free Clinic ~ South of Market Health Center ~ Women's Community Clinic
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September 25, 2017

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Opposition to the Proposed Development of the Moxy Hotel at 1196
Columbus Street.

Dear Planning Commission Members,

On behalf of Kai Ming Head Start Board of Directors and, Parent Policy Council, we would like to
voice our opposition and concerns regarding the proposed development of the Moxy Hotel at

1196 Columbus Street, San Francisco.

Kai Ming, Inc. is anon-profit agency established in 1975. We provide comprehensive services to

the most at risk children and their families. We serve 341 children: infant, toddler and

preschoolers. We have eight (8) centers throughout the City and County of San Francisco. Our

service areas include Chinatown, North Beach, Nob Hitl, Financial District, Richmond District, and

Sunset District.

Our Kai Ming North Beach Center is located at 1170 Columbus Street in close proximity to the

proposed Moxy Hotel. This center has been serving this neighborhood since 2005. We receive
funding from the Federal, State and City to serve the most vulnerable families with young children,

which include low-income families, homeless families and children with disabilities. We provide

comprehensive services that include education, health and nutrition, special needs, and parent

education to these families. This center is the only facility in the North Beach neighborhood that

provides this level of comprehensive services. It serves as learning hub of the neighborhood. It

is adual-language demonstration site that is sponsored by the First 5 San Francisco. It also has

partnership with Asian Art Museum to provide aesthetic education. Additionally, it also hosts a

library donated by Capital One Bank.

This center is valuable, one-of-a-kind resource for the North Beach community. The proposed
Moxy Hotel presents several concerns for Kai Ming. They are as follows:

(1) the potential atmosphere changes for this resident-dominated block and

(2) the interruption to Kai Ming services due to the construction

Concerns on tF~e Potential Atmosphere Change

This block always has had a calm atmosphere. With its current design, residents, children and

families have resided on one side of the block, with some very small businesses and a Cable Car

station on the other side. This design, creates a balanced ecology to protect the health and safety
of our families while business are still able to provide services to tourists.
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Page 2.

Our major concern about the Moxy Hotel proposal is that it might create a tension to impact the

ecology in a negative way. Children and parents will be exposed to hotel customers who

have a difFerent life style, which will adversely affect the children's development. We

certainly embrace the diversity of the City, including different business models in the immediate

environment. However, we are concerned the incredible resources Kai Ming brings to this

community will be negatively impacted. From the overall community development perspective,

there are many other locations that the Hotel can provide services to their target customers.

However, there is very limited space available in the City that have the capacity to provide quality

early childhood education services for families in this community.

Furthermore, the drop in and off for 40 families will be impacted by the Hotel traffic. The impact

is not just on the traffic, but also the exposure for our young children to the Hotel guests' lifestyle,

particularly in the children's early learning phases of their lives.

Interruption Due To The Construction
One of the most important aspect of early care and education for the most vulnerable families is

to provide a healthy and safe learning environment with a consistent schedule. Our North Beach

Center serves these families from 8:00 am to 4:00 pm. With the foreseen noise and dust from the

construction, it will bring hardship to our indoor and outdoor instruction time. Mt will also impact our

children's ability to take a nap during the day.

In order to keep the Federal, State and City funding for our services, we are mandated to keep
the quality of our services at a high standard. The hardship caused by the construction will

definitely jeopardize not only the teaming opportunity for the children and parents, but also the
funding from aIF public funders.

We believe community building is a shared responsibility of all stakeholders. We respect
and embrace the diverse nature of San Francisco. At the same time, we need to advocate
for a positive learning environment for our children and their parents. We urge the investor

of this proposed project to consider the community needs and to mitigate the adverse

effect on our children or consider different types of investment that can be profitable and
in the best interest of the community.

Sincerely,

Kar n Chin
Board ~f Directors Chairperson

C,~iu; Rong ~
iVorth Beach !'ar~nt Represeniad~v~e.~

,'

_--~~---•~....r .. C,~ —~ r~
,l

~
~ // ~

~j ~`
~Vlirr~i
Poi Council Chairperson

~~fei Ying ' ~
North Bach Parent R~~res2~#ativ~

.T~rry Yang~;~acecut~ Qirector

cc: Supervisor Aaron Peskin
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Inbox (53) 2014-002849~~ C ~~-
Starred
Important ~ marls bastien knight =nia~€a~iasLie;rkni~ht~gm~ii.com> ~ Jul 5'

."~. marls ~ ~ ~ '~

Dear Mr. Espiritu,

The North beach Tenants Committee just became aware this afternoon of the proposed
boutique hotel at 1860 Columbus hence this breach of appeal- procedure. We feel that
this project will have a definite adverse effect on the environment. In addition to the fact
that this hotel is next to both senior housing (roof decks plus tourists means high decibel
noise) and a preschool, there is no allowance for parking in an already highly impacted
~r~~. We feel that if residents ire to put up with ~ year and a half tsf deiYtali7lon and
building that the property should be used for much needed affordable housing rather that
lodging for visitors.

We appre~iatP your ~tC~ntiori tb our ~an~ert~~. Nneth Beach is ~rirs~arily ~ ~~sid~r~tial tea
that is struggling to keep its community in tact. We need more permanent housing for
those who are being evicted, not more hotels for visitors.

155 of 830

christopher.e;
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September 22, 2017

(Via email: Ross@lh-~a.com)

Ross Guehring

Lighthouse Public Affairs, LLC

857 Montgomery Street

San Francisco, CA 94133

TELEGRAPH HILL
L DWELLERS

RE: THD Board Comments — Moxy Hotel (1196 Columbus Avenue), Case

No. 2014-002849CUAENVTDM

Dear Ross,

On behalf of the Board of the Telegraph Hill Dwellers (THD), I want to

thank you and your colleagues again for your presentation at our board meeting

last week, this despite the logistical challenges of our venue. We appreciate each

of you taking the time to meet with us to provide additional information

regarding Mariott's proposed Moxy Hotel project.

Board members regard the site of the proposed hotel as an especially

important one, located as it is at a gateway intersection travelled by millions of

residents and visitors each year. Because of its prominence, we strongly believe

that this location warrants a treatment that takes full advantage of this unique

opportunity to upgrade that site.

We appreciate your efforts to address our earlier feedback. However, to

better realize the promise of that site, if it is to be used for a hotel (see later

comment), we recommend that you further revise the design to be less generic

(and perhaps less corporate) in appearance, more compatible with the size and

exterior treatment of buildings in the adjacent area, and less urban and hard-

edged in your choice of exterior materials.

During the meeting and in our later discussion, board members have

offered a number of comments, among which are the following:

• Hotel use. Board members continue to be concerned that the proposed hotel use,

even as revised, remains a missed opportunity for housing, particularly given the

residential nature of buildings throughout that entire block.

P_CJ. DOX 33 159 SAN fRANC15CO3 CA 94133 415.273.1004 www.lhd.org

Fovndec~ rn 1954 to perpetuate Che historic traditions of San Frt~ncisco's Telegraph Hill and ro represent the comm~nwry ~nt~
resrs of its res:denh and propery owners.
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• Building size and shade. Board members expressed concern that the proposed
hotel appears "boxy," and that it is taller than adjacent buildings. For reference,
we understand that the proposed hotel would be on the order of 50 feet in height
or more at the corner of Jones and Bay, with a large rooftop structure extending
an additional nearly 7 feet above the roof edge. This is taller than the roof edges
of immediately adjacent buildings on Bay (35 feet) and Columbus (40 feet).

We recommend that you further revise the shape, articulation, and height
of the hotel, and in particular, reduce or eliminate the rooftop structure to
minimize the apparent height of the building.

Color. We prefer your revised exterior color palette to the originally proposed
purple-and-black one.

We recommend that you consider still-warmer facade colors, ones that are
more fully compatible with those used in the adjacent area.

• Materials. Despite the color palette revision, we continue to be concerned
about your proposed exterior materials. To us, they still seem hard-edged
and metallic, a characterization that matches their description as "shiny"
during the board meeting.

We recommend that you use an exterior treatment that is more closely
compatible with those on buildings in the adjacent area.

• Roof deck. We appreciate your efforts to move the roof deck further from
affected residents in adjacent buildings, as well as your use of rooftop vegetation
to help preserve that increased buffer separation. We also understand that you
do not propose to serve food or alcohol on that deck, nor will you have music,
amplified or otherwise. However, we remain concerned that the buffer
separation still is not enough, and that, in any event, the roof deck inevitably will
attract guests, whose voices and other noise-generating activity will carry to, and
likely disturb, nearby residents.

We recommend that you eliminate the roof deck, which should also have as
an additional benefit reduction in the size of the large rooftop structure.

• Parkin We continue to be concerned about the hotel's reliance (over-reliance in
the view of some board members) on ridesharing services (e.g., Lyft and Uber),
as a result you do not provide any permanent parking arrangements, either for
guests of employees. This is particularly a concern in light of the large traffic
volume and street parking demand that area.

We recommend that you implement means to provide fixed parking at
least for employees (e.g., through an agreement with adjacent hotels) and
that you consider hiring a valet parking company if needed for guests (as
you mentioned in your presentation to our board).
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• Street activation. We strongly encourage street activation.
 We want to be

certain that ground-level windows and their treatment are 
sufficient to ensure

visual activation, and without blockage.

We recommend that you continue to develop and implement me
ans to

further activate ground floor activity.

Again, thank you for coming to our board meeting. We much
 appreciate

your presentation. And, we look forward to discussing the
se matters further

with you, if you would like.

Sincerely,

,~

,,/, , }

Co-Chair, Planning &Zoning Committee

Immediate Past President

Telegraph Hill Dwellers

cc: Carly Grob carl~.~rob@sf,~ov.or~

Jonas P. Ionin Commisions.Secretar,~~ov.org

Supervisor Aaron Peskin, District 3 aaron.~eskin@sf  ~ov.
org
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September 28, 2017

S. F. Planning Commission

RE: Agenda item #20. 2014-002849CUA --- 1196 COLUMBUS AVENUE

Dear Commissioners,

A tourist hotel, Moxy Hotel, is not an appropriate use of the site.

There are negative impacts on nearby residential sites, a senior center and a

youth center.

A tourist hotel, especially one from a 'chain' (Marriott hotels) is not appropriate

for the site.

oppose granting a Conditional Use (CU) permit for Moxy Hotel or any such

hotels.

There is a need for housing ---not chain' tourist hotels --- at that location in the

city, which is predominantly residential.

Respectfully submitted,

Lance Carnes

SF property owner



}
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SPRINKLER FITTERS ARID APPRE 1. S
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Bustness ti~Qnager 

OF THE UNITED ASSOCIATION OF PLUMBERS, 
~on~r RDdi7~Uez

PIPEFITTERS AND SPRINKLER FI7fiERS OF THE ~an TOITeS

UiVITEp STAiEs AND CANADA AFL-C!O BusiReSs Agents

Jeffrey M. Di.~on
John. Medina Bill Bourgeois

Organ[zers :Market Deueiopment
Representat~ue

September 25, 2017

Ms. Carly Grob
San Francisco Planning De~at~Ement
1650 Mission Street, Ste 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 1196 Columbus Avenue, San Francisco (Case #2014.002849CUA)

Dear Ms. Grob,

Sprinkler Fitters, UA Local 483 supports Urban Communities/Presidio Development
Partner's proposed project at 1196 Columbus Avenue, San Francisco. We believe this
project will be a benefit to the local community and the City of San Francisco for the
following reasons:

Stimulate the local econonry by providing Union consn~uction jobs for San Francisco residents

Employ state of California certified building trades apprentices during construction, ensuring
middle-class career pathways for our Local youth
Developer was open to discuss our concerns and has committed to parrilei with our local union
construction conununity

For all of the aforementioned reasons, we urge the Planning Commission to approve this
Project as proposed.

Respectfully,

APP NTIC

STANLEY`M. SMITH
Business ManagerlFinancial Secretary

SMS/dk
OPEIU-29-AFL-CIO

2525 Barrington Court •Hayward, California 945 5
Telephone (510) 785-8 83 ~ F~ (51~J ?8~-85Q~3

v,~vw, sprinklerfitters483. erg
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September 25, 2011

San Francisco Planning Commission
1.650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 941 Q3

Re: Opposition to the Proposed Development of the Maxy Hvtel at 1196
Columbus Street.

Dear Planning Commission Members,

On behalf of Kai NtiRg Head Start Board of Directors and, Parent Policy Council, we would like to
voice our opposition and concerns regarding the proposed development of the Moxy Hotel at
1196 Columbus Street, San Francisco.

Kai Ming, Inc, is anon-profit agency established in '1975. We provide comprehensive services to
the most at risk children and their families. We serve 341 children: infant, toddler and
preschoolers. We have eight (8} centers throughout the City and County of San Francisco. Our
service areas include Chinatown, North Beach, Nob Hill, Financial District, Richmond District, and
Sunset District.

Our Kai Ming North Beach Center is located a# 1170 Columbus Street in close proximity to the
proposed Moxy Hotel. This center has been serving this neighborhood since 2005. We receEve
funding from the 'Federal, State and City to serve the most vulnerable families with young children,
which include low-income families, homeless families and children with disabilities. We provide
comprehensive services that include education, health and nutrition, special needs, and parent
education to these families. This center is the only facility in the North Beach neighborhood that
provides this level of comprehensive services. It serves as teaming hub of the neighborhood. It
is adual-language demonstration site that is sponsored by the First 5 San Francisco. It also has
partnership with Asian Art Museum to provide aesthetic education. Additionally, it also hosts a
1'ibrary donated by Capital One Bank.

This center is valuable, one-of-a-kind resource for the Narth Beach community. The proposed
Moxy Hotel presents several concerns for Kai Ming. They are as follows:

(1) the potential atmosphere changes far this residenf-dominated block and

(2}the interrupt~an to Kai Ming services due to the construction

Concerns an the Potential Atmosphere Change

This block always has had a calm atmosphere. With its current design, residents, children and
families have resided on ane side of the block, with some very small businesses and a Gable Car
station on the other side. This design, creates a balanced ecof~gy to protect the health and safety
of our families while business are still able to provide services to tourists.



~ ~ • KAl MINE 900 Kearny Street -Suite 600 ~ 5an Francisco • CA 94:133
HEA° $rA'RT Tel: 415-982-4777 Fax: 415-982-4120

~~ ~~~~
s~,~n=~~~~E~~,t~Ps.~,t~~E~,~,~9.h~~~e~ ~ww_kaiming.org

Page 2.

.Our major concern about the Moxy Hotel proposal is that it might. create a tension to impact the
ecology in a negative way. Children and parents will be exposed to hetel customers who
have a .different life style, which will adversely affect the children's development. We
certainly embrace the diversity of the City, including different business models in the mmedia#e
environment, However, we are concerned the incredible resources Kai Ming brings to this
community will. be negatively impacted. From the ouerafl community development perspective,
there are many other locations that the Hotel can provide services to their target customers.
However, there is very limited space available in the City fihat have the capacity to provide quality
early childhood education services for families in this community..

Furthermore, tine drop in and off for 40 families will be impacked by the Hotel traffic.. The impact
is not just on the traffic, but also the exposure far our young children to the HateF gusts' lifestyle,
parF'rcularly in the children's early learning phases ofi their lives.

lnt~ret~ptian Que To The Construc4ion
C)ne of the most impattant aspect of early care and education for tfie most vulnerable families is
to provide a healthy end safe learning environment with a consistent schedu4e. Our North Beach
Centerserves these families from. 8:00 am to 4:00 pm. Wifh the foreseen noise and dust from the
construction, it will bring hardship to our indoor and outdoor instruction time. ft will also impact our
children's ability to take a nap during the day.

In order to keep the Feder~I, State and City funding far our services, we are mandated #o keep
the quality of our services at a high standard. The hardship caused by the construction will
definitely jeopardize not only the teaming opportunity for the children and parents, but also the
funding. from. all public fenders.

We believe community building is a shared responsibility of all stakeholders. We respect
and embrace the diverse nature of San Francisco. At the same time, we need to advocate
for a positive learning environment for our children and their parents. We urge the investor
of this proposed project to consider the community needs and to mitigate the adverse
effect on our children or consider different types of investment that. can be profitable and
in the best interest of the community.

Sincerely,

Kar Chin
Board of Directors Chairperson

t~C t ~t

Qiu~ Rong
North Beach Parent Representative

,ti~rry Yang~~~eeut director

•o~-~

Mimi
Pal Council Chairperson

~~t ~ ̀~~ r~~,- L, h
Met Ying L-ih
North Beach Parent Representative

cc: Supervisor Aaron Peskin
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26 September 2017

Jerry Yang
Executive Director
Kai Ming Head Start
900 Kearny Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94133

Re: Moxy Hotel (1196 Columbus Avenue), Case No. 2014-002849CUAENVTDM

Dear Jerry,
Let me start by thanking you and your staff for taking the time to meet with Mark Loper,
Ross Guehring, and me yesterday to discuss the hotel proposed to be built at 1196
Columbus Avenue. We found the conversation very useful and informative. The purpose of

this letter is to summarize my understanding of the issues discussed and the four concerns
raised by Kai Ming Head Start.

Issues of circulation and arrivals — We discussed potential conflicts between the arrivals

to the hotel and the daily functioning of the Kai Ming Head Start program. In response to
comments raised by Kai Ming Head Start in its 06 July 2017 letter to the Planning
Department concerning the environmental evaluation, the proposed changes to the roads

adjacent to 1196 Columbus Avenue have been modified. The current design for the new
hotel calls for no chances to the parkins or loading areas on Columbus Avenue. All arrivals
and deliveries to the hotel will take place on Bay Street. No changes are proposed in the
vicinity of the entry to the Kai Ming Head Start facility.

One change that is proposed is the substantial reworking of the pedestrian circulation at the
intersection of Bay, Jones, and Columbus. These modifications will significantly improve the
pedestrian safety at this busy intersection to the benefit of all users, including parents
walking their children to Kai Ming Head Start.

Compatibility of the proposed land use —The question of the compatibility of a hotel next

to a specialized day care facility like Kai Ming Head Start was raised. As we discussed, it

seems to me that there are compelling reasons to believe that alimited-service hotel will be
an excellent neighbor to the Kai Ming Head Start facility. These include:

• Activity at the hotel will occur largely after the Kai Ming Head Start program is closed
for the day. The day care is busy in the day while the hotel is most active in the later
afternoon and evening. These are symbiotic uses.

• The hotel will improve neighborhood safety. The hotel will include enhanced lighting

that will improve sidewalk visibility at night. The activity a hotel generates puts more
eyes on the street. The hotel will be staffed 24 hours a day insuring a careful
monitoring of the immediate area.

• Hotels generate employment opportunities for local residents including members of
families using the Kai Ming Head Start facility.
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Potential play area impact — At the request of the Planning Department, my office studied
the shadows that the new hotel will cast. We shared the results of this study with your team
yesterday. It shows that the existing Kai Minq Head Start play area will not receive anv new
shadowing for the future hotel. The only impact will be a small increase in shadows on the
raised portion of your outdoor facilities where the storage shed is now located.

Possible disruptions during construction — As we discussed, it will likely take 14 or so
months to build the new hotel. Of that time period, the first 8 or 9 months will be the period
of most intense construction activity. Once the building has been framed and enclosed,
noise and disruptions will drop off significantly, but during that initial time period, the
construction of the hotel will be an inconvenience. As we discussed, there are typically two
types of inconveniences associated with construction: dust and noise.

• Dust —The construction of this proposed hotel will generate less dust than similar
projects because of the limited site excavation required and its use of prefinished
exterior metal panels to clad the building. Still, dust will be produced. To address
this, the City of San Francisco has strict laws controlling construction dust
generation. In addition to these regulations, as Mark Loper related in our meeting,
the Department of City Planning has added further mitigation measures to ensure
that any dust from construction will be strictly limited.

• Noise — As stated in yesterday's conversation, the major noise concern that Kai
Ming Head Start has relates to construction activities disrupting the nap time of
your clients from 1:00 to 3:00 PM. Sandra Chow of my office visited your
Columbus Avenue facility with the Kai Ming Head Start facility manager Susanna
Leung earlier this afternoon. Based on the information Sandra gained from her
visit, we believe that interior enhancements to the Kai Ming Head Start
classrooms can be made that will not only address any increase in ambient
exterior noise during construction but will also lead to a long-term improvement to
your facility and more restful naps for your clients. We will have a specific
suggestion on interior enhancements for your consideration shortly.

Summarizing, the team for the 1196 Columbus Avenue hotel appreciated your attention to
our project and your thoughtful comments. We have made significant efforts to address your
issues and will pledge to continue to work with you to ensure that there will be minimum
disruption to the Kai Ming Head Start program during construction and long term benefits to
your facility once the hotel is your neighbor.

Regards,

Michael Stanton, FAIA LEED AP

Cc: Carly Grob carly.grob@sfgov.org
Jonas P. lonin Commisions.secretary@sfgov.org
Supervisor Aaron Peskin, District 3 aaron.peskinCa sfuov.orq
Mark Loper
Ross Guehring
Sandra Chow
Suzanna Leung

1501 Pv1:. ' ~ ~ Stre ',Suite 32H, Sai~ Francisco, ~A 941017 T: 415 S65 96(3Q
star~t:~n.,~ ~ 'r:', porn F.41586~9~Q8
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September 22, 2017

(Via email: Ross@lh~a.com)

Ross Guehring

Lighthouse Public Affairs, LLC

857 Montgomery Street

San Francisco, CA 94133

RE: THD Board Comments — Moxy Hotel (1196 Columbus Avenue), Case

No. 2014-002849CUAENVTDM

Dear Ross,

On behalf of the Board of the Telegraph Hill Dwellers (THD), I want to

thank you and your colleagues again for your presentation at our board meeting

last week, this despite the logistical challenges of our venue. We appreciate each

of you taking the time to meet with us to provide additional information

regarding Mariott's proposed Moxy Hotel project.

Board members regard the site of the proposed hotel as an especially

important one, located as it is at a gateway intersection travelled by millions of

residents and visitors each year. Because of its prominence, we strongly believe

that this location warrants a treatment that takes full advantage of this unique

opportunity to upgrade that site.

We appreciate your efforts to address our earlier feedback. However, to

better realize the promise of that site, if it is to be used for a hotel (see later

comment), we recommend that you further revise the design to be less generic

(and perhaps less corporate) in appearance, more compatible with the size and

exterior treatment of buildings in the adjacent area, and less urban and hard-

edged in your choice of exterior materials.

During the meeting and in our later discussion, board members have

offered a number of comments, among which are the following:

Hotel use. Board members continue to be concerned that the proposed hotel use,

even as revised, remains a missed opportunity for housing, particularly given the

residential nature of buildings throughout that entire block.

d.C_7. b~X ~3i3159 5RN FR/~NC15Cf}. G~4 44133 - 413.273.1QOd www.thd.org

Founded in ~ 954 tc perpetuats the hislcr c ~ra~itions of 5~~ Frpr~ sco`s legroph Hill and 10 repr f the twnm~r~~ty interests of its residents and prc~perhy aw~ers.
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Building size and shape. Board members expressed concern that the proposed
hotel appears "boxy," and that it is taller than adjacent buildings. For reference,
we understand that the proposed hotel would be on the order of 50 feet in height
or more at the corner of Jones and Bay, with a large rooftop structure extending
an additional nearly 7 feet above the roof edge. This is taller than the roof edges
of immediately adjacent buildings on Bay (35 feet) and Columbus (40 feet).

We recommend that you further revise the shape, articulation, and height
of the hotel, and in particular, reduce or eliminate the rooftop structure to
minimize the apparent height of the building.

Color. We prefer your revised exterior color palette to the originally proposed
purple-and-black one.

We recommend that you consider still-warmer facade colors, ones that are
more fully compatible with those used in the adjacent area.

• Materials. Despite the color palette revision, we continue to be concerned
about your proposed exterior materials. To us, they still seem hard-edged
and metallic, a characterization that matches their description as "shiny"
during the board meeting.

We recommend that you use an exterior treatment that is more closely
compatible with those on buildings in the adjacent area.

Roof deck. We appreciate your efforts to move the roof deck further from
affected residents in adjacent buildings, as well as your use of rooftop vegetation
to help preserve that increased buffer separation. We also understand that you
do not propose to serve food or alcohol on that deck, nor will you have music,
amplified or otherwise. However, we remain concerned that the buffer
separation still is not enough, and that, in any event, the roof deck inevitably will
attract guests, whose voices and other noise-generating activity will carry to, and
likely disturb, nearby residents.

We recommend that you eliminate the roof deck, which should also have as
an additional benefit reduction in the size of the large rooftop structure.

• Parking. We continue to be concerned about the hotel's reliance (over-reliance in
the view of some board members) on ridesharing services (e.g., Lyft and Uber),
as a result you do not provide any permanent parking arrangements, either for
guests of employees. This is particularly a concern in light of the large traffic
volume and street parking demand that area.

We recommend that you implement means to provide fixed parking at
least for employees (e.g., through an agreement with adjacent hotels) and
that you consider hiring a valet parking company if needed for guests (as
you mentioned in your presentation to our board).
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• Street activation. We strongly encourage street activation. We want to be

certain that ground-level windows and their treatment are sufficient to ensure

visual activation, and without blockage.

We recommend that you continue to develop and implement means to

further activate ground floor activity.

~- ~- ~-

Again, thank you for coming to our board meeting. We much appreciate

your presentation. And, we look forward to discussing these matters further

with you, if you would like.

Sincerely,

.,

Co-Chair, Planning &Zoning Committee

Immediate Past President

Telegraph Hill Dwellers

cc: Carly Grob carlv.~rob@sfgov.or~

Jonas P. Ionin Commisions.Secretar,Y@sf  ~ov.org

Supervisor Aaron Peskin, District 3 aaron.~eskin@sf~ov.org
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26 September 2017

Stan Hayes
Telegraph Hill Dwellers
P.O. Box 330159
San Francisco, CA 94133

Re: Moxy Hotel (1196 Columbus Avenue), Case No. 2014-002849CUAENVTDM

Dear Stan,
First, thank you to the Telegraph Hill Dwellers Association (THD) for allowing us to present
the proposed Moxy Hotel at Columbus and Bay to your organization. We enjoyed the
conversation. In a similar spirit, we also appreciated your letter of 22 September 2017 that
summarized thoughts and concerns THD has with the proposed development. It was also
helpful. This letter is to respond to the seven comments and suggestions in the THD letter.

Hotel Use — As we discussed in our meeting, this current commercial building occupies a
transitional location in the City between three neighborhoods (Russian Hill, Fisherman's
Wharf, and North Beach). The immediate vicinity of the site includes a broad range of land
uses. The site has residential development with a range of retail and institutional uses at the
ground level on its immediate block. It is flanked to the south and west by a variety of
commercial uses including office, retail, entertainment, and, primarily, hospitality. The
property is located at a very active and noisy corner with a great deal of traffic. The sponsor
has been working on this hotel proposal for over two years and is committed to pursuing a
hospitality project. Both this development direction and the specific proposed design are
supported by planning staff and by UNITE-HERE Local 2.

Building Size and Shape — It should be noted that the proposed design is fully compliant
with all height and bulk requirements in the Planning Code. It requires no special design-
related approvals or exceptions. This section of the THD letter offered three comments:
• The scale of the hotel relative to neighboring structures was brought up. Enclosed

are elevations of Jones Street, Columbus Avenue, and Bay Street showing the hotel
in context with (and substantially in scale with) neighboring structures.

• "Boxiness" was expressed as a concern. Significant attention has been paid to
modulate the facades of the proposed hotel and to introduce different, but
complementary, materials that break down the perceived size of the building and that
add visual interest.

• Finally the "large rooftop structure" referred to in the THD letter is actually the
penthouse necessary to house the elevators, exit stairs, and required mechanical. Its
size complies with the Planning Code and other city agencies. Further the
penthouse is centered on the lot so that it is set back a considerable distance from
Bay, Jones, and Columbus and not visible to the pedestrian walking adjacent to the
property.
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Color - THD requested astill-warmer color palette for the building. We agree and will be
proposing modified colors that respond to this concern at this week's Planning Commission
hearing on the project.

Materials —Reference in the THD letter was made to selecting building materials
compatible with those on adjacent buildings. We agree that in many parts of San Francisco
a well-defined neighborhood context can inform the selection of exterior cladding for an infill
project. We do not think that is the case at this location. The finishes on the structures in the
immediate vicinity range significantly. There is painted concrete with a composition shingle
mansard roof. on the Pier 2620 Hotel, integral color cement plaster on the Marriott, painted
horizontal wood siding and cement plaster on the structures to the west on Bay Street,
prefinished plaster panels above painted cement plaster and painted CMU on the
Walgreens, exposed precast concrete on the 1111 Columbus office building, full brick with
vertical wood siding above on the Columbus Motor Inn, and horizontally scored plaster on
the Bay Street housing to the east of the site. Given this wide range of materials, there was.
not a clear precedent to follow. Instead of choosing one approach out of the many in the
vicinity to follow, we are proposing more expensive, higher quality finishes than found in the
immediate neighborhood. The metal siding will stand up well in the gritty air of San
Francisco and not fade to dirty drab (like the plaster finishes on the buildings to the north),
and the transparent channel glass base seems a fine material to mitigate between the
sidewalk and the public space of the hotel while fully energizing the street.

The last paragraph gives background on why we are proposing the suggested materials.
They seem to make sense to us; but, after Commission approval, we will be working with
planning staff as the design evolves to continue to study these kinds of choices so there will
be an opportunity for THD to participate in this discussion if it is believed to be necessary.

Roof deck —Possible disruption from the future roof deck of the hotel has been carefully
considered. For several reasons, I confident this will be an issue.
• As THD noted in its letter, the roof deck is programmed for passive recreational use

with no permanent facilities (like a bar) that are sometimes associated with excess
noise.

• In its relocated position and reduced size, the roof deck is only about 680 square
feet. It is oriented north and west to the corner of Jones and Bay, placed as far as
possible from the adjacent dwelling units. The nearest residential unit is
approximately 75 feet away. The penthouse will further screen this roof deck from
the adjacent apartments to the east and south.

• The ambient noise level at the corner of Jones and Bay is currently about 75 dBA
which is characterized as a "Noisy Urban Area" (approximately equivalent to being in
a room with a running vacuum cleaner nearby) so it seems to me unlikely that any
noise from the roof deck will be heard above the existing noise of the adjacent busy
streets.

• Most important, the success of this hotel depends on satisfied guests and on good
relations with neighbors so the hotel management will carefully monitor noise levels
to ensure that neither hotel guests nor nearby residents are disturbed.

Parking —The THD suggestion that providing parking for employees in nearby garages be
explored seems sound and is a suggestion the sponsor is willing to consider. The Planning

1~Q1 Mariposa Street, Suite 32H, Sai~ Frarrcisea, CA 94107 T: 47.5 H65 96Q0
stantar~~rettit~ct~ar~~,cr~r~ F: 415 H65 9605
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Commission generally does not favor off-street parking so the sponsor does not think it is

prudent at this time to commit to something that the Commission has consistently said

conflicts with San Francisco's transit first policy. The sponsor has an existing relationship

with LAZ parking and anticipates using LAZ to provide parking required by the hotel. There

are plenty of parking opportunities in this portion of the city, and the sponsor will have

parking options for employees in place before the hotel is open for business.

Street Activation - We agree with THD that street activation is very important. We will

continue to work with planning staff to gain the maximum possible visual activation.

Again, we thank you for providing your feedback on the proposed Moxy hotel at 1196

Columbus Avenue. As we presented at the THD board meeting, we have made

considerable design modifications in direct response to your organization and to the input
from other community members. The result of this process is a project that is even better

than originally proposed.

Sincerely,

Michael Stanton, FAIA, LEED AP

Enc: Sheet A-914

Cc: Carly Grob carly.grob@sfgov.org
Jonas P. lonin Commisions.secretary@sfgov.org
Supervisor Aaron Peskin, District 3 aaron.peskin@sfgov.org
Mark Loper
Ross Guehring

15Ci1 ~~arlpas~ utreet, Site 328. San rra~cise~, C~ 94107 T~ T"

st~ntan~rcriteci,re,cnrn F:'t1:~ vv__
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1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

Certificate of Determination sanFranclsco,
CA 94103-2479

INFILL PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
Reception:
415.558.6378

Case No.: 2016-015092ENV F~~

Project Address: 1990 Folsom Street
415.558.6409

Zoning: PDR-1-G —Production, Distribution &Repair —1—General Planning

58-X Height and Bulk Disfrict IMormation:
415.558.6377

Block/Lot: 3552/012

Lot Size: 29,028 square feet

Prior EIR: Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan (Mission)

Project Sponsors: 1990 Folsom Housing Associates, L.P.

Feliciano Vera, Mission Economic Development Agency, (415) 282-3334

Staff Contact: Chris Thomas — (415) 575-9036, christo~her.thomas@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project site consists of one parcel (Assessor's Block 3552, Lot 012) located on the northwest comer of

16~ and Folsom streets in San Francisco's Mission neighborhood. The project site is located within a PDR-

1-G zoning district and a 58-X Height and Bulk District. T'he proposed project would involve rezoning

and height re-classification of the project site to an Urban Mixed Use (UMU) district and a 90-X height

(Continued on next page)

CEQA DETERMINATION

The project is eligible for streamlined environmental review as an infill project per Section 15183.3 of the

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and California Public Resources Code Section

21094.5.

I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements.

LISA M. GIBBON Date

Environmental Review Officer

cc: Dragana Monson, Project Sponsor
Elaine Yee, Project Sponsor
Christy Alexander, Current Planning Division

Vima Byrd, M.D.F

Supervisor Hilary Ronen, I}istrict 9
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION (CONTINUED)

1990 Folsom Street
2016-015092ENV

and bulk district. The existing building (constituting about 8,850 square feet (s~ of Production,

Distribution and Repair [PDR] space) and parking lots would be demolished and a 100 percent affordable

mixed-use residential development. with a total of 143 dwelling units would be constructed. The

approximately 156,800 gross-square-foot (gsf) building would consist of a 17-foot-tall ground floor

podium containing about 9,430 sf of PDR space (about 6,470 sf for studios and 2,960 sf for a gallery), 4,700

sf for a childcare facility with a 1,540 sf outdoor play area fronting on Shotwell Street, and additional

space for an inner courtyard, a community room, a bicycle storage room, and various rooms for building

utilities and maintenance functions. Rising on top of the ground-floor podium would be two separate

residential structures: aseven-story residential structure containing 137 dwelling units (23 studio, 47 one-

bedroom, 63 two-bedroom, and four three-bedroom units), and athree-story residential structure

containing six three-bedroom townhomes. In total, the proposed project would range in height from

eight-stories and 88-feet-tall (95-foot-tall with elevator penthouse) on the south side of the project site to

four-stories (approximately 47-foot-tall) on the north side of the project site. The proposed residential

structures would be separated by a 7,900 sf of open space (on the roof of the podium) for use by the

project's residents. An approximately 3,160 sf roof deck would be provided on the southeast corner of the

eight-story building, with additional roof space to the north allotted to mechanical equipment and future

provision of photovoltaic panels.

The proposed childcare facility, open daily from 7:30 a.m. to 6 p.m., would have a staff of approximately

four to five individuals and serve 15 to 25 children less than five years of age. The PDR space would

provide for artist studio and light manufacturing uses, a gallery to showcase work, and a location for

occasional art openings and events. The smaller, eastern PDR space would hold events with a lower

number of attendees up to 30 times per month and the larger, western PDR space would hold events with

a higher number of attendees up to five times per month.l

No vehicular parking is proposed. The proposed project would include 120 class I bicycle spaces located

on the ground-floor level and 14 Class II bicycle spaces would be distributed around the project site on

the Folsom (six spaces), 16~ (six spaces) and Shotwell (two spaces) streets sidewalks.z Subject to approval

by the Municipal Transportation Agency, the proposed project would establish 44- and 22-foot-long on-

street passenger loading (white) zones on 16~ Street and Shotwell streets, respectively. An off-street

loading dock for the PDR spaces would be provided via an approximately 10-foot-wide curb cut on

Shotwell Street located approximately 40 feet north of 16~ Street.

Pursuant to Planning Code section 315, the proposed project at 1990 Folsom Street would be an

affordable housing project, where the principal use is housing comprised solely of housing that is

restricted for a minimum of 55 years as affordable for "persons and families of low or moderate income,"

as defined in California Health &Safety Code section 50093.

See the 1990 Folsom Street Initial Study (Attachment A) for a more thorough description of the size and frequency of the events

proposed for the PDR spaces.

z Pursuant to planning code section 155.1, class 1 bicycle parking spaces are in secure, weather-protected facilities intended for use

as long-term, overnight, and work-day bicycle storage by dwelling unit residents, non-residential occupants, and employees.

Class 2 bicycle parking spaces are racks located in apublicly-accessible, highly visible location intended for transient or short-

term use by visitors, guests, and patrons to the building or use.
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PROJECT APPROVAL

T'he proposed project would require the following approvals:

Actions by the Board of Supervisors

• Approval of a legislative amendment for proposed zoning change and height re-classification

under section 302 of the planning code.

Actions by the Planning Department

Administrative approval by the plaruung department of an affordable housing project

authorization pursuant to P1aiuling Code Section 315.

Actions by City Departments

Approval of a site permit from the Department of Building Inspection for demolition and new

construction.

• Approval of a dust control plan by the Department of Public Health.

Department of Public Health review for compliance with the Maher Ordinance, Article 22A of the

Health Code.

Approval of a legislative amendment for the proposed zoning change and height re-classification under

section 302 of the planning code constitutes the approval action for the proposed project. The approval

action date establishes the start of the 30-day appeal period for this CEQA determination pursuant to

section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco administrative code.

PROJECT SETTING

'The approximately 29,000 square-foot project site is located on the northwest corner of 16~ and Folsom

Streets in San Francisco's Mission neighborhood (see Figure 1, Project Location) with an additional

frontage on Shotwell Street. The project site is currently occupied by an approximately 8,850 gsf,

irregularly shaped one-story (20-foot-tall) light industrial building flanked by two surface parking lots

(together about 20,200 gsf), a vehicle repair shed, and a loading dock. The existing building is currently

vacant and was most recently occupied by a bakery/distribution center.

Land uses near the project site are characterized by various residential, warehouse, commercial and PDR

activities. The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Flynn Division bus repair and storage

facility occupies the entire block immediately east of the project site, across Folsom Street. Adjoining the

project site directly to the north, on Folsom Street, is an empty warehouse formerly occupied by a lumber

retailer. To the south, across 16~ Street, is a two-story building with various with PDR tenants and, to the

southwest (16~ Street between Shotwell Street and South Van Ness Avenue) are a parking lot and a gas

service station. Immediately west of the project site, across Shotwell Street, is a used car sales lot.

Southeast of the project site (at the southeast corner of 16th and Folsom streets) is a three-story residential

hotel with ground-floor retail establishments.

The project site is about ahalf-mile from the U.S. Highway 101 (Central Freeway) on- and off-ramps at

South Van Ness Avenue and about a mile southwest of the I-80 on- and off-ramps at 10th Street. The

nearest schools to the project site are Marshall Elementary School at 15th and Capp Streets, about 1,000

feet to the west, and St. Charles School, about 1,200 feet to the south at Shotwell and 18th Street.

SAN FRANCISCO
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The project site is in an area well-served by local transit and regional transit service. Specifically, the

project site is located at the intersection of two transit corridors carrying local transit service operated by

the San Francisco Municipal Railway ("Muni"): 16th Street, a major Muni corridor (22-Fillmore, 33-

Ashbury/18th, and 55-16th Street), and Folsom Street, a minor Muni corridar (12-Folsom/Pacific). The

project site is also two blocks east of Mission Street, a major Muni corridor (14-Mission, 14R-Mission

Rapid, and 49-Van Ness/Mission). Supplementary Muni service within aone-half mile radius of the

project site is provided along Bryant Street (27-Bryant) and Potrero Avenue/11th Street (9-San Bruno, 9R-

San Bruno Rapid, and 47-Van Ness). Regional transit connections with the rest of the Bay Area and fast

local transit within San Francisco are provided by the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District

("BART") at 16th Street/Mission Station at the intersection of Mission Street and 16th Street.

Supplementary regional transit service is provided by SamTrans Routes 292 and 397 along Potrero

Avenue, or other regional transit services accessible through transfers with Muni service.

STREAMLINING FOR INFILL PROJECTS OVERVIEW

California Public Resources Code Section 21094.5 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.3 provides a

streamlined environmental review process for eligible infill projects by limiting the topics subject to

review at the project level where the effects of infill development have been previously addressed in a

plamling level decision3 or by uniformly applicable development policies.4 CEQA does not apply to the

effects of an eligible infill project under two circumstances. First, if an effect was addressed as a

significant effect in a prior Environmental Impact Report (EIR)5 for a plaruung level decision, then that

effect need not be analyzed again for an individual infill project even when that effect was not reduced to

a less than significant level in the prior EIR. Second, an effect need not be analyzed, even if it was not

analyzed in a prior EIR or is more significant than previously analyzed, if the lead agency makes a

finding that uniformly applicable development policies or standards, adopted by the lead agency or a city

or county, apply to the infill project and would substantially mitigate that effect. Depending on the effects

addressed in the prior EIR and the availability of uniformly applicable development policies or standards

that apply to the eligible infill project, the streamlined environmental review would range from a

determination that np Iurther environmental review is required to a narrowed, project-specific

environmental document.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.3, an eligible infill project is examined in light of the prior

EIR to determine whether the infill project will cause any effects that require additional review under

CEQA. The evaluation of an eligible infill project must demonstrate the following:

(1) the project satisfies the performance standards of Appendix M of the CEQA Guidelines;

(2) the degree to which the effects of the infill project were analyzed in the prior E]R;

3 Planning level decision means the enactment of amendment of a general plan or any general plan element, community plan,

specific plan, or zoning code.

Uniformly applicable development policies are policies or standards adopted or enacted by a city or county, or by a lead agency,

that reduce one or more adverse environmental effects.

5 Prior EIR means the environmental impact report certified for a planning level decision, as supplemented by any subsequent or

supplemental environmental impact reports, negative declarations, or addenda to those documents.
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(3) an explanation of whether the infill project will cause new specific effectsb not addressed in

the prior EIR;

(4) an explanation of whether substantial new information shows that the adverse effects of the

infill project are substantially more severe than described in the prior EIR; and

(5) if the infill project would cause new specific effects or more significant effects than disclosed

in the prior EIR, the evaluation shall indicate whether uniformly applied development standards

substantially mitigates those effects.e

No additional environmental review is required if the infill project would not cause any new site-specific

or project-specific effects or more significant effects, or if uniformly applied development standards

would substantially mitigate such effects.

INFILL PROJECT ELIGIBILITY

To be eligible for the streamlining procedures prescribed in Section 15183.3, an infill project must meet all

of the criteria shown in italics below. As explained following each criterion, the proposed project meets

the criteria for infill project streamlining.

a) The project site is located in an urban area on a site that either has been previously developed or that adjoins
existing qualified urban uses on at least seventy five percent of the site's perimeter.9

The project site is located within an urban area and has been previously developed. According to the
phase I environmental site assessment,l~ available historical records show that the project site had been
developed with a residence as early as 1889 and, by the 1960s, was utilized as a truck service and

sales department for various bakeries. The project site is currently occupied by an approximately
8,850 gsf, irregularly shaped one-story (20-foot-tall) light industrial building flanked by two surface

parking lots (together about 20,200 gsf), a vehicle repair shed, and a loading dock. The existing

building is currently vacant and was most recently occupied by a bakery/distribution center.

b) The proposed project satisfies the performance standards provided in Appendix M of the CEQA Guidelines.

6 A new specific effect is an effect that was not addressed in the prior EIR and that is specific to the infill project or the infill project

site. A new specific effect may result if, for example, the prior EIR stated that sufficient site-specific information was not available
to analyze the significance of that effect. Substantial changes in circumstances following certification of a prior EIR may also

result in a new specific effect.

~ More significant means an effect will be substantially more severe than described in the prior EIR. More significant effects include

those that result from changes in circumstances or changes in the development assumptions underlying the prior EIR's analysis.
An effect is also more significant if substantial new information shows that: (1) mitigation measures that were previously rejected
as infeasible are in fact feasible, and such measures are not included in the project; (2) feasible mitigation measures considerably

different than those previously analyzed could substantially reduce a significant effect described in the prior EIR, but such

measures are not included in the project; or (3) an applicable mitigation measure was adopted in connection with a planning
level decision, but the lead agency determines that it is not feasible for the infill project to implement that measure.

e Substantially mitigate means that the policy or standard will substantially lessen the effect, but not necessarily below the levels of

significance.

9 For the purpose of this subdivision "adjoin" means the infill project is immediately adjacent to qualified urban uses, or is only

separated from such uses by an improved public right-of-way. Qualified urban use means any residential, commercial, public
institutional, transit or transportation passenger facility, or retail use, or any combination of those uses.

'o Gannett Fleming, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 1990 Folsom Street, San Francisco. June 2015. This document and others
referenced in this certificate unless otherwise noted are available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400 as part of Case File No. 2016-015092ENV.
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The proposed project satisfies the performance standards provided in Appendix M of the CEQA

Guidelines.~~ The Appendix M checklist, which is located within the project file, covers the following

topics for mixed-use residential projects: hazardous materials, air quality, transportation, and

affordable housing. The project site is not included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5

of the Government Code (i.e., the "Cortese' list), and is not located near ahigh-volume roadway or a

stationary source of air pollution (i.e., project site is not within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone). The

project site is located within a low vehicle travel area, within a half mile of an existing major transit

stop, and consists of less than 300 affordable housing units.

c) The proposed project is consistent with the general use designation, density, building intensity, and applicable

policies specified in the Sustainable Communities Strategy.

Plan Bay Area is the current Sustainable Communities Strategy and Regional Transportation Plan

that was adopted by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and Association of Bay

Area Governments (ABAG) in July 2013, in compliance with California's governing greenhouse gas

reduction legislation, Senate Bi11 375.12 To be consistent with Plan Bay Area, a proposed project must

be located within a Priority Development Area (PDA), or must meet all of the following criteria:

• Conform with the jurisdiction's General Plan and Housing Element;

• Be located within 0.5 miles of transit access;

• Be 100 percent affordable to low- and very-low income households for 55 years; and

• Be located within 0.5 miles of at least six neighborhood amenities.

The project site is located within the Eastern Neighborhoods PDA, and therefore the project is consistent

with the general use designation, density, building intensity, and applicable policies specified in Plan Bay

Area.13 As discussed above, the proposed project at 1990 Folsom Street meets criteria a, b, and c, and is

therefore considered an eligible infill project.

PLAN-LEVEL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

The 1990 Folsom Street project site is located within the Mission Plan Area of the Eastern Neighborhoods

Area Plans which were evaluated in the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Programmatic

Environmental Impact Report (PEIR).14 The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, which was certified in 2008, is

a comprehensive programmatic document that presents an analysis of the environmental effects of

implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, as well as the potential impacts

under several proposed alternative scenarios. T'he Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR estimated that

implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan could result in approximately 7,400 to 9,900 net

dwelling units and 3,200,000 to 6,600,0000 square feet of net non-residential space (excluding PDR loss)

built in the Plan Area throughout the lifetime of the Plan (year 2025).

This determination and the Infill Project Initial Study (Attachment A) concludes that the proposed project

at 1990 Folsom Street: (1) is eligible for streamlined environmental review; (2) the effects of the infill

project were analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and applicable mitigation measures from the

" San Francisco Planning Departrnent, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Guidelines Appendix M Performance Standards for Streamlined

Environmental Review, 1990 Folsom Street, August 28, 2017.

12 Metropolitan Transportation Commission and Association of Bay Area Governments, Plan Bay Area. Available:

http://onebayarea.org/plan-bay-arealfinal-plan-bay-area.htrnl. Accessed Apri125, 2016
13 Ibid.

14 Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E and State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048
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PEIR have been incorporated into the proposed project; (3) the proposed project would not cause new

specific effects that were not already analyzed and disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR; and (4)

there is no substantial new information that shows that the adverse environmental effects of the u1fi11

project are substantially greater than those described in the prior EIR Therefore, no further

environmental review is required for the proposed 1990 Folsom Street project and this Certificate of

Determination for the proposed project comprises the full and complete CEQA evaluation necessary for

the proposed project.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR included analyses of environmental issues including: land use; plans

and policies; visual quality and urban design; population, housing, business activity, and employment

(growth inducement); transportation; noise; air quality; parks, recreation and open space; shadow;

archeological resources; historic architectural resources; hazards; and other issues not addressed in the

previously issued initial study for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans. The Eastern

Neighborhoods PEIR analyzed a range of rezoning options for the project site. The Eastern

Neighborhoods PEIR considered the incremental impacts of the proposed 1990 Folsom Street project. As

a result, the proposed infill project would not result in adverse environmental effects that are

substantially greater than those identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Significant and unavoidable impacts were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR for the

following topics: land use, historic architectural resources, transportation and circulation, and shadow.

Regarding land use, the PEIR found a significant impact related to the cumulative loss of PDR. As

discussed in the Project Description, the proposed project would involve the rezoning of the project site

from PDR-1-G to UMU. Pursuant to section 843 of the planning code, the UMU district "is intended to

promote a vibrant mix of uses while maintaining the characteristics of this formerly industrially-zoned

area." 'The UMCT district allows certain production, distribution and repair uses such as light

manufacturing, home and business services, arts activities, warehouse, and wholesaling. These are

permitted uses in the PDR-1-G district, which also allows more intensive production, distribution and

repair activities than would be allowed in the UMU district. As discussed in the Project Description,

although development of the proposed project would result in the loss of about 8,850 gsf of PDR space,

construction would result in about 9,430 gsf of new PDR space, a net gain of approximately 580 gsf of

PDR space. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to the significant cumulative land use

impact related to loss of PDR uses that was identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

The existing buildings at the project site, estimated to have been constructed in 1963, were reviewed by

the P1annnlg Department as part of the Showplace Square/Northeast Mission Historic Resource Surveys

and given a rating of "6Z" and determined ineligible for national, state, or local listing or designation

through local government review process. A historic resource evaluation prepared for the proposed

project agreed with the euisting structure's 6Z rating, stating that "the building at 1990 Folsom Street does

not qualify as an historical resource under the criteria of the California Register of Historical Resources

is The Showplace Square/Northeast Mission Historic Resource Survey was adopted by the Historic Preservation Commission in

June 2011 and maybe accessed here: http://sf-plaruling.or /s~ howplace-squarenortheast-mission-historic-resource-surveX.

SAN FRANGSLO
PLAIIkNIN~ OEPARTM~IIT 7



Certificate of Determination 1990 Folsom Street
2016-015092ENV

and is therefore not considered an historical resource under CEQA."16 Upon review, the San Francisco

Plaiuling Department preservation team concurred with this determination.~~ In addition, the project site

is not located within a historic district or adjacent to a potential historic resource. Therefore, the proposed

project would not contribute to the significant historic resource impact identified in the Eastern

Neighborhoods PEIR, and no historic resource mitigation measures would apply to the proposed project.

Regarding transit, the PEIR found that the anticipated growth resulting from the zoning changes could

result in significant impacts on transit ridership. The proposed project would be expected to generate 487

daily transit trips, including 88 during the p.m. peak hour. Given the wide availability of nearby transit,

the addition of 88 p.m. peak hour transit trips would be accommodated by existing capacity. Thus, transit

ridership generated by the project would not contribute considerably to the transit impacts identified in

the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. In addition, transit ridership associated with anticipated events would

be concentrated during the pre- and post-event periods, but would generally be spread across multiple

BART and Muni lines, as well as multiple trains or buses operating along each line (for each given arrival

or departure).

Finally, regarding shadow impacts, the PEIR could not conclude if the rezoning and community plans

would result in less-than-significant shadow impacts because the feasibility of complete mitigation for

potential new shadow impacts of unknown proposals -could not be determined at that time. The

proposed project would consist of a ground-floor podium occupying the project site with eight- and four-

story residential structures separated by open space (on the roof of the podium). 'The eight-story building

would be 85 feet tall (95 feet tall with an elevator penthouse) and the four-story building would be about

47 feet tall (with no rooftop structures). The Planning Department prepared a shadow fan analysis that

determined that the proposed project does not have the potential to cast new shadow on open space

under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department.18 Therefore, a more refined shadow study

was not conducted. The proposed project would also shade portions of nearby streets and sidewalks and

private property at times within the project vicinity. Shadows upon streets and sidewalks would not

exceed levels commonly expected in urban areas and would be considered a les-than-significant effect

under CEQA.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified feasible mitigation measures to address significant impacts

related to noise, air quality, archeological resources, historic resources, hazardous materials, and

transportation. 'I`he Infill Initial Study (Attachment A) discusses the applicability of each mitigation

measure from the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and identifies uniformly applicable development

standards that would reduce environmental effects of the project.19 Table 1 below lists the mitigation

measures identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR that would apply to the proposed project.

Table 1 —Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure Applicability Compliance

F. Noise

16 Architecture +History, llc, Historical Resource Evaluation 1990 Folsom Street, San Francisco, CA, June 6, 2017.

17 San Francisco Planning Department Preservation Team Review Form, August 3, 2017.
la San Francisco Planning Department. Shadow Fan —1990 Folsom Street. July 11, 2017.

19 The Infill Project Initial Study is attached to this document as Attachment A.
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Mitigation Measure Applicability Compliance

F-2: Construction Noise Applicable: temporary construction The project sponsor has agreed

noise from the use of heavy to develop and implement a set

equipment would be generated of noise attenuation measures

during construction.

F-5: Siting of Noise-Generating Applicable: the project includes A noise study was prepared

Uses childcare, stationary equipment, that determined that the

PDR uses and events that could project's noise-generating uses

generate noise in excess of Noise would not exceed applicable

Ordinance standards. standards in the Noise

Ordinance.

J. Archeological Resources

J-3: Mission Dolores Applicable: project site is in the The Plaiuling Department has

Archeological District Mission Dolores Archeological conducted a Preliminary

District which requires that a Archeological Review. T'he

specific archeological testing project sponsor has agreed to

program be conducted by a implement procedures related

qualified archeological consultant to archeological testing in

with expertise in California compliance with this mitigation

prehistoric and urban historical measure.

archeology.

L. Hazardous Materials

L-1: Hazardous Building Applicable: project would The project sponsor has agreed

Materials demolish an existing building to dispose of demolition debris

in accordance with applicable

federal, state, and local laws

As discussed in the attached Infill Project Initial Study, the following mitigation measures identified in

the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR are not applicable to the proposed project: F-1: Construction Noise (Pile

Driving), F-3: Interior Noise Levels, F-4: Siting of Noise-Sensitive Uses, F-5: Siting of Noise-Generating

Uses, F-6: Open Space in Noisy Environments, G-2: Air Quality for Sensitive Land Uses, G-3: Siting of

Uses that Emit DPM, G-4: Siting of Uses that Emit Other TACs, J-1: Properties with Previous

Archeological Studies, J-2: Properties With No Previous Studies, K-1: Interim Procedures for Permit

Review in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area, K-2: Amendments to Article 10 of the Planning Code

Pertaining to Vertical Additions in the South End Historic District, K-3: Amendments to Article 10 of the

Planning Code Pertaining to Alterations and Infill Development in the Dogpatch Historic District, E-1:

Traffic Signal Installation, E-2: Intelligent Traffic Management, E-3: Enhanced Transportation Funding, E-

4: Intelligent Traffic Management, E-5: Enhanced Transit Funding, E-6: Transit Corridor Improvements,
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E-7: Transit Accessibility, E-8: Muni Storage and Maintenance, E-9: Rider Improvements, E-10: Transit

Enhancement, and E-11: Transportation Demand Management.

Please see the attached Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program20 (MMRP) for the complete text of

the applicable mitigation measures. With implementation of these mitigation measures and uniformly

applicable development standards, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts beyond

those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR

PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT

A "Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review' was mailed on May 12, 2017 to adjacent

occupants and owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site. One comment was received by

phone call that expressed general support for the project.

CONCLUSION

As summarized above and further discussed in the Infill Project Initial Study.21

1. The proposed project is eligible for the streamlining procedures, as the project site has been

previously developed and is located in an urban area, the proposed project satisfies the

performance standards provided in Appendix M of the CEQA Guidelines, and the project is

consistent with the Sustainable Communities Strategy;

2. The effects of the proposed infill project were analyzed in a prior EIR, and no new information.

shows that the significant adverse environmental effects of the infill project are substantially

greater than those described in the prior EIR;

3. The proposed infill project would not cause any significant effects on the environment that either

have not already been analyzed in a prior EIR or that are substantially greater than previously

analyzed and disclosed, or that uniformly applicable development policies would not

substantially mitigate potential significant impacts; and

4. The project sponsor will undertake feasible mitigation measures specified in the Eastern

Neighborhoods PEIR to mitigate project-related significant impacts.

Therefore, no further environmental review is required for the proposed project pursuant to Public

Resources Code Section 21094.5 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.3.

20 The MMRP is attached to this document as Attachment B.
u Ibid
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ATTACHMENT A

Infill Project Initial Study

Case No.: 2016-015092ENV

Project Address: 1990 Folsom Street

Zoning: PDR-1-G —Production, Distribution &Repair —1—General

58-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 3552/012

Lot Size: 29,028 square feet

Prior EIR: Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan (Mission)

Project Sponsors: 1990 Folsom Housing Associates, L.P.

Feliciano Vera, Mission Economic Development Agency, (415) 282-3334

Staff Contact: Chris Thomas — (415) 575-9036, christo~her.thomas@sf  ~ov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Characteristics

The project site is located on the northwest corner of 16~ and Folsom streets in San Francisco's Mission

neighborhood. The project sponsor proposes the rezoning and height re-classification of the project site to

an Urban Mixed Use (UMU) district and a 90-X height and bulk district 'The proposed project involves

demolition of the existing building (constituting about 8,850 square feet (sf) of Production, Distribution

and Repair or PDR space), a loading dock and parking lots, and construction of a mixed-use residential

development with a total of 143 units (see Figures 3 through 14). The approximately 156,800 gross-square-

foot (gsf) builcling would consist of a 17-foot-tall ground floor podium containing about 9,430 square feet

(sf) of PDR space (about 6,470 sf for studios and 2,960 sf for a gallery), 4,700 sf for a childcare facility with

a 1,540 sf outdoor play area fronting on Shotwell Street, and additional space for an inner courtyard, a

community room, a bicycle storage room, and various rooms for building utilities and maintenance

functions. Rising on top of the ground-floor podium would be two separate residential structures: a

seven-floor residential structure containing 137 dwelling units (23 studio, 47 one-bedroom, 63 two-

bedroom, and 4three-bedroom units) and athree-floor residential structure containing six three-bedroom

townhomes. The eight-story, 88-foot-tall (95-foot-tall with elevator penthouse) residential structure would

be separated from the four-story (approximately 47-foot-tall) townhome structure by 7,900 sf of open

space (on the roof of the podium) for use by the project's residents. An approximately 3,160 sf roof deck

would be provided on the southeast corner of the eight-story building, with additional roof space to the

north allotted to mechanical equipment and future provision of photovoltaic panels.

The primary access to both residential structures would be through a recessed entry court and lobby on

16th Street, with secondary access via an internal passageway from Folsom Street. The PDR studios and

gallery would have individual entrances on Shotwell, 16~ and Folsom streets, and the childcare facility

would be accessed via the open space patio on Shotwell Street. Building access for the proposed childcare

facility and PDR spaces would be separate from building access for the residential uses. The current five

curb cuts (two on 16~h, one on Shotwell and two on Folsom), ranging from about 24 feet to 44 feet in

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
San Fra~isco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Ptarming
I~~rmaGon:
415.558.6377
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width, would be removed and a new, approximately 10-foot-wide curb cut would be provided on

Shotwell Street about 40 feet north of the intersection ofl6th Street to provide access to an off-street

loading dock for the PDR spaces.

Subject to approval by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, the proposed project would

also involve construction of a bulb-out at the northwest corner of the Folsom Street/16th Street

intersection consistent with the standard improvements for Folsom Street recommended in the Mission

District Streetscape Plan.l This bulb-out would connect to sidewalk changes already planned as part of the

22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project,z including a sidewalk extension and bus bulb continuing west along the

building's frontage along the north side of 16th Street to the building's main residential entry. Also

subject to approval by the Municipal Transportation Agency, the proposed project would establish two

on-street passenger loading (white) zones. One zone, measuring 44 feet in length, would be located along

the 16th Street side of the building (just west of the sidewalk extension/bus bulb and main resident entry).

The second zone, measuring about 22 feet in length, would be located along the Shotwell Street side of

the building in front of the childcare facility. No vehicle parking ar below-grade levels are proposed. A

room for 120 class 1 bicycle spaces and a bicycle repair area would be located on the ground-floor with

primary access provided by building service corridors leading to and from the building's main resident

entry (along 16th Street) and the building's egress (along Folsom Street), as shown in the ground floor

plan included in Figure 3 —Proposed Site Plan. Fourteen class 2 bicycle parking spaces would be

distributed around the project site on the Folsom (six spaces), 16~ (six spaces) and Shotwell (two spaces)

street sidewalks.3

The proposed childcare facility, open daily from 7:30 a.m. to 6 p.m., would have a staff of approximately

four to five individuals and serve 15 to 25 children less than five years of age. The two proposed PDR

spaces (totaling 9,430 s fl would include an artist studio (screen-printing), light manufacturing uses, a

gallery to showcase work, and locations for occasional art openings, and events. T'he proposed PDR

spaces would also permit accessory events. The proposed PDR uses and accessory events are described

in further detail below:

i The Mission District Streetscape Plan is a community-based planning process to identify improvements to streets, sidewalks and

public spaces in the city's Mission District. More information regarding the Mission District Streetscape Plan is available at:

http://208.121.200.84/ftp/CDG/CDG mission streetscape.htm. Accessed August 9, 2017.

z The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, sponsored by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency and the Planning

Department, consists of various transit priority and pedestrian safety improvements along the 22 Fillmore route on 16~ Street.

More information regarding the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is available at: http://sf_planni~.org/22-fillmore-transit-

priorit~roject-16th-street-streetsca~e. Accessed September 11, 2017.

3 Pursuant to planning code section 155.1, class 1 bicycle parking spaces are in secure, weather-protected facilities intended for use

as long-term, overnight, and work-day bicycle storage by dwelling unit residents, non-residential occupants, and employees.

Class 2 bicycle parking spaces are racks located in apublicly-accessible, highly visible location intended for transient or short-
term use by visitors, guests, and patrons to the building or use.
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• The smaller PDR space (about 2,960 sf~ fronting the Folsom Street/16th Street intersection is

proposed to be used for screen-printing use, including both production and modest retail

activities. T'he proposed PDR space would have an average staff of four to six people, and would

host weekly events of approximately 20 to 25 people.

• The larger western PDR space (about 6,470 s fl fronting on Shotwell and 16th streets is proposed

to be used for community arts space. The proposed PDR space would have a staff of

approximately four to six people. The proposed community arts space would include accessory

uses such as exhibitions with opening events and poetry readings which typically draw an

audience of a hundred or more.

Given the size and frequency of potential events in the western PDR space, the prospective tenant

provided a summary of representative events that could be held in this space, shown in Table 1. The

tenant extrapolated estimated attendance levels based on the size of their current space and existing

attendance levels.

Table 1. Representative Events in Western PDR Space

Representative Event

Event Characteristics

potential Potential

Days) of Week Times of Day

Maximum
Estimated

Attendance

Maximum Expected

Frequency

Public programs Tuesday —Saturday 10:00 AM — 6:00 PM Up to 75 30 /month

Rentals Monday —Sunday 4:00 PM —11:00 AM Up to 200 Up to 10 /month

Public programs Monday —Sunday 5:00 PM —11:00 PM Up to 300 Up to 5 /month

Rentals Monday —Sunday 4:00 PM —11:00 PM Up to 300 Up to 5 /month

Public programs Thursday —Saturday 6:00 PM — 2:00 AM Up to 400 1 /month

Rentals

Thursday —Saturday 6:00 PM — 2:00 AM Up to 400 2 /month

Sunday —Wednesday 6:00 PM —10:00 PM Up to 400 1 /month

Source: Mission Economic Development Agency, 2017; Galeria de la Raza, 2017.

Notes:

Public programs would be produced internally by the organization and would inGude general gallery operations (small events), larger public programs
and community collaborations (medium-sized events), and other programs. Rentals would be external events (i.e., events produced outside of the
organization) but held in the space.

Maximum attendance for Iarge events is based on approximately 15 square feet per person, within the applicable building code limits.

SAN FRANCISCO
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As shown in Table 1, a range of events could be held in the space, with the majority taking place in the

early and late evenings. Events related to general gallery operations would be the most frequent event

type (taking place up to 30 times a month) and would generally have a mauimum attendance of 75

people. Larger-sized events (up to 300 and 400 attendees) would be less frequent. Events with up to 300

attendees may occur up to five times a month, and events with up to 400 attendees may occur up to one

to two limes a month.

The estimated frequency of specific event types summarized in Table 1 are larger than expected by the

project sponsor and provide the basis for a conservative analysis of their potential impacts regarding

transportation and circulation and noise. Although the analyses conservatively assumes the event

frequency and number of attendees provided in Table 1, the project sponsor expects that each PDR tenant

would generally hold an event once weekly, with up to 10 events per month across both spaces. In a

typical month, the project sponsor anticipates up to two to three overlapping events (i.e., events occurring

simultaneously in both spaces) per month, or the equivalent of 425 total event attendees at the site under

a conservative "worst-case" scenario of simultaneous maximum-attendance events in both PDR spaces

(400 attendees in the western PDR space and 25 attendees in the eastern PDR space). This situation

would, however, be rare, as it requires both PDR spaces to be holding events simultaneously and both

events to be at ma~cimum attendance levels.

Pursuant to Planning Code section 315, the proposed project would be an affordable housing project,

where the principal use is housing comprised solely of housing that is restricted for a minimum of 55

years as affordable for "persons and families of low or moderate income," as defined in California Health

& Safety Code section 50093. Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to take about 20 months

and would require excavation of approximately 5,500 cubic yards of material to a depth of about four feet

across the project site. The project construction would also include ground improvements to densify

susceptible liquefiable soils, including conducting deep soil mixing. The proposed project would pursue

GreenPoint Platinum Rated certification.'

The current building at the project site is not a historic resource; nor is the project site in a historic district

or in an area proposed for either the California or National registers as historic districts.

Project Location

The approximately 29,000 sf project site occupies the southern portion of Block 3552, with frontage on

Shotwell, 16th and Folsom streets in San Francisco's Mission neighborhood (see Figure 1, Project

Location). The project site is currently occupied by an approximately 8,850 gsf, irregularly shaped one-

story (20-foot-tall) light industrial building flanked by two surface parking lots (together about 20,200

' GreenPoint Platinum Certification refers to a program of Build It Green - a professional, non-profit membership organization

whose mission is to promote energy- and resource-efficient buildings in California. Buildings are rated on a point-based system

for energy efficiency, resource conservation, indoor air quality, water conservation and community. A platinum rating represents

the highest level of certification.

5AN FRANCISCO
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gsf), a vehicle repair shed, and a loading dock (see Figure 2 —Existing Site). T'he existing building is

currently vacant and was most recently occupied by a bakery/distribution center. Sidewalk widths (curb

to property line) abutting the project site are approximately 11 feet along the west side of Folsom Street

and appro~cimately 15 feet along the north side of 16th Street and east side of Shotwell Street. However,

the effective width of the sidewallcs at certain points are reduced by several feet or more due to trash

receptacles, fire hydrants, street lights, utility poles, bus stop shelters, traffic signal boxes, street trees, and

other obstructions.

PROJECT SETTING

Land uses near the project site are characterized by various residential, warehouse, commercial and PDR

activities and the building range in height from mostly of two- to four-story buildings. The San Francisco

Municipal Transportation Agency Flynn Division bus repair and storage facility occupies the entire block

iininediately east of the project site, across Folsom Street. Adjoining the project site directly to the narth,

on Folsom Street, is an empty warehouse formerly occupied by a lumber retailer. To the south, across 16th

Street, is a two-story building with various with PDR tenants and, to the southwest (16t" Street between

Shotwell Street and South Van Ness Avenue) are a parking lot and a gas service station Immediately

west of the project site, across Shotwell Street, is a used car sales lot. Southeast of the project site (at the

southeast corner of 16t" and Folsom streets) is a three-story residential hotel with ground-floor retail

establishments.

The project site is about ahalf-mile from the U.S. Highway 101 (Central Freeway) on- and off-ramps at

South Van Ness Avenue and about a mile southwest of the I-80 on- and off-ramps at 10th Street The

nearest schools to the project site are Marshall Elementary School at 15th and Capp Streets, about 1,000

feet to the west, and St. Charles School, about 1,200 feet to the south at Shotwell and 18~ Street.

SAN FRANCISCO
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Infill Project Initial Study 1990 Folsom Street
2016-015092ENV

PROJECT APPROVAL

Actions by the Board of Supervisors

• Approval of a legislative amendment for proposed zoning change and height re-classification

under section 302 of the planning code.

Actions by the Planning Department

Administrative approval by the planning department of an affordable housing project

authorization pursuant to planning code section 315.

Actions by City Departments

• Approval of a site permit from the Department of Building Inspection for demolition and new

construction.

Approval of a dust control plan by the Department of Public Health.

Department of Public Health review for compliance with the Maher Ordinance, Article 22A of the

Health Code.

Approval of a legislative amendment for the proposed zoning change and height re-classification under

section 302 of the planning code constitutes the approval action for the proposed project. The approval

action date establishes the start of the 30-day appeal period for this CEQA determination pursuant to

section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco administrative code.

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

This Infill Project Initial Study was prepared to examine the proposed project in light of a prior

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to determine whether the project would cause any effects that require

additional review under CEQA. The Infill Project Initial Study indicates whether the effects of the

proposed project were analyzed in a prior EIR, and identifies the prior EIR's mitigation measures that are

applicable to the proposed project. The Infill Project Initial Study also determines if the proposed project

would cause new specific effectss that were not already addressed in a prior EIR and if there is substantial

new information that shows that the adverse environmental effects of the project would be more

significantb than described in a prior EIR. Such impacts, if any, will be evaluated in aproject-specific

5 A new specific effect is an effect that was not addressed in a prior environmental impact report (EIR) and that is specific to the

infill project or the infill project site. A new specific effect may result if, for example, the prior EIR stated that sufficient site-

specific information was not available to analyze the significance of that effect. Substantial changes in circumstances following

certification of a prior EIR may also result in a new specific effect.

b More significant means an effect will be substantially more severe than described in the prior EIR. More significant effects include

those that result from changes in circumstances or changes in the development assumptions underlying the prior EIR's analysis.

An effect is also more significant if substantial new information shows that: (1) mitigation measures that were previously rejected

as infeasible are in fact feasible, and such measures are not included in the project; (2) feasible mitigation measures considerably

different than those previously analyzed could substantially reduce a significant effect described in the prior EIR, but such

measures are not included in the project; or (3) an applicable mitigation measure was adopted in connection with a planning level

decision, but the lead agency determines that it is not feasible for the infill project to implement that measure.

SAN FRANCISCO
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Mitigated Negative Declaration or EIR. If no such impacts are identified, no further environmental

review is required for the proposed project in accordance with CEQA section 21094.5 and CEQA

Guidelines section 15183.3.

The prior EIR for the proposed 1990 Folsom Street project is the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and

Area Plans Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (PEIR).~ The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR

identified significant impacts related to land use,- transportation, cultural resources, shadow, noise, air

quality, and hazardous materials. Additionally, the PEIR identified significant cumulative impacts related

to land use, transportation, and cultural resources. Mitigation measures were identified for the above

impacts and reduced all impacts to less-than-significant except for those related to land use (cumulative

impacts on PDR use), transportation (program-level and cumulative traffic impacts at nine intersections;

program-level and cumulative transit impacts on seven Muni lines), cultural resources (cumulative

impacts from demolition of historical resources), and shadow (program-level impacts on parks).

Mitigation measures identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR are discussed under each topic area,

and measures that are applicable to the proposed project are provided under the Mitigation Measures

Section at the end of this checklist.

As noted, the project sponsor proposes the rezoning and height re-classification of the project site to a

UMU district and a 90-X height and bulls district. The proposed project involves demolition of the

existing building and parking lots (constituting about 8,850 sf of PDR space), and construction of an

eight-story mixed-use residential development with a total of 143 units. The approximately 156,800 gsf

building would consist of a ground floor podium containing about 9,430 gsf of PDR space (about 6,470 sf

for studios and 2,960 sf for a gallery), 4,700 gsf for a childcare facility with an open space patio fronting

on Shotwell Street, and additional space for an inner courtyard, a community room, and rooms for

utilities and building maintenance functions. As discussed below in this checklist, the effects of the

proposeduzfill project have already been analyzed and disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and

are not more significant than previously analyzed.

CHANGES IN THE REGULATORY ENVIRONMENT

Since the certification of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR in 2008, several new policies, regulations,

statutes, and funding measures have been adopted, passed, or are underway that affect the physical

environment and/or environmental review methodology for projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan

areas. As discussed in each topic area referenced below, these policies, regulations, statutes, and funding

measures have implemented or will implement mitigation measures or further reduce less-than-

significant impacts identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR These include:

- State statute regarding Aesthetics, Parking Impacts, effective January 2014, and state statute and

P1aiuling Commission resolution regarding automobile delay, and vehicle miles traveled,

effective March 2016 (see "CEQA Section 21099" heading below);

~ Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E and State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048.

5AN FRA~ICISCp
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- The adoption of 2016 interim controls in the Mission District requiring additional information

and analysis regarding housing affordability, displacement, loss of PDR and other analyses,

effective January 2016;

- San Francisco Bicycle Plan update adoption in June 2009, Better Streets Plan adoption in 2010,

Transit Effectiveness Project (aka "Muni Forward") adoption in March 2014, Vision Zero

adoption by various City agencies in 2014, Proposition A and B passage in November 2014, and

the Transportation Sustainability Program process (see Checklist section "Transportation and

Circulation" );

- San Francisco ordinances establishing Construction Dust Control, effective July 2008, and

Enhanced Ventilation Required for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments, amended December

2014 (see Checklist section "Air Quality");

- San Francisco Clean and Safe Parks Bond passage in November 2012 and San Francisco

Recreation and Open Space Element of the General Plan adoption in April 2014 (see Checklist

section "Recreation");

Urban Water Management Plan adoption in 2011 and Sewer System Improvement Program

process (see Checklist section "Utilities and Service Systems"); and

- Article 22A of the Health Code amendments effective August 2013 (see Checklist section

"Hazardous Materials").

SENATE BILL 743

Aesthetics and Parking

In accordance with CEQA Section 21099 —Modernization of Transportation Analysis for Transit Oriented

Projects —aesthetics and parking shall not be considered in determining if a project has the potential to

result in significant environmental effects, provided the project meets all of the following three criteria:

a) 'The project is in a transit priority area;

b) The project is on an infill site; and

c) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center.

The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria and thus, this checklist does not consider

aesthetics or parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.e

8 San Francisco Planning Departrnent. Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 —Modernization of Transportation Analysis for 1990

Folsom Street, September 12, 2017. This document (and all other documents cited in this report, unless otherwise noted) is

available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 as part of Case File No. 2016-

015092ENV.
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Automobile Delay and Vehicle Miles Traveled

In addition, CEQA Section 21099(b)(1) requires that the State Office of Plaruiing and Research develop
revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation
impacts of projects that "promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of
multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses." CEQA Section 21099(b)(2) states that
upon certification of the revised guidelines for determining transportation impacts pursuant to Section
21099(b)(1), automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of vehicular
capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment under

CEQA.

In January 2016, P1amling and Research published for public review and comment a Revised Proposal on
Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA9 recommending that
transportation impacts for projects be measured using`a vehicle miles traveled metric. On March 3, 2016,
in anticipation of the fixture certification of the revised CEQA Guidelines, the San Francisco P1aruling

Commission adopted OPR's recommendation to use the vehicle miles traveled metric instead of

automobile delay to evaluate the transportation impacts of projects (Resolution 19579). (Note: the vehicle
miles traveled metric does not apply to the analysis of project impacts on non-automobile modes of travel
such as riding transit, wallcing, and bicycling.) Instead, a vehicle miles traveled and induced automobile
travel impact analysis is provided in the Transportation section.

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR

Substantially Less Than
Mitigated by Sign cant or
Uniformly Less Than
Applicable Sign cant

Analyzed in Development with Mitigation Significant
Topics: the Prior EIR No Impact Policies Incorporated Impact

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

a) Physically divide an established ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
community?

9 This document is available online at: https://www.opr.ca.gov/s sb743.phv. Accessed August 18, 2017.
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Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR

Topics:
Analyzed in
fhe Prior EIR

b) Conflict with any 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 environmental
effect?

c) Have a substantial impact upon the ~
existing character of the vicinity?

Substantially Less Than
Mitigated by Sign cant or
UnHormly Less Than
Applicable Sign cant
Development with Mitigation Significant

No Impact Policies Incorporated Impact

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

T'he Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on land use and land use planning under Chapter

IV.A, on pages 35-82; Chapter V, on page 501; Chapter VI on pages 526-527; Chapter VIII on pages C&R-

16 to C&R-19, C&R-50 to C&R-64, and C&R-131; and Chapter IX, Appendix A on page 24. 0

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzed a range of potential rezoning options and considered the

effects of losing between appro~cimately 520,000 to 4,930,000 square feet of PDR space in the plan area

throughout the lifetime of the plan (through the year 2025). This was compared to an estimated loss of

approximately 4,620,000 square feet of PDR space in the plan area under the No Project scenario. Within

the Mission subarea, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR considered the effects of losing up to

approximately 3,370,000 square feet of PDR space through the year 2025. The Eastern Neighborhoods

PEIR determined that adoption of the rezoning and area plans would result in an unavoidable significant

impact on land use due to the cumulative loss of PDR space. This impact was addressed in a statement of

overriding considerationsll with CEQA findings and adopted as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods

Rezoning and Areas Plans approval on January 19, 2009. The project site was rezoned through the

Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans to the PDR — 1 —General District, which is intended to

retain and encourage existing production, distribution, and repair activities and promoting new business

formation.

As noted above under both Project Description and Project Approvals, the proposed project will require a

rezoning of the project site from the PDR — 1 —General to UMLJ zoning district. Pursuant to section 843 of

to Page numbers to the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR reference page numbers in the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area

Plans Final EIR. The PEIR is available for review at htt~://wwwsf-planning index.aspx?paee~1893, accessed on August 18,

2017, or at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA, as part of Case No. 2004.0160E.
11 A statement of overriding considerations represents a lead agency's views on the ultunate balancing of the merits of approving a

project despite its environmental impact(s).
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the Planning Code, the UMCT district is intended to promote a vibrant mix of uses while maintaining the

characteristics of this formerly industrially-zoned area. It is also intended to serve as a buffer between

residential districts and PDR districts in the Eastern Neighborhoods. Within the UMU, allowed uses

include production, distribution, and repair uses such as light manufacturing, home and business

services, arts activities, warehouse, and wholesaling. Additional permitted uses include retail,

educational facilities, and nighttime entertainment. Housing is also permitted, but is subject to higher

affordability requirements. Development of the proposed project would result in the loss of about 8,850

gsf of PDR space and the construction of about 9,430 gsf of new PDR space, for a net gain of

approximately 580 gsf of PDR space. Therefore, the project's proposed rezoning from PDR-1—G to UMU

and construction of PDR and residential uses would not contribute at all to the significant cumulative

land use impact related to loss of PDR uses that was identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

As noted, the project site is located within the boundary of the Mission Area Plan, which promotes a wide

range of uses to create a livable and vibrant neighborhood. 'I`he Mission Area Plan includes the following

community-driven goals that were developed especially for the Mission: increase the amount of

affordable housing; preserve and enhance the unique character of the Mission's distinct commercial

areas; promote alternative means of transportation to reduce traffic and auto use; improve and develop

additional community facilities and open space; and minimize displacement.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that implementation of the area plans would not create any

new physical barriers in the Eastern Neighborhoods because the rezoning and area plans do not provide

for any new major roadways, such as freeways that would disrupt or divide the plan area ar individual

neighborhoods. The proposed project would be developed within e~cisting lot boundaries and would

therefore not divide an established community.

Plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect

are those that directly address environmental issues and/or contain targets or standards that must be met

in order to maintain or improve characteristics of the City's physical environment. Examples of such

plans, policies, or regulations include the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Bay Area Air

Quality Management District 2010 Clean Air Plan and the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control

Board's San Francisco Basin Plan. The proposed project would not obviously or substantially conflict

with any plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental

effect.

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant impacts that were not identified in

the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR related to land use and land use planning. For these reasons, the

proposed project would not result in significant impacts on land use and land use planning that were not

identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.
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Nof Analyzed in the Prior EIR

Substantially Less Than
Mitigated by Sign cant or
Uniformly Less Than
Applicable Significant

Analyzed in Development with MitigaBon Significant
Topics: the Prior EIR No Impact Policies Incorporated Impact

2. POPULATION AND
HOUSING—
Would the project:

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

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

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

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on population and housing under Chapter IV.D, on

pages 175-252; Chapter V, on pages 523-525; Chapter VIII on pages C&R-16 to C&R-19 and C&R-70 to

C&R-84; and Chapter IX, Appendix A on page 25.

One of the objectives of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans is to identify appropriate locations for

housing in the City's industrially zoned land to meet the citywide demand for additional housing. The

PEIR concluded that an increase in population in the plan areas is expected to occur as a secondary effect

of the proposed rezoning and that any population increase would not, in itself, result in adverse physical

effects, but would serve to advance key City policy objectives, such as providing housing in appropriate

locations next to downtown and other employment generators, and furthering the City's Transit First

policies. It was anticipated that the rezoning would result in an increase in both housing development

and population in all of the Area Plan neighborhoods. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that

the anticipated increase in population and density would not result in significant adverse physical effects

on the environment related to population and housing. No mitigation measures were identified in the

PEIR.

The project's proposed 143 affordable residential units could result in an increase of about 326 residents.lz

The non-residential components of the project (i.e., child care facility and PDR space) are not anticipated

1z Estimated number of new residents based on average household size (228) of occupied housing units in the Census Tract 177 per

the 2011-2015 American Community Survey Five-Year Estimates and the proposed projects 143 new dwelling units (143 * 2.28 =

326 residents).
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to create a substantial demand for increased housing as these uses would not be sufficient in size and

scale to generate such demand.13 Moreover, the proposed project would not displace any housing, as

none currently exists on the project site. The increase in population facilitated by the project would be

within the scope of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analysis and would not be considered substantial.

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts that were not

identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR related to population and housing. As stated in the

"Changes in the Physical Environment" section above, these direct effects of the proposed project on

population and housing are within the scope of the population growth evaluated in the Eastern

Neighborhoods PEIR.

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on population and

housing that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR

Substantially Less Than
Mitigated by Significant or
Uniformly Less Than
Applicable Sign cant

Analyzed in Development with Mitigation Significant
Topics: fhe Prior EIR No Impact Policies Incorporated Impact

3. CULTURAL AND
PALEONTOLOGICAL
RESOURCES—Would the
project:

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

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to §15064.5?

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

d) Disturb any human remains, including ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

13 Some of the tenants in the proposed PDR space and children attending the proposed childcare facility may be residents in the

projects proposed residential component.
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The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on cultural resources under Chapter IV.J, on pages 419-

440; Chapter IV.K, on pages 441-474; Chapter V, on pages 512-522; Chapter VI on page 529; Chapter VIII

on pages C&R-27 to C&R-29, C&R-120 to C&R-129, and C&R-139 to C&R-143; and Chapter IX, Appendix

A on page 68.

Historic Architectural Resources

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.5(a)(1) and 15064.5(a)(2), historical resources are buildings

or structures that are listed, or are eligible for listing, in the California Register of Historical Resources or

are identified in a local register of historical resources, such as Articles 10 and 11 of the San Francisco

Planning Code. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that future development facilitated

through the changes in use districts and height limits under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans could

have substantial adverse changes on the significance of both individual historic resources and on historic

districts within the plan areas. The PEIR determined that approximately 32 percent of the known or

potential historic resources in the plan areas could potentially be affected under the preferred alternative.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR found this impact to be significant and unavoidable. 'This impact was

addressed in a Statement of Overriding Considerations with findings and adopted as part of the Eastern

Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans approval on January 19, 2009.

The project site contains aone-story, approximately 8,850 sf, reinforced concrete industrial building and

adjouung open-air truck bay estimated to have been constructed in 1963. The structure was reviewed by

the Planning Department as part of the Showplace Square/Northeast Mission Historic Resource Survey14

and given a rating of "6Z" and determined ineligible for national, state, or local listing or designation

through local government review process. A historic resource evaluation prepared for the proposed

project agreed with the existing structure's 6Z rating, stating that "the building at 1990 Folsom Street does

not qualify as an historical resource under the criteria of the California Register of Historical Resources

and is therefore not considered an historical resource under CEQA." 15 Upon review, the San Francisco

Planning Department preservation team concurred with this determination.lb

In addition, the project site is not located within a historic district, an area proposed as a historic district,

or adjacent to a potential historic resource. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to the

significant historic resource impact identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, and no historic

resource mitigation measures would apply to the proposed project.

For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on historic architectural

resources that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

" The Showplace Square/Northeast Mission Historic Resource Survey was adopted by the Historic Preservation Commission in

June 2011 and maybe accessed here: http://sf-planning.or  ~/showplace-squarenortheast-mission-historic-resource-survey.
is Architecture +History, llc, Historical Resource Evaluation 1990 Folsom Street, San Francisco, CA, June 6, 2017.

'6 San Francisco Planning Department Preservation Team Review Form, August 3, 2017.
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The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that implementation of the Area Plans could result in

significant impacts on archeological resources and identified three mitigation measures that would

reduce these potential impacts to a less than significant level. Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation

Measure J-1 applies to properties for which a final archeological research design and treatment plan is on

file at the Northwest Information Center and the Planning Department. Mitigation Measure J-2 applies to

properties for which no archeological assessment report has been prepared or for which the archeological

documentation is incomplete or inadequate to serve as an evaluation of potential effects on archeological

resources under CEQA. Mitigation Measure J-3, which applies to properties in the Mission Dolores

Archeological District, requires that a specific archeological testing program be conducted by a qualified

archeological consultant with expertise in California prehistoric and urban historical archeology.

The proposed project at 1990 Folsom Street would include excavation of approximately 5,500 cubic yards

of soil to a depth of about four feet below ground surface across the project site. The project construction

would also include ground improvements to densify susceptible liquefiable soils, including conducting

deep soil mixing. Foundation work would not involve pile driving. 'The project site lies within

Archeological Mitigation Zone J-3: Mission Dolores Archeological District. A preliminary archeological

review conducted by Planning Departrnent staff archeologists determined that the potential for the

project to significantly adversely affect archeological resources would be reduced to less than significant

by implementation of Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR J-3 (Project Mitigation Measure 1). This mitigation

measure requires the project sponsor to retain the services of a qualified archeological consultant who

would implement an archeological testing program as specified by the measure. If-the archeological

testing program finds that significant archeological resources may be present, additional measures

including continued testing, archeological monitoring, and/ar an archeological data recovery program

would be required. The project sponsor has agreed to implement Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR J-3 as

Project Mitigation Measure 1 (full text is provided in the "Mitigation and Improvement Measures"

section below) and in the Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program (MMRl'), which is attached

herein as Attachment B).

For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on archeological resources

that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.
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Not Analyzed in fhe Prioi EIR

Subsfantially Less Than
Mitigated by Significant or
Uniformly Less Than
Applicable Sign cant

Analyzed in Development with Mitigation Significant

Topics: the Prior EIR No Impact Policies Incorporated Impact

4. TRANSPORTATION AND
CIRCULATION—Would the

.project:

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
ordinance or policy . establishing
measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system,
taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit and
non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections,
streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass
transit?

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
management program, including but not
limited to level of service standards and
travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county
congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, ~ ~ ~ 0 ~
including either an increase in traffic
levels, obstructions to flight, or a change
in location, that results in substantial
safety risks?

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

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

~ Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
programs regarding public transit, bicycle,
or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise
decrease the performance or safety of
such facilities?

'The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on transportation and circulation under Chapter IV.E,

on pages 253-302; Chapter V, on pages 502-506 and page 525; Chapter VI on pages 527-528; Chapter VIII

on pages C&R-23 to C&R-27, C&R-84 to C&R-96, and C&R-131 to C&R-134; and Chapter IX, Appendix A

on page 26.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes would not

result in significant impacts related to pedestrians, bicyclists, loading, emergency access, or construction.

However, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes
SAq FRANCISCQ
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could result in significant impacts on transit ridership, and identified seven transportation mitigation

measures, which are described below in the Transit subsection. Even with mitigation, however, it was

anticipated that the significant adverse cumulative impacts on transit lines could not be fully mitigated.

Thus, these impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable.

As discussed above under "Senate Bill 743;' in response to state legislation that called for removing

automobile delay from CEQA analysis, the P1aiuling Commission adopted resolution 19579 replacing

automobile delay with a vehicle miles travelled metric for analyzing transportation impacts of a project.

Therefore, impacts and mitigation measures from the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR associated with

automobile delay are not discussed in this initial study.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR did not evaluate vehicle miles travelled or the potential for induced

automobile travel The vehicle miles travelled analysis and induced automobile travel analysis presented

below evaluate the proposed project's transportation effects using the vehicle miles travelled metric.

'The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, or near a private airstrip. 'Therefore,

the Infill Initial Study topic 4c is not applicable.

As discussed in the circulation study prepared to analyze transportation and circulation effects of the

proposed project,~~ the municipal transportation agency is currently in the process of implementing

transit preferential streets treatments 18 and streetscape changes along 16th Street between Third Street and

Church Street under the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project. Features of this project include transit-only

lanes, bus bulbs, and new overhead wires (to extend electric trolley bus service to Mission Bay) along

16th Street and new Class II bikeways (bicycle lanes) along 17th Street. In the immediate vicinity of the

project site, the westbound outer lane along 16th Street would be converted to a transit-only lane, bus

bulbs would be constructed to replace the existing far-side stops at Shotwell Street (in the eastbound

direction) and Folsom Street (in the westbound direction), and a new traffic signal would be installed at

Shotwell Street / 16th Street. The municipal transportation agency also plans to increase service on the 22

Fillmore by adding two additional buses per hour (a 20 percent service increase).

Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis

Many factors affect travel behavior. These factors include density, diversity of land uses, design of the

transportation network, access to regional destinations, distance to high-quality transit, development

17 AECOM,1990Folsom Street Mixed-Use Project Circulation Study, September 18, 2017

18 The transit preferential streets program, which includes measures to improve transit vehicle speeds and minimize the restraints of
traffic on transit operations, is addressed through a number of policies contained in the San Francisco General Plan
Transportation Element, available here: http://ti~ww.sf-~lanning.orgLplGeneral Plan/I4 Transportation.htm. Accessed
September 15, 2017.
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scale, demographics, and transportation demand management.19 Typically, low-density development at great

distance from other land uses, located in areas with poor access to non-private vehicular modes of travel,

generate more automobile travel compared to development located in urban areas, where a higher

density, mix of land uses, and travel options other than private vehicles are available.

Given these travel behavior factors, San Francisco has a lower vehicle miles travelled ratio than the nine-

county San Francisco Bay Area region. In addition, some areas of the City have lower vehicle miles

travelled ratios than other areas of the City. These areas of the City can be expressed geographically

through transportation analysis zones. Transportation analysis zones are used in transportation planning

models for transportation analysis and other planning purposes. The zones vary in size from single city

blocks in the downtown core, multiple blocks in outer neighborhoods, to even larger zones in historically

industrial areas like the Hunters Point Shipyard.

The San Francisco County Transportation Authority uses the San Francisco Chained Activity Model Process

to estimate vehicle miles travelled by private automobiles and ta~cis for different land use types. Travel

behavior in the chained activity model is calibrated based on observed behavior from the California

Household Travel Survey 2010-2012, census data regarding automobile ownership rates and county-to-

county worker flows, and observed vehicle counts and transit boardings. The chained activity model uses

a synthetic population, which is a set of individual actors that represents the Bay Area's actual

population, who make simulated travel decisions for a complete day. The Transportation Authority uses

tour-based analysis for office and residential uses, which examines the entire chain of trips over the

course of a day, not just trips to and from the project. For retail uses, the Transportation Authority uses

trip-based analysis, which counts vehicle miles travelled from individual trips to and from the project (as

opposed to entire chain of trips). Atrip-based approach, as opposed to a tour-based approach, is

necessary for retail projects because a tour is likely to consist of trips stopping in multiple locations, and

the summarizing of tour vehicle miles travelled to each location would over-estimate vehicle miles

travelled.2o,z~

A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause substantial additional

vehicle miles travelled. Planning and research's Proposed Transportation Impact Guidelines (see discussion

under Senate Bill 743 above) recommend screening criteria to identify types, characteristics, or locations

19 Transportation demand management is the application of strategies and policies to reduce travel demand, or to redistribute this

demand in space or in time. On February 7, 2017, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved Ordinance 034-17 to establish

a transportation demand management program in San Francisco. More information about the Cit}~s transportation demand

management program is available at: http://sf-planni~.org/shift-transportation-demand-management-tdm. Accessed August

18, 2017.

20 To state another way: atour-based assessment of VMT at a retail site would consider the VMT for all trips in the tour, for any tour

with a stop at the retail site. If a single tour stops at two retail locations, for example, a coffee shop on the way to work and a

restaurant on the way back home, then both retail locations would be allotted the total tour VMT. A trip-based approach allows

us to apportion all retail-related VMT to retail sites without double-counting.

21 San Francisco Planning Department, Executive Summary: Resolution Modifying Transportation Impact Analysis, Appendix F,

Attachment A, March 3, 2016.
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of projects that would not result in significant impacts to vehicle miles travelled. If a project meets one of

the three screening criteria provided (Map-Based Screening, Small Projects, and Proacimity to Transit

Stations), then it is presumed that vehicle miles travelled impacts would be less than significant far the

project and a detailed vehicle miles travelled analysis is not required. Map-based screening is used to

determine if a project site is located within a transportation analysis zone that exhibits low levels of

vehicle miles travelled;z2 small projects are projects that would generate fewer than 100 vehicle trips per

day; and the proximity to transit stations criterion includes projects that are within a half mile of an

existing major transit stop, have a floor area ratio of greater than or equal to 0.75, vehicle parking that is

less than or equal to that required or allowed by the plaruling code without conditional use authorization,

and are consistent with the applicable Sustainable Communities Strategy.z3

The project's travel demand and freight loading/service vehicle demand were estimated according to the

standard methodologies outlined in Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review

(October 2002), published by the Planning Department. The project's passenger loading demand was

estimated by adapting the methodology described for hotel guest passenger loading in Appendix H of

the transportation impact analysis guidelines.

For residential development, the existing regional average daily vehicle miles travelled per capita is

17.2.24 Average daily vehicle miles travelled for residential land uses is projected to decrease in future

2040 cumulative conditions. (See Table 2: Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled, which includes the transportation

analysis zone in which the project site is located, 592.) As shown in Table 2, the proposed project's

residential uses would be in a transportation analysis zone where the existing vehicle miles travelled for

residential uses are more than 15 percent below regional averages.zs The existing average daily household

vehicle miles travelled per capita is 4.6 for Transportation Analysis Zone 592, which is 73 percent below

the existing regional average daily vehicle miles travelled per capita of 17.2. Future 2040 average daily

household vehicle miles travelled per capita is 3.9 for Transportation Analysis Zone 592, which is 75

percent below the fixture 2040 regional average daily vehicle miles travelled per capita of 16.1.

For purposes of analyzing vehicle miles travelled, the proposed project's PDR use is conservatively

evaluated as office use. As indicated in Table 2, the proposed project's PDR uses would also be more than

~ A project would cause substantial additional VMT if it exceeds both the existing City household VMT per capita minus 15 percent
and existing regional household VMT per capita minus 15 percent. In San Francisco, the Cit}~s average VMT per capita is lower
(8.4) than the regional average (17.2). Therefore, the City average is irrelevant for the purposes of the analysis.

'~ Senate Bi11375, adopted in October 2008, calls upon each of California's 18 regions to develop an integrated transportation, land-
use and housing plan known as a Sustainable Communities Strategy which must demonstrate how the region will reduce
greenhouse gas emissions through long-range planning. More information about the Bay Area's sustainable communities
strategy may be found at: htt~//sf-plannin~~/sb-375-bay-area°/oE2%80%99s-sustainable-communities-strategy-scs. Accessed
August 17, 2017.

z4 Includes the VMT generated by the households in the development.

zs San Francisco Planning Departrnent, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 —Modernization of Transportation Analysis for 1990

Foleom Street, July 12, 2017.
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15 percent below regional averages. The existing average daily office vehicle miles travelled per

employee is 8.5 for TAZ 592, which is 56 percent below the euisting regional average daily vehicle miles

travelled per employee of 19.1. Future 2040 average office daily vehicle miles travelled per employee is

7.7 for Transportation Analysis Zone 592, which is 55 percent below the future 2040 regional average

daily vehicle miles travelled per capita of 17.1.

Table 2: Daily Vehicle Miles raveled

Existing Cumulative 2040

Bay Area Bay Area
Land Use Bay Area Regional Bay Area Regional

Regional Average TAZ 592 Regional Average TAZ 592
Average minus Average minus

15°0 15°0

Households
17.2 14.6 4.6 16.1 13.7 3.9

(Residential)

Employment
19.1 16.2 8.5 17.1 14.5 7.7

(Office)

Given the project site is in an area where existing vehicle miles travelled is more than 15 percent below

the existing regional average, the proposed project's residential and employment uses would not result in

substantial additional vehicle miles travelled, and the proposed project would not result in a significant

impact related to vehicle miles travelled. Furthermore, the project site meets the Proximity to Transit

Stations screening criteria, which also indicates that the proposed project's residential, office and retail

uses would not cause substantial additional vehicle miles travelled.zb

Induced Automobile Travel Analysis

A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would substantially induce additional

automobile travel by increasing physical roadway capacity in congested areas (i.e., by adding new mixed-

flow lanes) or by adding new roadways to the network. The Office of Planning and Research's proposed

transportation impact guidelines includes a list of transportation project types that would not likely lead

to a substantial or measurable increase in vehicle miles travelled. If a project fits within the general types

of projects (including combinations of types), then it is presumed that vehicle miles traveled impacts

would be less than significant and a detailed vehicle miles traveled analysis is not required.

zb San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 -Modernization of Transportation Analysis for

1990 Folsom Street, July 12, 2017.
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The proposed project is not a transportation project but it would include features (subject to approval by

the municipal transportation agency) that would alter the transportation network including, as discussed

in the Project Description, abulb-out at the intersection of 16~ and Folsom streets which would connect to

a widening of about 50 feet of the sidewalk to a width of 22 feet (already planned as part of the 22

Fillmore Transit Priority Project). Passenger drop-offloading zones on Shotwell (about 22 feet long) and

16th streets (about 44 feet long) are also proposed (and similarly subject to approval by the municipal

transportation agency). The existing curb cuts around the perimeter of the project site would be removed

while the existing sidewalk widths of about 15 feet on Shotwell Street, 13 feet on 16th Street, and 11 feet on

Folsom Street would remain (except for the proposed bulb-out and widening noted above). Additionally,

the proposed project proposes to add 14 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces that would be distributed around

the project site on the Folsom (six spaces), 16~h (six spaces) and Shotwell (two spaces) streets sidewallcs.

These features fit within the general types of projects that would not substantially induce automobile

travel, and the impacts would be less than significant.27

Trip Generation

The proposed building would contain up to 143 affordable residential units, a childcare facility and about

9,450 sf of PDR space. No off-street vehicular parking is proposed. T'he proposed project would include

120 Class I bicycle spaces in a secured ground-floor room. As discussed in the Project Description and

shown in Table 1, various community events would be hosted in the PDR space.

The circulation study prepared for the proposed project calculated its localized trip generation using a

trip-based analysis and information in the 2002 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental

Review (San Francisco Guidelines) developed by the San Francisco Planning Department.zs Per the San

Francisco Guidelines, trip generation is estimated according to the land use type (e.g., residential,

childcare/institutional and PDR) and the land use type's square footage (for childcare/institutional and

PDR land uses) or number of dwelling.units (for residential land use). The project's proposed events (see

Table 1 above) are accessory uses to the principal use of PDR and their estimated trip generation was

qualitatively evaluated based on the anticipated number of attendees and frequency of the events. As

such, the potential in the trip generation resulting from the proposed project's PDR spaces was

considered separately from the base travel demand generated by the residential, childcare and PDR uses.

Residential, Childcare and PDR Uses

For the project's proposed residential, childcare and PDR land use components, the circulation study

estimated that the combined trip generation would total 1,447 person trips (inbound and outbound) on a

weekday daily basis, consisting of 569 person trips by auto (486 vehicle trips accounting for vehicle

occupancy data for this Census Tract), 487 transit trips, 183 walk trips, and 207 trips by other modes

27 Ibid.

ze AECOM, 1990 Folsom Street Mixed-Use Project Circulation Study, September 18, 2017.
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(inclucling bicycling).29 During the p.m. peak hour, the proposed project would generate an estimated 281

person trips, consisting of 119 person trips by auto (95 vehicle trips accounting for vehicle occupancy

data), 88 transit trips, 38 walk trips, and 36 trips by other modes.

Events

The circulation study observed that the project's proposed events would have trip generation

characteristics comparable to existing events held at nearby event uses, including the Roxie Theater (at

3117 16th Street), the Victoria Theatre (at 2961 16th Street), and The Lab (at 2948 16th Street). In general,

trips would peak before commencement of the event (pre-event conditions) and after conclusion of the

event (post-event conditions), which would vary depending on the type of event and other

considerations. Pre-event conditions would likely be spread over the 60- to 90-minute period preceding

the start of the event as attendees arrive at the site from multiple origins, with some variability in arrival

times as attendees may need to line up for ticketing or entry, or may choose to leave their origin ahead of

time to make sure they arrive before the event starts in case of unforeseen situations. Post-event

conditions are typically more concentrated, generally focused within the 30- to 60-minute period

following the conclusion of the event when attendees would generally leave the site as quickly as they

can exit the venue (and, if necessary, secure their connecting mode of transportation).

As shown in Table 1, a wide range of events could be held with varying attendance levels, frequencies,

and schedules. The most frequent events would be events such as the public programs in the PDR space

associated with general gallery operations, where attendance would be up to 75 persons per event. These

events would generally be spread over the course of the gallery's general business hours and, therefore,

their effect of trip generation during any one hour (such as the weekday p.m. peak hour) would generally

be marginal. While other events would attract a larger attendance, their frequency would be lower than

the smaller-sized events. As shown in Table 1, larger-sized events (up to 300 and 400 attendees) would be

less frequent. Events with up to 300 attendees may occur up to five times a month, and events with up to

400 attendees may occur up to two times a month. In rare instances, a smaller event in the eastern space

may occur at the same time as a larger event in the western space, resulting in a total of about 425

attendees. Only some of the larger-sized events would be expected to take place on weekdays and, of

those, only some would be expected to generate effects during the weekday p.m. peak period between 4

and 6 p.m., when demands on the transportation network serving the project site are generally the

highest. Some events would be held on weekends or in the late evening on weekdays and would have

little effect on conditions during the weekday p.m. peak hour. For the proposed project's events that

begin in the late afternoon ar early evening on weekdays, only some of the attendees would be expected

to travel to the site during the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the remainder arriving later, after the event

29 "Other" includes bicycles, taxis, motorcycles, and other modes not included under the "automobile', "transit', or "walk" mode

categories.
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has already begun. Similarly, some attendees might be expected to leave early or stay longer after the

conclusion of the event. This distribution of attendee arrivals and departures would generally dampen

the peak trip generation during pre- and post-event conditions. Some share of attendees during most

events would be expected to exhibit trip chaining (for example, some attendees would go out for drinks

or dinner in the neighborhood before or after attending the event). This behavior would also slightly

dampen peak activities during pre- and post-event conditions, as these attendees would likely walk

between the event and the off-site origin destination.

Because of the wide variability in attendance levels, frequency, and schedules, it is also expected that

attendee travel behavior would vary from one event to the next. An event taking place on a weekend, for

example, might attract more attendees by personal automobiles, taxis, and for-hire vehicles than a similar

event on a weekday, as transit service is generally less frequent and less extensive on weekends than on

weekdays. Overall, however, most attendees would be expected to take transit, bike, or walk to and from

events, as the Project site is well-served by local and regional transit services; the surrounding

neighborhood is characterized by a dense, mixed-use development pattern that is conducive to both

biking and walking; and parking availability in the surrounding area is limited. For attendees that choose

to travel by private automobile, public parking would be nearby in on-street spaces or at off-street

facilities such as the Municipal Transportation Authority's 16th &Hoff Garage, which has capacity to

accommodate 108 vehicles.

Transit

Mitigation Measures E-5 through E-11 in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR were adopted as part of the

Plan with uncertain feasibility to address significant transit impacts. 'These measures are not applicable to

the proposed project, as they are plan-level mitigations to be implemented by City and County agencies.

In compliance with a portion of Mitigation Measure E-5: Enhanced Transit Funding, the City adopted

impact fees for development in Eastern Neighborhoods that goes towards funding transit and complete

streets. In addition, San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved amendments to the San Francisco

Planning Code, referred to as the Transportation Sustainability Fee (Ordinance 200-154, effective

December 25, 2015). The fee updated, expanded, and replaced the prior Transit Impact Development

Fee, which complies with portions of Mitigation Measure E-5: Enhanced Transit Funding. The proposed

project would be subject to the fee. The City is also currently conducting outreach regarding Mitigation

Measures E-5: Enhanced Transit Funding and Mitigation Measure E-11: Transportation Demand

Management. Both the Transportation Sustainability Fee and the transportation demand management

efforts are part of the Transportation Sustainability Program.31 In compliance with all or portions of

Mitigation Measure E-6: Transit Corridor Improvements, Mitigation Measure E-7: Transit Accessibility,

~ Two additional files were created at the Board of Supervisors for Transportation Sustainability Fee regarding hospitals and health

services, grandfathering, and additional fees for larger projects: see Board file nos. 151121 and 151257.

31 http://ts~.sfplanning.org
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Mitigation Measure E-9: Rider Improvements, and Mitigation Measure E-10: Transit Enhancement, the

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Authority is implementing the Transit Effectiveness Project,

which was approved by the Municipal Transportation Authority Board of Directors in March 2014. The

Transit Effectiveness Project (now called Muni Forward) includes system-wide review, evaluation, and

recommendations to improve service and increase transportation efficiency. Examples of transit priority

and pedestrian safety improvements within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area as part of Muni

Forward include the 14 Mission Rapid Transit Project. In addition, Muni Forward includes service

improvements to various routes within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area.

Mitigation Measure E-7 also identifies implementing recommendations of the Bicycle Plan and Better

Streets Plan. As part of the San Francisco Bicycle Plan, adopted in 2009, a series of minor, near-term, and

long-term bicycle facility unprovements are planned within the Eastern Neighborhoods, including along

2nd Street, 5th Street, 17th Street, Townsend Street, IDinois Street, and Cesar Chavez Boulevard. The San

Francisco Better Streets Plan, adopted in 2010, describes a vision for the future of San Francisco's

pedestrian realm and calls for streets that work for all users. T'he Better Streets Plan requirements were

codified in Section 138.1 of the Plannuzg Code and new projects constructed in the Eastern

Neighborhoods Plan area are subject to varying requirements, dependent on project size. Another effort

which addresses transit accessibility, Vision Zero, was adopted by various City agencies in 2014. Vision

Zero focuses on building better and safer streets through education, evaluation, enforcement, and

engineering. The goal is to eliminate all traffic fatalities by 2024. Vision Zero projects within the Eastern

Neighborhoods Plan area include pedestrian intersection treatments along Mission Street from 18~ to 23rd

streets, the Potrero Avenue Streetscape Project from Division to Cesar Chavez streets, and the Howard

Street Pilot Project, which includes pedestrian intersection treatments from Fourth to Sixth streets.

'The project site is in an area well-served by local transit and regional transit service. Specifically, the

project site is located at the intersection of two transit corridors carrying local transit service operated by

the San Francisco Municipal Railway ("Muni"): 16th Street, a major Muni corridor (22-Fillmore, 33-

Ashbury/18th, and 55-16th Street), and Folsom Street, a minor Muni corridor (12-Folsom/Pacific). The

project site is also two blocks east of Mission Street, a major Muni corridor (14-Mission, 14R-Mission

Rapid, and 49-Van Ness/Mission). Supplementary Muni service within aone-half mile radius of the

project site is provided along Bryant Street (27-Bryant) and Potrero Avenue/11th Street (9-San Bruno, 9R-

San Bruno Rapid, and 47-Van Ness). Regional transit connections with the rest of the Bay Area and local

transit within San Francisco are provided by the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) at

16th Street/Mission Station at the intersection of Mission Street and 16th Street. Supplementary regional

transit service is provided by SamTrans Routes 292 and 397 along Potrero Avenue, or other regional

transit services accessible through transfers with Muni service.

The proposed project's residential, childcare and PDR components would be expected to generate 487

daily transit trips, including 88 during the p.m. peak hour. Given the wide availability of nearby transit,

the addition of 88 p.m. peak hour transit trips would be accommodated by existing capacity. As such, the

proposed project's residential, childcare and PDR uses would not result in unacceptable levels of transit

service or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in

transit service could result.
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Transit ridership associated with events would be concentrated during the pre- and post-event periods,

but would generally be spread across multiple BART and Muni lines, as well as multiple trains or buses

operating along each line (for each given arrival or departure). Trip chaining by attendees and the other

effects described previously would further dampen ridership peaking during pre- and post-event

conditions. Furthermore, the larger events that could be held at the site would only take place up to five

times a month such that the ridership effect on most individual transit services would likely fall within

the margin of variation and fluctuation in overall ridership activity from one day to the next.3z

As mentioned above, transit services near the project site have capacity during the weekday p.m. peak

hour to handle additional ridership demand, including demand associated with events anticipated for the

proposed project. While service is generally less frequent on weekends and late evenings, background

ridership would also generally be lower, such that events during these times would also not be expected

to result in substantial overcrowding.

Given these considerations, events at the project site would not cause a substantial increase in transit

demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of

transit service.

Each of the rezoning options in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified significant and unavoidable

cumulative impacts relating to increases in transit ridership on Muni lines, with the Preferred Project

having significant impacts on seven lines. Of those lines, the project site is located within aquarter-mile

of Muni lines 12, 14, 22, 27 and 49. The trips generated by the proposed project's residential, childcare and

PDR components and events would not contribute considerably to these conditions as their peak hour

transit trips would not comprise a substantial proportion of the overall additional transit volume

generated by Eastern Neighborhood projects.

Loading Demand

As noted in the Project Description, 44-foot-long and 22-foot-long passenger loading zones are proposed

on 16th Street and Shotwell Street, respectively. The circulation study determined that these two loading

zones would have a combined loading capacity of approximately 120 vehicles per hour. In addition, an

off-street loading dock for the PDR space would be located off Shotwell Street. Loading demand

associated with the proposed project would result from residents (e.g., move-ins and move-outs, parcel

deliveries), the childcare facility (drop-off and pick-up of children, staff commutes), the PDR space

(move-ins and move-outs, deliveries), and the events (attendees). As such, loading at the project site

would be related to freight and service vehicles, and to passengers associated with the residences,

3z In its analysis of the project's anticipated events and the forthcoming transit-only lanes to be constructed as part of the 22 Fillmore
Transit Priority Project, the circulation study noted that the expected volume of transit vehicles in the adjacent 16~ Street transit-
only lane during the weekday evening period would be up to approximately seven buses per hour (including up to four buses
per hour on the 22 Fillmore and three buses per hour on the 33 Ashbury-18th), or the equivalent of a bus approximately every 8~/z
minutes.
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childcare facility and the anticipated events. T'he circulation study estimated that freight and service

vehicle loading demand associated with the residential, childcare, and PDR uses would total about 0.5 for

the average hour and about 0.6 during the peak hour. Therefore, the off-street loading dock and the 22-

foot-long loading space on Shotwell Street would be adequate for freight and service vehicle loading

demands associated with the project's PDR use. Passenger loading demand for the residential, childcare

and PDR components of the proposed project were determined to be about three vehicles during any

one-minute of the peak 15-minute period with the expectation that the proposed residential, childcare,

and PDR uses would generally exhibit a distributed pattern of activity.33 The proposed on-street loading

zones would have sufficient capacity to accommodate up to three vehicles at any one time.

Passenger loading demand associated with the project's anticipated events would vary with the event

type, schedule and number of attendees. Of the nearby venues (the Roxie Theater, the Victoria Theatre,

and 'The Lab), only the Roxie Theater has a passenger loading zone along its frontage, capable of

accommodating approximately two vehicles simultaneously. Field observations at this zone during

various times of the day and on various days of the week, however, found that passenger loading

activities are generally infrequent and occur without creating major hazards or disruptions for transit,

bicyclists, pedestrians, or motorists. As the majority of the proposed project's event attendees would be

expected to take transit, bike, or walk to and from the project site, only a small portion of the remainiizg

share of attendees would be expected to drive directly to and from the area and park their vehicle in

nearby on- or off-street parking facilities. Of the portion of attendees that would travel to events by

automobile, the circulation study observes that a substantial share would be expected to carpool,

reducing passenger loading demand and concludes that the projects proposed passenger loading zones

would likely have sufficient capacity to accommodate event-related passenger loading demand without

substantially affecting traffic, transit, bicycle, or pedestrian circulation, even for the "worst-case" scenario

of amaximum-attendance event where the pre-event period coincides with the weekday p.m. peak

period. For the above reasons, the proposed project's freight and service vehicle and passenger loading

demand would not create potentially hazardous traffic conditions involving traffic, transit, bicycles, or

pedestrians. Therefore, the proposed project would have a les-than-significant impact with respect to its

loading demand.

To further reduce the less-than-si~ificant impacts related to loading, the project sponsor has agreed to

implement Improvement Measure I-Loading-1 (Management of Passenger Loading Activities) and

33 To calculate passenger loading demand associated with the projects proposed residential, childcare and PDR uses, the

Circulation Study used a methodology like that recommended for hotel guest passenger loading in Appendix H of the San

Francisco Guidelines. That methodology is based on the concept of a peaking factor that assumes a percentage of passenger

loading activity for hotel guests (residents in this analysis) during the peak hour would take place within the peak 15-minute

period. The estimated passenger loading demand of three vehicles during any one minute of the peak 15-minute period is

slightly conservative as it assumes that all vehicle trips generated by the project would contribute to passenger loading demand

at the project site.

34 AECOM, 1990 Folsom Street Mixed-Use Project Circulation Study, September 18, 2017.
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Improvement Measure I-Loading-2 (Management of Freight Loading Activities). Improvement Measure

I-Loading-1 requires that the project sponsor actively manage passenger loading activity generated by the

project, including discouraging use of Folsom Street for passenger loading (except when using on-street

parking spaces) and monitoring double parking, queuing, and other activities at the proposed loading

zones along 16th Street and Shotwell Street. The active management required by Improvement Measure I-

Loading-1 would address any less-than-significant impacts associated with project-generated passenger

loading activities, including monitoring double parking, queuing, and other activities at the proposed

loading zones. Improvement Measure I-Loading-2 requires that attendants be stationed during all vehicle

movements into and out of the Project's off-street freight loading space located on Shotwell Street such

that building tenants and management coordinate any expected use of the space. The attendants primary

duties would include ensuring that these movements occur without negatively affecting bicycle,

pedestrian, and traffic safety and minimizing any disruptions to bicycle, pedestrian, and traffic

circulation. The full text for these two improvement measures is provided in the "Mitigation and

Improvement Measures" section below and in the MMRl', which is attached herein as Attachment B)

Pedestrians

Trips generated by the proposed project would include walk trips to and from the proposed residences,
plus walk trips to and from transit stops. The circulation study prepared for the proposed project
observed moderate foot traffic in the immediate vicinity of the project site during the weekday p.m. peak
period, concentrated in the east-west direction of 16th Street, with lower levels of pedestrian activity
dispersed in other directions and along other streeEs. The proposed project's residential, childcare and
PDR components would add up to 126 pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets during the weekday
p.m. peak hour (38 walk trips and walking associated with the 88 transit trips). These new pedestrian
trips could be accommodated on sidewalks and crosswalks adjacent to the project site and would not
substantially overcrowd the sidewalks along Folsom, 16th or Shotwell streets.35 Implementation of the
proposed project would improve pedestrian circulation at the project site by removing the concrete ramp
on Shotwell Street and by providing no off-street vehicle parking spaces that could cause conflicts with
pedestrians. T'he residential, childcare and PDR pedestrian trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour
would be dispersed throughout the project vicinity and, therefore, would not substantially affect
pedestrian conditions.

Events at the project site would increase pedestrian activity on surrounding sidewalks and crosswalks.
Queuing for tickets or venue entry during the pre-event period and for curbside pick-up during the post-
event period could also obstruct free-flow circulation in portions of the sidewalk adjacent to the project

3s As discussed above in the Project Description and subject to consultation with the San Francisco Municipal Transportation

Agency, the proposed project would also involve construction of a bulb-out at the northwest corner of the Folsom Street / 16th

Street intersection consistent with the standard improvements for Folsom Street recommended in the Mission District Streetscape
Plan. Around the perimeter of the project site, the Folsom Street sidewalk is _feet wide; the 16~ Street sidewalk is _feet wide;

and the Shotcvell Street sidewalk is feet wide.
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site, although these effects would be temporary and generally dissipate quickly following the conclusion

of the pre-event and post-event periods. As indicated in Table 1 and discussed in the Project Description,

up to 400 persons could attend up to two events per month and, in rare instances, an estimated 425

attendees could be present if both a larger and smaller event were to occur at the same time. Given the

modest attendance levels for even the largest events proposed at the project site, the existing sidewalks

and other pedestrian facilities would have sufficient capacity to accommodate these temporary effects

without resulting in substantial overcrowding. In addition, future pedestrian improvements discussed in

the Project Description (such as the bulb-out at the northeast corner of the Folsom Street/16th Street

intersection) or planned by other projects (such as the widening of the north sidewalk along the 16th

Street frontage of the project site under the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project) would further increase the

capacity of sidewalks abutting the project site.

Given these considerations, events anticipated with the proposed project are not expected to result in

substantial overcrowding on sidewalks or other pedestrian facilities. Therefore, pedestrian activity

resulting from the proposed project's residential, childcare and PDR components, and from the

anticipated events, would result in less-than-significant impacts with respect to sidewalk overcrowding

and pedestrian hazards. Although the proposed project's overall impacts to pedestrian conditions would

be less-than-significant, implementation of Improvement Measure I-Loading-1 (Management of

Passenger Loading Activities) and Improvement Measure I-Loading-2 (Management of Freight Loading

Activities), as discussed above, would further reduce less-than-significant impacts to pedestrian

conditions by providing active management to reduce conflicts from project-generated passenger and

freight/service vehicle loading at the project site.

Bicycles

As noted under Trip Generation, the proposed project's residential, childcare and PDR components are

estimated to generate 207 daily and 36 p.m. peak hour "Other" trips, which include bicycle trips. Near the

project site, Class II bikeways (bicycle lanes) are provided in the east—west direction along 14th Street and

17th Street and in the north—south direction along Folsom Street and Harrison Street. Additional

bikeways are available further away from the project site, along Valencia Street (Class II); Division Street

(Class IV, separated bikeway); Potrero Avenue (Class II); and 11th Street (Class II). The proposed project

would include 120 Class I bicycle spaces in a designated room at the ground-floor level and 14 Class II

bicycle spaces on the sidewalks around its perimeter. As previously discussed, the proposed project

would result in the removal of the five existing curb cuts around the project site and the placement of one

approximately ten-foot-wide curb cut on Shotwell Street to accommodate off-street loading for the PDR

space. 'The proposed project would not provide off-street vehicle parking spaces. As the proposed project

would not result in a substantial increase in either daily or p.m. peak hour vehicular traffic, and its

loading demand is expected to be less than one space for the average hour and the peak hour, the

proposed project's residential, childcare and PDR components are not expected to substantially increase

overall traffic conditions along nearby streets such that it could create potentially hazardous conditions

for bicyclists or interfere with bicycle access or circulation to the site and adjoining areas.

The circulation study acknowledges that bicycle trips associated with anticipated events at the project site

would increase the volume of bicyclists and motorists traveling on the surrounding streets, which may
5AN FRANCISCQ 
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increase the potential for conflicts between bicycles and automobiles. However, these effects would

generally be temporary and concentrated primarily during the pre- and post-event periods, and would

likely not represent a substantial increase in potential hazards for bicyclists or interfere with bicycle

access or circulation given the expected event attendance levels.

Passenger drop-off and pick-up associated with the events could also affect bicycle safety. However,

event attendees arriving at and leaving the project site by automobile before and after events would

generally use the 44-foot-long loading zone on 16~ Street and the 22-foot-long loading zone on Shotwell

Street. Passenger loading demands would vary with the size of the event and would usually be spread

out over the pre- and post-event periods. As described previously, most attendees would be expected to

take transit, bike, or walk to and from the event. While any event-related passenger loading activities

would represent demand for curb space in addition to the non-event demand generated by the proposed

project's residential, childcare and PDR components, events would not increase the use of the proposed

passenger loading zones in such a way that would result in a substantial increase in potential hazards for

bicyclists or interfere with bicycle access or circulation.

Although the proposed project's residential, childcare, PDR and events would result in less-than-

significant impacts to bicycle conditions, implementation of Improvement Measure I-Loading-1

(Management of Passenger Loading Activities) and Improvement Measure I-Loading-2 (Management of

Freight Loading Activities), as discussed above in Loading Demand, would further reduce less-than-

significant impacts to bicycle conditions by requiring that the sponsor actively manage project-generated

passenger and freight loading activities to reduce potential conflicts with bicyclists.

Construction-Related Traffic

Construction of the proposed project, which is expected to take about 20 months, would comply with the

San Francisco Noise Ordinance and Department of Building Inspection permit provisions that generally

allow construction activities to take place between 7 a.m. and 8 p.m. The various construction-related

traffic travelling to and from the project site would be required to use designated freight traffic routes,

including major freeways (I-80 and I-280) and major arterials (Howard Street/South Van Ness Avenue;

Folsom Street, Harrison Street, and Bryant Street north of Division Street/13th Street; Potrero Avenue; and

Division Street / 13th Street).

Construction-related traffic would result in temporary and intermittent congestion on surrounding

roadways and truck routes, and potential conflicts with transit, bicycle, pedestrian, and traffic circulation.

In general, temporary traffic and transportation changes must be coordinated through the municipal

transportation agency's Interdepartmental Staff Committee on Traffic and Transportation and require a

public meeting. As part of this process, the construction management plan may be reviewed by the

municipal transportation agency's Transportation Advisory Committee to resolve internal differences

between different transportation modes. The project sponsor would follow the Regulations for Working in
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San Francisco Streets ("The Blue Book")36 and would provide reimbursement to the municipal

transportation agency for installation and removal of temporary striping and signage changes required

during project construction. Potential impacts due to construction traffic would be less-than-significant

due to their intermittent and limited duration, and compliance with the requirements of the Blue Book.

While there may be some occasional disruptions to circulation because of on-road construction vehicles

or construction-related truck traffic during the weekday a.m. or p.m. peak periods, these effects would

not be frequent or substantial enough to constitute a significant impact.

If vehicle parking for construction workers is not provided on-site, construction workers driving to or

from the site would make their own parking arrangements in area parking facilities. Given the project

site's location near high-quality local and regional transit services, a substantial portion of construction

workers would be expected to take public transit when traveling to and from the project site.

Construction workers would be encouraged by the project sponsor to access the project site by use of

transit or other sustainable means of transportation (including ridesharing, bicycling, and walking), and

no special travel arrangements would be necessary.

For the above reasons, the proposed project's construction-related impacts would be less-than-significant.

The project sponsor has agreed to implement Improvement Measure I-Construction-1 (Construction

Traffic Management), to address any less-than-significant impacts due to project-related construction

activities. Improvement Measure I-Construction-1 includes measures such as restricting construction-

related traffic during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods; coordinating with nearby concurrent

construction activities (if any); providing regular construction updates to nearby businesses and

residents; and encouraging construction workers to take transit, rideshare, bicycle, or walk when

traveling to and from the construction site. (T'he full text for this improvement measure is provided in the

"Mitigation and Improvement Measures" section below and in the MMRP, which is attached herein as

Attachment B.)

Parking

As discussed above under SB 743, the proposed project complies with the eligibility criteria fora "transit-

oriented infill project" under Public Resources Code section 21099, as it consists of mixed-use residential

uses, is located on an infill site, and is located within a transit priority area. Therefore, the proposed

project is exempt from an analysis of impacts to (automobile) parking under CEQA and the following

discussion is provided for information purposes only.

While the proposed project does not include any accessory off-street parking for automobiles, the project

site is well-served by local and regional transit services and bicycle facilities, and the Mission District's

36 As observed by the circulafion study on page 37, the Blue Book restricts construction activities along the north side of 16th Street

and west side of Folsom Street adjacent to the project site between 4 p.m. and 6 p.m. Mondays through Fridays, expressly

prohibits construction work on the identified streets during the specified hours, and requires that contractors keep travel lanes

(including tow-away lanes) clear during these hours.
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dense neighborhood pattern is conducive to both biking and walking. T'he San Francisco Transportation

Information Map identifies 420 public parking spaces available in off-street facilities within one quarter

mile of the project site.37 The various streetscape changes proposed by the project would result in a net

reduction in on-street parking of approximately one to two spaces, but would include the creation of two

new on-street passenger loading zones. Asa 100-percent affordable housing development, the proposed

project would also likely exhibit less household automobile ownership than a similarly-sized

development comprised (either partially or in whole) of market-rate units.

Parking demand for the events would not be substantially different than for euisting events currently

being held at other venues nearby, including the Roxie Theater, the Victoria Theatre, and The Lab. None

of these venues have any dedicated off-street parking and, as discussed above in Trip Generation, most

attendees would be expected to take transit, bike, or walk to and from events because the project site is

well-served by local and regional transit services; the surrounding neighborhood is characterized by a

dense, mixed-use development pattern that is conducive to both biking and walking; and parking

availability in the surrounding area is limited. For attendees that choose to travel by private automobile,

public parking would be nearby in on-street spaces or at off-street facilities such as the Municipal

Transportation Authority's 16th &Hoff Garage, which has capacity to accommodate 108 vehicles.

Given these considerations, events at the project site would not result in a substantial parking deficit, and

impacts related to automobile parking associated with events at the project site would be less-than-

significant. However, the project sponsor has agreed to implement Improvement Measure I-Event-1

(Event-Related Transportation Demand Management) to address any less-than-significant impacts

related to automobile parking associated with events at the Project site. Discussed in further detail at the

end of this document, Improvement Measure I-Event-1 would recommend that the project sponsor

actively manage passenger loading activity generated by events, including monitoring use of the

proposed white zones, applying (on a temporary basis) to the municipal transportation agency for

additional curb space for white zones or extended white zone hours, and providing transit information to

event attendees.

Conclusion

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts that were not

identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR related to transportation and circulation and would not

contribute considerably to cumulative transportation and circulation impacts that were identified in the

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

37 San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Information Map, available at: http://sftrans~ortationmap.org[. Accessed

August 25, 2017.
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Topics:

5. NOISE—Would the project:

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

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

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

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

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

~ For a project located in the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

g) Be substantially affected by existing noise
levels?

1990 Folsom Street
2016-015092ENV

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR

Substantially Less Than
Mitigated by Sign cant or
Uniformly Less Than
Applicable Significant

Analyzed in Development with Mitigation Sign cant
the Prior EIR No Impact Policies Incorporafed Impact

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑~

~ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

~ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

~ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

~ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

~ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

~ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

'The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects related to noise under Chapter IV.F, on pages 303-322;

Chapter V, on pages 507-509 and page 525-525a; Chapter VIII on pages C&R-96 to C&R-100 and C&R-134

to C&R-136; and Chapter IX, Appendix A on pages 26-29.

'The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area

Plans and Rezoning would result in significant noise impacts during construction activities and due to

conflicts between noise-sensitive uses in proximity to noisy uses such as PDR, retail, entertainment,

cultural/institutional/educational uses, and office uses. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR also determined

that incremental increases in traffio-related noise attributable to implementation of the Eastern

Neighborhoods Area Plans and Rezoning would be less than significant. The Eastern Neighborhoods

PEIR identified six noise mitigation measures, three of which may be applicable to subsequent
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development projects.38 These mitigation measures would reduce noise impacts from construction and

noisy land uses to less-than-significant levels. As discussed below under Operational Noise, noise levels

from the proposed project's stationary mechanical equipment, childcare facility, PDR space and events

would contribute noise to the euisting ambient noise environment. Accordingly, a technical noise report39

was prepared to demonstrate that the proposed project would comply with applicable sections of the San

Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code). Based on short- and long-term

noise measurements conducted at the project site on August 8th and 9th, 2017, the noise report determined

that the ambient noise levels were 62.3 dBA41 (Ley)42 on Shotwell Street and 68.3 dBA (L~) at the

northeastern corner of the project site. At the same locations, the maximum instantaneous noise levels

ranged between 74.5 and 101.3 dBA (L~x).43 The day-night average noise level (DNL)`~ was 72 dBA at the

northwestern corner of Folsom and 16~ Streets. The primary source of noise in the project vicinity is

traffic, although some machine noise was noted from a PDR use across 16~ Street from the project site.

Some land uses are more sensitive to ambient noise levels than others due to the amount of noise

exposure (in terms of both exposure duration and insulation from noise) and the types of activities

typically involved. Residences, motels and hotels, schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes,

auditoriums, and parks and other outdoor recreation areas generally are more sensitive to noise than are

commercial and industrial land uses. The closest sensitive receptors to the project site are amulti-family

residence across Shotwell Street, approximately 70 feet from the project site's northwestern corner. There

~ Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures F-3, F-4, and F-6 address the siting of sensitive land uses in noisy

environments. In a decision issued on December 17, 2015, the California Supreme Court held that CEQA does not generally

require an agency to consider the effects of existing environmental conditions on a proposed project's future users or residents

except where a project or its residents may exacerbate existing environmental hazards (California Building Industry Association v.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, December 17, 2015, Case No. 5213478. Available at:

htt~://www.courts.ca.~ov/opinions/documents/S213478.PDF). As noted above, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that

incremental increases in traffic-related noise attributable to implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans and

Rezoning would be less than sigiificant, and thus would not exacerbate the existing noise environment. Therefore, Eastern

Neighborhoods Mitigation Measures F-3, F-4, and F-6 are not applicable. Nonetheless, for all noise sensitive uses, the general

requirements for adequate interior noise levels of Mitigation Measures F-3 and F-4 are met by compliance with the acoustical

standards required under the California Building Standards Code (California Code of Regulations Title 24).

39 ESA, 1990 Folsom Street Affordable Family Housing Project Noise Technical Report, August 2017.

90 The San Francisco Noise Ordinance may be found here: http://wcvw.amle~al.com/codes/client/san-francisco ca/. Accessed August

30, 2017.

41 The decibel (dB) scale is used to quantify sound intensity. Because sound can vary in intensity by over one million times within

the range of human hearing, a logarithmic loudness scale is used to keep sound intensity numbers at a convenient and

manageable level. Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to all sound frequencies within the entire spectrum, human

response is factored into sound descriptions in a process called "A-weighting,' expressed as "dBA." The dBA, or A-weighted

decibel, refers to a scale of noise measurement that approximates the range of sensitivity of the human ear to sounds of different

frequencies.
4z Leq (also known as the equivalent sound level) represents a constant sound that, over the specified period, has the same sound

energy as the time-varying sound. Common time periods for Leq's include one hour, eight hours and 24 hours.
43 Lmax is the maximum, instantaneous noise level experienced during a given period.

~̀ The day-night average noise level (DNL), the Ldn is the average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after an

addition of 10 dB to measured noise levels between the hours of 10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M. to account nighttime noise sensitivity.
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are also multi-family apartments above commercial uses on the southeastern corner of Folsom Street and

16th Street, approximately 90 feet from the project site's southeastern corner.

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, within two miles of a public airport, or

in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, Infill Project Initial Study topics 12e and f from the CEQA

Guidelines are not applicable.

Construction Noise

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures F-1 and F-2 pertain to construction noise. Mitigation

Measure F-1 addresses individual projects that include pile-driving, and Mitigation Measure F-2

addresses individual projects that include particularly noisy construction procedures (that may include

pile-driving). Construction of the proposed project would not include pile driving and Mitigation

Measure F-1 is not applicable. As construction of the proposed project would require heavy construction

equipment, Mitigation Measure F-2 is applicable. Mitigation Measure F-2 would require the project

sponsor to develop and implement a set of noise attenuation measures during construction. The project

sponsor has agreed to implement Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F-2 as Project

Mitigation Measure 2 (full text provided in the "Mitigation Measures" section below and in the MMRl',

which is attached herein as Attachment B).

In addition, all construction activities for the proposed project (occurring over a period of approximately

20 months) would be required to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Construction noise is

regulated by the Noise Ordinance, which requires construction work to be conducted in the following

manner: (1) noise levels of construction equipment, other than impact tools, must not exceed 80 dBA at a

distance of 100 feet from the source (the equipment generating the noise); (2) impact tools (such as a

jackhammer) must have intake and eachaust mufflers that are approved by the Director of Public Works

or the Director of the Department of Building Inspection to best accomplish ma~cimum noise reduction;

and (3) if noise from the construction work would exceed the ambient noise levels at the site property line

by 5 dBA, the work must not be conducted between 8 p.m. and 7 a.m. unless authorized by the Director

of Public Works or the Director of the Department of Building Inspection.

The building department is responsible for enforcing the Noise Ordinance for private construction

projects during normal business hours (8 a.m. to 5 p.m.). Nighttime construction is not proposed for the

project. T`he Police Department is responsible for enforcing the Noise Ordinance during all other hours.

Nonetheless, occupants of the nearby properties could be disturbed by construction noise during the

construction of the proposed project. At times, construction noise could interfere with indoor activities in

residences and other businesses near the project site. However, because the contractor would be required

to comply with the Noise Ordinance and Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F-2,

temporary and intermittent increases in construction noise would be considered a les-than-significant

impact of the proposed project.

Operational Noise

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F-5 addresses impacts related to individual projects

including uses that would be expected to generate noise levels greater than ambient noise levels in the

project vicinity. Such projects are required to submit an acoustical analysis, such as the noise report
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discussed above, demonstrating that the proposed use would comply with the General Plan and the

Noise Ordinance. With regard to noise generated from residential or commercial/industrial properties,

section 2909(a) and (b) of the Noise Ordinance provides limits of 5 ar 8 dBA, respectively, above the

ambient noise level at any point outside the property plane for residential and commercial/industrial land

uses. Section 2909(d) of the Noise Ordinance limits the permitted noise level inside a residence to 45 dBA

between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. and 50 dBA between 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. Note that standard residential

construction can typically provide an exterior-to-interior noise reduction of 15 to 25 dB.4s

The proposed building would contain 143 affordable residential units, a childcare facility, meeting rooms

for building tenants and community services, and PDR studios and a gallery that would also provide

space for various events summarized in Table 1 above. In addition, the proposed project would include

rooftop mechanical equipment such as a heating, ventilation and air conditioning unit. Although the

proposed residential uses and meeting rooms for building tenants and community services would not

substantially increase the ambient noise environment, Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure

F-5 would apply to potential noise from the childcare facility, PDR studios, rooftop mechanical

equipment, and events that could generate noise levels greater than current ambient noise levels.

Childcare Facility

As discussed in the Project Description, the childcare facility would have an interior space accessible to a

courtyard fronting on Shotwell Street that, would serve as a play area. The entrance to the courtyard

would be about 85 feet from the multi-unit residential building at 168 Shotwell Street, which is the closest

sensitive receptor. Noise from the interiar courtyard would be deflected by the wall forming the north

side of the proposed building. Based on monitoring at a similarly-sized outdoor preschool play area in

May of 2017, the noise report determined that the noise level at 168 Shotwell resulting from children

playing in the courtyard would result in an increase of about 2 dBA over the existing ambient noise level

of 62.3 dBA (Leq), a barely perceptible increase. This would be well below the noise ordinance section

2909(b) limit of 8 dBA above ambient at the property line for commercial land uses. Therefore, noise

generated by the outdoor play area would have a less than significant impact and no mitigation measures

are required.

PDR Studios and Gallery

As discussed in the Project Description, although relatively quiet printmaking activities are anticipated

for the projects PDR space, there is no assurance that a noisier PDR use might not occur. The noise report

conservatively evaluated noise from the PDR space with an assumption that the use would consist of an

automotive repair shop (although no such use is desired or anticipated for the project site, it provides a

worst-case basis to evaluate potential noise levels given the project site's proposed UMU zoning). To

4s Federal Highway Administration, Highway Traffic Noise: Analysis and Abatement Guidance, 2011, available at:

https://www. fhwa.dot. gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/analysis_and_abatement~uidance/revguidance.pdf.

Accessed August 10, 2018.
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determine operational noise from an automotive repair shop, the noise report provided noise levels

monitored at a large-scale repair facility with open work bays (the proposed PDR spaces would be

entirely contained within the walls and doors of the structure). Operational noise was monitored to be 60

dBA at a distance of 150 feet. As provided in the noise report, Table 3 provides estimated noise levels

from such a hypothetical repair facility at the nearest sensitive receptors to the proposed project. As

indicated, the increase in noise levels at the 168 Shotwell and 16w and Folsom street residences would be

3.4 and 0.7 dBA, respectively. These are barely perceptible increases that are well below the section

2909(b) limit of 8 dBA above ambient at the property plane.

Table 3. Operational PDR Use Noise Levels at Sensitive Receptors

Existing Ambient Attenuated PDR Resultant Noise

Noise Level at Use Noise Level Level at

Sensitive Distance to Receptors) (dBA at Receptors) Receptors) (dBA Increase over

Receptors) Receptor (feet) Leq) (dBA Leq)a Leq)b Existing

Residences on
110 62.3 63.1 65.7 3.4 dBA

Shotwell Street

Residences on

16~' and 120 69.6 62.3 70.3 0.7 dBA

Folsom Streets

NOTES:

a Attenuated noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors were calculated using empirical data collected by ESA in 2007 and

stationary source attenuation equations published by Caltrans.

b Resultant noise level is the result of logarithmic addition of the values in the two previous columns (i.e., the attenuated noise in

combination with the ambient noise level at the sensitive receptor). This represents the noise level that could be experienced by a
human at the sensitive rece for location.

The noise report also evaluated potential noise levels at the childcare facility resulting from a

hypothetical auto repair facility in the PDR spaces and concluded that intervening walls would attenuate

such noise by more than 25 dB. Therefore, noise generated by PDR use in the proposed spaces would

have a less than significant impact at the nearest sensitive receptors and no mitigation measures are

required.

Fixed Mechanical Equipment

The architect for the proposed project has preliminarily identified the following mechanical equipment

that would be located on the rooftop of the proposed building:

Two air handling units (enclosed, with roof, and acoustical treatment)

Domestic water heater (enclosed walls, no roo fl

Solar hot water heating tank
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• Exhaust fans from units, grease hood, common areas

• Condensing units

• Photovoltaic panels and inverters

• Electric meters (enclosed, with roof, and acoustical treatment); and

• Solar hot water panels

The primary fixed mechanical noise sources would be the air handling units, electrical equipment and

e~chaust vent fans. As noted by the noise report, specifications for this equipment are not presently

available. However, such noise-generating equipment are acoustically treated to reduce noise and,

specifically, air handling equipment would be within an enclosed mechanical penthouse.46 Noise from

rooftop equipment would also be diminished by an estimated 10 dBA at the nearest sensitive receptors

because it would be more than 80 feet above grade, more than 30 feet from the edge of the building, and

surrounded by a parapet. In addition, there would be no direct line-of-sight between the rooftop

equipment and sensitive receptors in the project vicinity. For these reasons, the rooftop equipment would

have a less than significant increase in ambient noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors.

Events

The various events anticipated at the project site (noted in Table 1) would occur inside the PDR spaces; as

such, crowd noise would largely be contained within the builcling's walls. These events would include

private gatherings and community events such as poetry readings. Although such gatherings are not

expected to include live entertainment and amplified music, pursuant to article 15.1, section 1060.1 of the

Police Code, any live event where entertairunent occurs requires a permit from the San Francisco

Entertainment Commission. In considering issuance of a permit, the Entertainment Commission

considers the time, place and nature of the entertairunent proposed, and its proximity to residential uses.

The commission has discretion to impose reasonable time, place and manner conditions on the permit to

avoid nuisance to surrounding occupants. In addition, events would be subject to section 2909(b) of the

Noise Ordinance which limits noise produced by any machine, or device, music or entertaiiunent or any

combination of the same from any commercial/industrial property to no more than S dBA above the local

ambient at the property line. The Noise Ordinance is enforced by the police department.

The proposed project would be subject to the following interiar noise standards, which are described here

for infarmational purposes. The California Building Standards Code (Tifle 24) establishes uniform noise

insularion standards that are incorporated into Section 1207 of the San Francisco Building Code and

require that new residential structures be designed to prevent the intrusion of exterior noise so that the

noise level with windows closed, attributable to exterior sources, shall not exceed 45 dBA in any habitable

room. In compliance with Title 24, the building department would review the final building plans to

ensure that wall, floor/ceiling, and window assemblies meet Title 24 acoustical requirements. If

~̀ The air handling equipment is placed in a penthouse structure to both protect it from the elements (rain, sunlight) and to reduce

the ambient noise levels.
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determined necessary by the building department, a detailed acoustical analysis of the exterior wall and

window assemblies may be required. The Title 24 acoustical requirements that reduce exterior-to-interior

noise transmission would also serve to limit crowd noise from the anticipated events from substantially

raising the exterior ambient noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors, or exceeding the section 2909(b)

and (d) noise limits. For these reasons, the proposed project's anticipated events would have a less than

significant impact with respect to noise.

Conclusion

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant construction or operational

noise impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Noi Analyzed in the Prior EIR

Analyzed in

Topics: the Prior EIR

6. AIR QUALITY—Would the
project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of ~
the applicable air quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or ~
contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?

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

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial ~
pollutant concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a ~
substantial number of people?

i

Substantially Less Than
Mitigated by Signrtcant of
Uniformly Less Than
Applicable Sign cant
Development with Mitigation Significant

No Impact Policies Incorporated Impact

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

o ❑ ❑ ❑
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The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on air quality under Chapter IV.G, on pages 323-362;

Chapter V, on pages 509-512; Chapter VIII on pages C&R-100 to C&R-107 and C&R-137 to C&R-138; and

Chapter IX, Appendix A on pages 29-31.

T'he Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified potentially significant air quality impacts resulting from

construction activities and impacts to sensitive land uses47 because of exposure to elevated levels of diesel

particulate matter and other toxic air contaminants. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified four

mitigation measures that would reduce these air quality impacts to less-than-significant levels and stated

that with implementation of identified mitigation measures, the Area Plan would be consistent with the

Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, the applicable air quality plan at that time. All other air quality impacts

were found to be less than significant.

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 addresses air quality impacts during construction,

and PEIR Mitigation Measures G-3 and G-4 address proposed uses that would emit diesel particulate

matter and other toxic air contaminants.48

Construction Dust Control

pastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 Construction Air Quality requires individual

projects involving construction activities to include dust control measures and to maintain and operate

construction equipment to minimize exhaust emissions of particulates and other pollutants. The San

Francisco Board of Supervisors subsequently approved a series of amendments to the San Francisco

Building and Health Codes, generally referred to as the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance

176-08, effective July 30, 2008). The intent of the Construction Dust Control Ordinance is to reduce the

quantity of fugitive dust generated during site preparation, demolition, and construction work to protect

the health of the public and of on-site workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and to avoid orders

to stop work by the building department. Project-related construction activities would result in

construction dust, primarily from ground-disturbing activities.

For projects disturbing over one half-acre of ground surface, such as the proposed project, the Dust

Control Ordinance requires that the project sponsor submit a dust control plan for approval by the San

Francisco Department of Public Health. The building deparhnent will not issue a building permit without

written notification from the Director of Public Health that the applicant has asite-specific dust control

plan, unless the Director waives the requirement. The site-specific dust control plan would require the

project sponsor to implement additional dust control measures such as installation of dust curtains and

47 The Bay Area Air Quality Management District considers sensitive receptors as: children, adults, or seniors occupying or residing

in: 1) residential dwellings, including apartments, houses, condominiums, 2) schools, colleges, and universities, 3) daycares, 4)

hospitals, and 5) senior care facilities. BAAQMD, Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards,

May 2011, page 12.

~̀ The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR also includes Mitigation Measure G-2, which has been superseded by Health Code Article 38, as

discussed below, and is no longer applicable.
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windbreaks and to provide independent third-party inspections and monitoring, provide a public

complaint hotline, and suspend construction during high wind conditions.

The regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance would ensure that

construction dust impacts would not be significant. These requirements supersede the dust control
provisions of PEIR Mitigation Measure GL Therefore, the portion of PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1
Construction Air Quality that addresses dust control is no longer applicable to the proposed project.

Criteria Air Pollutants

While the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that at a program-level the Eastern Neighborhoods

Rezoning and Area Plans would not result in significant regional air quality impacts, the PEIR states:
"Individual development projects undertaken in the future pursuant to the new zoning and Area Plans
would be subject to a significance determination based on the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District's quantitative thresholds for individual projects."49 The air district's CEQA Air Quality Guidelines
provide screening criterias~ for determining whether a project's criteria air pollutant emissions would
violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants. Pursuant to the air quality guidelines,
projects that meet the screening criteria do not have a significant impact related to criteria air pollutants.
The proposed project involves the construction of up to 143 dwelling units, which would be well below

the air quality guidelines criteria air pollutant screening levels of 240 dwelling units for construction and
494 dwelling units for operation.sl The proposed 5,850 sf for the childcare facility is similarly well below

the 277,000 sf for construction and 53,000 sf for operation of a day-care center provided in the air quality
guidelines. Finally, the proposed 12,260 gsf for PDR studio and gallery space is also well below the
259,000 sf for construction and 541,000 sf for operation of a general light industry facility. The proposed
project uses would meet the criteria air pollutant screening levels. 'Therefore, the project would not have a

significant impact related to criteria air pollutants, and a detailed air quality assessment is not required.

Health Risks

Since certification of the PEIR, San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to
the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, generally referred to as the Enhanced Ventilation Required
for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments or Health Code, article 38 (Ordinance 224-14, amended
December 8, 2014). The purpose of article 38 is to protect the public health and welfare by establishing an

air pollutant exposure zone and imposing an enhanced ventilation requirement for all urban infill sensitive
use development within this zone. The air pollutant exposure zone comprises areas that, based on
modeling of all known air pollutant sources, exceed health protective standards for cumulative

49 San Francisco Planning Department, Eastern Neighborhood's Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report. See

page 346. Available online at: http://cvww.sf-Manning.org/ModuleslShowDocument.aspx?documented=4003. Accessed June 4,

2014.
so Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, updated May 2011. See pp. 3-2 to 3-3.
sl Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, Updated May 2011. Table 3-1.
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concentration of particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or smaller and cumulative excess

cancer risk, and incorporates health vulnerability factors and proximity to freeways. Projects within the

air pollutant exposure zone require special consideration to determine whether the project's activities

would expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations or add emissions to areas

already adversely affected by poor air quality. The construction site is not witfiin an identified air

pollution exposure zone.

Construction

As the project site is not located within an identified air pollutant exposure zone, the ambient health risk

to sensitive receptors from air pollutants is not considered substantial and the remainder of Mitigation

Measure Gl that requires the miiumization of construction e~chaust emissions is not applicable to the

proposed project.

Siting New Sources

The proposed project would not be expected to generate 100 trucks per day or 40 refrigerated trucks per

day. Therefore, Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-3, siting of uses that emit diesel

particulate matter, is not applicable. In addition, the proposed project would not include a backup diesel

generator, or other sources that would emit diesel particulate matter, or tonic air contaminants. Therefore,

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-4, siting of uses that emit toxic air contaminants, is

not applicable.

Conclusion

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant air quality impacts that were

not identified in the PEIR. None of the air quality mitigation measures identified in the Eastern

Neighborhoods PEIR are applicable to the proposed project.
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Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR

Substantially Less Than
Mitigated by Sign cant or
Uniformly Less Than
Applicable Significant

Analyzed in Development with Mitigation Significanf
Topics: the Prior EIR No Impact Policies Incorporated Impact

7. GREENHOUSE GAS
EMISSIONS—Would the
project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
either directly or indirectly, that may have
a significant impact on the environment?

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
or regulation of an agency adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects related to greenhouse gas emissions under Chapter

IV.G, on pages 323-362; and Chapter VIII on pages C&R-105 to C&R-106.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR assessed the greenhouse gas emissions that could result from rezoning

of the Mission Area Plan under the three rezoning options. The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning

Options A, B, and C are anticipated to result in greenhouse gas emissions on the order of 4.2, 4.3, and 4.5

metric tons of COzE52 per service population,53 respectively. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded

that the resulting greenhouse gas emissions from the three options analyzed in the Eastern

Neighborhoods Area Plans would be less than significant. No mitigation measures were identified in the

PEIR.

The air district has prepared guidelines and methodologies for analyzing greenhouse gas emissions.

These guidelines are consistent with CEQA Guidelines sections 15064.4 and 15183.5 which address the

analysis and determination of significant impacts from a proposed project's greenhouse gas emissions

and allow for projects that are consistent with an adopted greenhouse gas reduction strategy to conclude

that the project's greenhouse gas emissions impact is less than significant. San Francisco's Strategies to

Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions presents a comprehensive assessment of policies, programs, and

5z COzE, defined as equivalent Carbon Dioxide, is a quantity that describes other greenhouse gases in terms of the amount of Carbon
Dioxide that would have an equal global warming potential.

s3 Memorandum from Jessica Range to Environmental Planning staff, Greenhouse Gas Analyses for Community Plan Exemptions in

Eastern Neighborhoods, Apri120, 2010. This memorandum provides an overview of the greenhouse gas analysis conducted for

the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and provides an analysis of the emissions using a service population (equivalent of total
number of residents and employees) metric.

s' San Francisco Planning Department, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco, November 2010. Available at
http://sfineasfplannin~gJGHG Reduction Strate,~pdf, accessed March 3, 2016.
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ordinances that collectively represent San Francisco's greenhouse gas reduction strategy in compliance

with the air quality district and CEQA guidelines. These greenhouse gas reduction actions have resulted

in a 23.3 percent reduction in greenhouse gas emissions in 2012 compared to 19901eve1s,55 exceeding the

year 2020 reduction goals outlined in the air quality district's 2010 Clean Air Plan,56 Executive Order S-3-

05,57 and Assembly Bill 32 (also known as the Global Warming Solutions Act).58-59 In addition, San

Francisco's greenhouse gas reduction goals are consistent with, or more aggressive than, the long-term

goals established under Executive Orders 5-3-05~ and B-30-15.bl,bz Therefore, projects that are consistent

with San Francisco's greenhouse gas reduction strategy would not result in greenhouse gas emissions

that would have a significant effect on the environment and would not conflict with state, regional, and

local greenhouse gas reduction plans and regulations.

The proposed project would increase the intensity of use of the project site by removing aone-story

building formerly used as a bakery and distribution center with a structure that contains 143 residential

units, a childcare facility, and space for PDR uses. Therefore, the proposed project would contribute to

annual long-term increases in greenhouse gas emissions because of increased vehicle trips (mobile

sources), and residential operations that result in an increase in energy use, water use, wastewater

treatment, and solid waste disposal. Construction activities would also result in temporary increases in

greenhouse gas emissions.

The proposed project would be subject to regulations adopted to reduce greenhouse gas emissions as

identified in the greenhouse gas reduction strategy. As discussed below, compliance with the applicable

regulations would reduce the project's greenhouse gas emissions related to transportation, energy use,

waste disposal, wood burning, and use of refrigerants.

ss ICF International, Technical Review of the 2012 Community-wide Inventory for the City and County of San Francisco, January 21,

2015.
sb Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Clean Air Plan, September 2010. Available at ham://zuzozo.baagmd.gov/plans-and-

climate/air-quality_plans/current-plans, accessed March 3, 2016.

57 Office of the Governor, Executive Order 5-3-05, June 1, 2005. Available at https://www.~ov.ca.eov/news.php?id=1861, accessed

March 3, 2016.

58 California Legislative Information, Assembly Bill 32, September 27, 2006. Available at htt~://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/O5-

O6/bill/asm/ab 0001-0050/ab 32 bill 20060927 cha~tered.pdf, accessed March 3, 2016.
s9 Executive Order 5-3-05, Assembly Bi1132, and the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan set a target of reducing greenhouse gas emissions

to below 19901evels by year 2020.
bo Executive Order 5-3-05 sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of greenhouse gases need to be

progressively reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 20001evels (approximately 457 million MTCOzE);

by 2020, reduce emissions to 19901evels (approximately 427 million MTCOzE); and by 2050 reduce emissions to 80 percent below

19901evels (approximately 85 million MTCOzE).
61 Office of the Governor, Executive Order B-30-15, Apri129, 2015. Available at https:Uwww.  ~,ov.ca•govh~ews.php?id=18938, accessed

March 3, 2016. Executive Order B-30-15 sets a state greenhouse gas emissions reduction goal of 40 percent below 1990 levels by

the year 2030.
bz San Francisco's greenhouse gas reduction goals are codified in Section 902 of the Environment Code and include: (i) by 2008,

determine City greenhouse gas emissions for year 1990; (ii) by 2017, reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels; (iii)

by 2025, reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels; and by 2050, reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 80

percent below 19901evels.
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Compliance with the City's bicycle parking requirements would reduce the proposed project's

transportation-related emissions. Additionally, the proposed project does not provide any off-street

vehicle parking. These regulations and project components reduce greenhouse gas emissions from single-

occupancy vehicles by promoting the use of alternative transportation modes with zero or lower

greenhouse gas emissions on a per capita basis.

The proposed project would be required to comply with the energy efficiency requirements of the City's

Green Building Code, Stormwater Management Ordinance, and Water Conservation and Irrigation

ordinances, which would promote energy and water efficiency, thereby reducing the proposed project's

energy-related greenhouse gas emissions.63 Additionally, the project would be required to meet the

renewable energy criteria of the Green Builcling Code, further reducing the project's energy-related

greenhouse gas emissions.

The proposed project's waste-related emissions would be reduced through compliance with the City's

Recycling and Composting Ordinance, Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance, and

Green Building Code requirements. These regulations reduce the amount of materials sent to a landfill,

reducing greenhouse gases emitted by landfill operations. These regulations also promote reuse of

materials, conserving their embodied energy and reduang the energy required to produce new

materials.

Compliance with the City's street tree planting requirements would serve to increase carbon

sequestration. Other regulations, including the Wood Burning Fireplace Ordinance would reduce

emissions of greenhouse gases and black carbon, respectively. Regulations requiring low-emitting

finishes would reduce volatile organic compounds.bs For these reasons, the proposed project was

determined to be consistent with San Francisco's greenhouse gas reduction strategy.bb

Therefore, the proposed project's greenhouse gas emissions would not conflict with state, regional, and

local greenhouse reduction plans and regulations. Furthermore, the proposed project is within the scope

of the development evaluated in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and would not result in impacts

associated with greenhouse gas emissions beyond those disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant greenhouse gas emissions that

were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and no mitigation measures are necessary.

63 Compliance with water conservation measures reduce the energy (and greenhouse gas emissions) required to convey, pump and

treat water required for the project.
64 Embodied energy is the total energy required for the extraction, processing, manufacture and delivery of building materials to the

building site.
bs While not a greenhouse gas, volatile organic compounds are precursor pollutants that form ground level ozone. Increased ground

level ozone is an anticipated effect of future global warming that would result in added health effects locally. Reducing volatile

organic compound emissions would reduce the anticipated local effects of global warming.

~ San Francisco Planning Department, Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist for 1990 Folsom Street, August 17, 2017.
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Not Analyzed in fhe Prior EIR

Substantially Less Than
Mitigated by Sign cant or
Uniformty Less Than
Applicable Signi~canf

Analyzed in Development with Mitigation Sign cant

Topics: the Prior EIR No Impact Policies Incorporated Impact

8. WIND AND SHADOW—Would
the project:

a) Alter wind in a manner that substantially ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
affects public areas?

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

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR assessed the impacts from wind and shadow that could result from

rezoning of the Mission Area Plan under the three rezoning options. Wind and shadow effects are

analyzed under Chapter IV.I, on pages 380-418; Chapter VI on pages 529-530; Chapter VIII on pages

C&R-118 to C&R-119; and Chapter IX, Appendix A on pages 31-32.

As discussed in the Project Description, the proposed project would consist of a ground-floor podium

occupying the project site, on top of which would be seven- and three-story residential structures

separated by open space (on the roof of the podium), with total heights of 88 feet (95 feet with an elevator

penthouse) and about 47 feet, respectively.

Wind

'The Initial Study to the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR found that wind impacts would be less-than-

significant because the proposed rezoning and community plans would not allow for structures tall

enough to create significant impacts on ground-level winds. Additionally, the Plai~uiing Department

would review specific future projects such that, if deemed necessary, wind-tunnel testing would occur to

ensure that project-level wind impacts are mitigated to aless-than-significant level.

For purposes of evaluating wind impacts under CEQA, the Planning Department uses the hazard

criterion, which is defined by Plaiuung Code section 148 as wind speeds that reach or exceed 26 miles per

hour for a singe hour of the year. Wind impacts are generally caused by large building masses extending

substantially above their surroundings, and by buildings oriented such that a large wall catches a

prevailing wind, particularly if such a wall includes little or no articulation. In general, projects less than

approximately 80 feet in height are unlikely to result in substantial adverse effects on ground-level winds

such that pedestrians would be uncomfortable.
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Based on the height and location of the proposed building, the Plaiuling Department requested a

pedestrian wind evaluation be prepared by a qualified wind consultant far the proposed projectb~ The

objective of the wind evaluation was to provide a qualitative, screening-level evaluation of the potential

wind impacts of the proposed development. The results of the wind evaluation are summarized below.

To characterize existing wind conditions near the project site, the wind consultant reviewed a wind

testing report conducted for the proposed 1979 Mission Street project (case number 20131543E)68, which

reported that the existing equivalent wind speeds range between 9 and 16 miles per hour on Mission

Street between 15th and 16~ streets. The wind evaluation also noted that the density and unifarmity of

development in an area influence wind speeds at the ground level, wherein a denser, more uniform built

environment results in a slower and more uniform wind environment at the pedestrian level. As

indicated in the Project Setting, the project vicinity is completely developed and largely consists of two-

to four-story buildings. Considering the available information from the 1979 Mission Street project wind

test and the height and density of surrounding development near the project site, the wind evaluation

characterizes the existing conditions near the project site as moderately windy with principal winds from

the west and northwest resulting in speeds on the 16th Street sidewalk at the project site to be at or above

the 11 miles per hour for more than 10 percent of the time (the Planning Code section 148 pedestrian

comfort criterion). Wind speeds on the Shotwell and Folsom street sidewalks at the project site are

estimated to currenfly be one to two miles per hour slower. These winds are controlled by the local street

grid near ground-level because building street walls tend to channel winds from the west down east-west

streets such as 16~ Street. Buildings on Shotwell, 16+x, Folsom streets and other streets near the project site

are generally one to three stories in height, forming solid street walls except for some gaps made by

parking lots. The wind evaluation considers it unlikely that a wind hazard (as specified above) currently

exists at the project site.

Although the proposed project would slightly increase wind speeds near the project site, the wind

evaluation determined it unlikely that a new wind hazard would occur because of the prevailing wind

directions at the project site, the wind-attenuating effects of neighboring buildings, and the orientation,

height and bulk of the proposed project itself. The wind evaluation noted that wind from the northwest

would strike the west and north faces of both the four-story and the eight-story project structures at

almost a 45-degree angle. The four-story structure would be partially sheltered by the adjacent building

to the north on Shotwell Street and the buildings on the west side of Shotwell Street. The eight-story

structure would, in-turn, be partly sheltered by the four-story structure. Winds coming from the

northwest that strike the north or west face of the four- and eight-story structures would largely be

directed downward and would flow, direcfly or indirectly, toward the project's central courtyard,

through the second floor opening and out over 16th Street at a height well above the sidewalk.

67 Environmental Science Associates, Potential Wind Effects of Residential Project, 1990 Folsom Street Development, San Francisco, CA,

Case No. 2016-015092ENV, May 24, 2017.

68 RWDI, 1979 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA. Final Pedestrian Wind Study, June 29, 2015. San Francisco Planning Department Case

Number 2013.1543E.
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Winds from the west-northwest would strike the proposed project structures at approximately a 65-

degree angle to their west facades and at approximately a 25-degree grazing angle to the north side of

both builclings. 'The west-northwest winds striking the west ends of both the four- and eight-story

structures would be directed down onto and southward along the Shotwell Street sidewalk.

Similarly, the wind evaluation found that the less frequent winds from the southwest striking both the

west end of the four-story structure and the south facade of the eight-story structure at nearly a 45-degree

angle would be slowed by buildings across Shotwell Street and further to the southwest. The four-story

structure would be relatively sheltered from southwest winds while the eight-story structure would

divide them, sending flows onto the 16~ Street sidewalk and north on Shotwell Street. While the project

may be expected to result in a noticeable increase in winds on nearby 16~ Street sidewalks, they would

not result in a pedestrian hazard.

Therefore, although the proposed project would be taller than surrounding buildings and would result in

a minor increase in pedestrian level wind speeds on Shotwell and 16~ streets, the wind evaluation

concluded that the proposed project would not result in a pedestrian—level wind hazard.

For informational purposes this discussion also includes pedestrian comfort criteria. The wind evaluation

anticipated that development of the proposed project would result in an approximately two to three mile-

per-hour increase in current wind speeds on nearby sidewalks; such changes are generally considered to

be insubstantial. In conclusion, the wind evaluation found that implementation of the proposed project

would not create a wind hazard or substantially affect the pedestrian wind environment.

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to wind that

were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Shadow

Plaruvng Code section 295 generally prohibits new structures above 40 feet in height that would cast

additional shadows on open space that is under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Park

Commission between one hour after sunrise and one hour before sunset, at any time of the year, unless

that shadow would not result in a significant adverse effect on the use of the open space. Under the

Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, sites surrounding parks could be redeveloped with

taller buildings without triggering section 295 because such parks would be under the jurisdiction of

departments other than the recreation and parks department or privately owned The Eastern

Neighborhoods PEIR could not conclude if the rezoning and community plans would result in less-than-

significant shadow impacts because the feasibility of complete mitigation for potential new shadow

impacts of unknown proposals could not be determined at that time. Therefore, the PEIR determined

shadow impacts to be significant and unavoidable. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR.
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As the proposed project would result in a building greater than 40 feet in height, the planning

department prepared a shadow fan analysis that determined that the proposed project does not have the

potential to cast new shadow on open space under the jurisdiction of the recreation and park department,

or on any other publicly accessible open space.69 Therefore, a more refined shadow study was not

conducted.

At times, the proposed project would shade portions of nearby streets and sidewalks and private

property within the project vicinity. 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 nearby properties 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.

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to shadow that

were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Not Analyzed in fhe Prior EIR

Substantially Less Than
Mitigated by Sign cant or
Uniformly Less Than
Applicable Significant

Analyzed in Development with Mitigation Significant
Topics: the Prior EIR No Impact Policies Incorporated Impact

9. RECREATION—Would the
project:

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

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

c) Physically degrade existing recreational ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
resources?

69 San Francisco Planning Department. Shadow Fan —1990 Folsom Street. July 11, 2017.
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The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on recreation under Chapter IV.H, on pages 363-379;

Chapter V, on page 525a; Chapter VIII on page C&R-34 and pages C&R-107 to C&R 118; and Chapter IX,

Appendix A on page 43.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods

Rezoning and Area Plans would not result in substantial or accelerated deterioration of existing

recreational resources or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that may have an

adverse effect on the environment. No mitigation measures related to recreational resources were

identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. However, the PEIR identified Improvement Measure H-1:

Support for Upgrades to Existing Recreation Facilities. This improvement measure calls for the City to

implement funding mechanisms for an ongoing program to repair, upgrade, and adequately maintain

park and recreation facilities to ensure the safety of users.

As part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan adoption, the City adopted impact fees for development in

Eastern Neighborhoods that go towards funding recreation and open space. Since certification of the

PEIR, the voters of San Francisco passed the 2012 San Francisco Clean and Safe Neighborhood Parks

Bond providing the Recreation and Parks Department an additional $195 million to continue capital

projects for the renovation and repair of parks, recreation, and open space assets. This funding is being

utilized for improvements and expansion to Garfield Square, South Park, Potrero Hill Recreation Center,

Warm Water Cove Park, and Pier 70 Parks Shoreline within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area. The

impact fees and the 2012 San Francisco Clean and Safe Neighborhood Parks Bond are funding measures

similar to that described in PEIR Improvement Measure H-1: Support for Upgrades to Existing Recreation

Facilities.

An update of the Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE) of the General Plan was adopted in April

2014. The amended ROSE provides a 20-year vision for open spaces in the City. It includes information

and policies about accessing, acquiring, funding, and managing open spaces in San Francisco. The

amended ROSE identifies areas within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area for acquisition and the

locations where new open spaces and open space connections should be built, consistent with PEIR

Improvement Measure H-2: Support for New Open Space. In addition, the amended ROSE identifies the

role of both the Better Streets Plan (refer to "Transportation and Circulation" section for description) and

the Green Connections Network in open space and recreation. Green Connections are special streets and

paths that connect people to parks, open spaces, and the waterfront, while enhancing the ecology of the

street environment. Six routes identified within the Green Connections Network cross the Eastern

Neighborhoods Plan area: Mission to Peaks (Route 6); Noe Valley to Central Waterfront (Route 8), a

portion of which has been conceptually designed; Tenderloin to Potrero (Route 18); Downtown to

Mission Bay (Route 19); Folsom, Mission Creek to McLaren (Route 20); and Shoreline (Route 24).
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Furthermore, the planning code requires a specified amount of new usable open space (either private or

common) for each new residential unit. Some developments are also required to provide privately

owned, publicly accessible open spaces. The plaiuzulg code open space requirements would help offset

some of the additional open space needs generated by increased residential population to the project

area. It is anticipated that the residents of the proposed project would use the on-site open space (e.g.,

rear yard, front entry court, terrace, and roof top areas) provided, and their uses of nearby parks and

recreational areas would not be so substantial such that substantial deterioration of parks would occur.

As discussed in the Project Description, the proposed project would provide a total of approximately

12,600 gsf of common open space. On June 23, 2017, the recreation and park department opened the Chan

Kaajal Park (formerly Folsom and 17~ Street Park). Also near the project site is the approuimately five-

acre Franklin Square Park, located at 16th and Bryant streets. Given ongoing improvements and increases

in recreational open space and facilities in the Mission subarea of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan areas,

and the projects proposed open space, the proposed project would not degrade or lead to substantial

deterioration of recreational facilities and is within the development projected under the Eastern

Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on recreation beyond

those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR

Substantially Less Than
Mitigated by Sign cant or
Uniformly Less Than
Applicable Signi~eant

Analyzed in Development with Mitigation Sign cant
Topics: the Prior EIR No Impact Policies Incorporated Impact

10. UTILITIES AND SERVICE
SYSTEMS—Would the project:

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

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

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

d) Have sufficient water supply available to ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or require
new or expanded water supply resources
or entitlements?
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Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR

Topics:

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

~ Be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the
projects solid waste disposal needs?

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

Analyzed in
the Prior EIR

Substantially Less Than
Mitigated by SigniFcant or
Uniformly Less Than
Applicable Sign cant
Development with Mitigation

No Impact Policies Incorporeted

❑ ❑

❑ ❑

❑ ❑

Significant
Impact

T'he Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on utilities and service systems under Chapter IX,

Appendix A on pages 32-43.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population would not

result in a significant impact to the provision of water, wastewater collection and treatment, and solid

waste collection and disposal. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR.

Since certification of the PEIR, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission adopted the 2010 Urban

Water Management Plan in June 2011. The water management plan update includes city-wide demand

projections to the year 2035, compares available water supplies to meet demand and presents water

demand management measures to reduce long-term water demand. Additionally, the water management

plan update includes a discussion of the conservation requirement set forth in Senate Bill 7, passed in

November 2009, mandating a statewide 20 percent reduction in per capita water use by 2020. T'he water

management plan includes a quantification of the coirunission's water use reduction targets and plan for

meeting these objectives. The water management plan projects sufficient water supply in normal years

and a supply shortfall during prolonged droughts. Plans are in place to institute varying degrees of water

conservation and rationing as needed in response to severe droughts.

In addition, the commission is in the process of implementing the Sewer System Improvement Program,

which is a 20-year, multi-billion-dollar citywide upgrade to the City's sewer and stormwater

infrastructure to ensure a reliable and seismically safe system. The program includes planned

improvements that will serve development in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area including at the

Southeast Treatment Plant, the Central Bayside System, and green infrastructure projects, such as the

Mission and Valencia Green Gateway.
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As the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning

and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on utilities and service systems beyond those

analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Not Analyzed in fhe Prior EIR

Substantially Less Than
Mitigated by Significant or
Uniformly Less Than
Applicable Sign cant

Analyzed in Development with Mitigation

Topics: the Prior EIR No Impact Policies Incorporated

11. PUBLIC SERVICES—Would
the project:

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

Sign cant
Impact

C

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on public services under Chapter IX, Appendix A on

pages 32-43.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population from area plans

implementation would not result in a significant impact to public services, including fire protection,

police protection, and public schools. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR.

As the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning

and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on public services beyond those analyzed in the

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.
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Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR

Substantially Less Than
Mitigated by Sign cant or
Uniformly Less Than
Applicable Sign cant

Analyzed in Development with Mitigation Significant
Topics: the Prior EIR No Impact Policies Incorporated Impact

12. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES—
Would the project:

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

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?

~ Conflict with the provisions of an adopted ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on biological resources under Chapter IV.M, on page
500; and Chapter IX, Appendix A on page 44.

As discussed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area is in a developed
urban environment that does not provide native natural habitat for any rare or endangered plant or

animal species. There are no riparian corridors, estuaries, marshes, or wetlands in the plan area that could
SAN FRAfl41SCa
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be affected by the development anticipated under the Area Plans. In addition, development envisioned

under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans would not substantially interfere with the movement of

any resident or migratory wildlife species. For these reasons, the PEIR concluded that implementation of

the Area Plan would not result in significant impacts on biological resources, and no mitigation measures

were identified.

The project site is within Mission Plan area of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans and does not

support habitat for any candidate, sensitive or special status species. As such, implementation of the

proposed project would not result in significant impacts to biological resources not identified in the

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Topics:

13. GEOLOGY AND SOILS—Would
the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial evidence
of a known fault? (Refer to Division
of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.)

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

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

Nof Analyzed in the Prior EIR

SubstanSally Less Than
Mitigated by Sign cant or
Uniformly Less Than
Applicable Significant

Analyzed in Development with Mitigation Significant
the Prior EIR No Impact Policies Incorporeted Impact

~ ❑

~ ❑

~ ❑

~ ❑

~ ❑

~ ❑

c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is ~
unstable, or that would become unstable
as a result of the project, and potentially
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or
collapse?

❑ ❑

❑ ❑

❑ ❑

❑ ❑

❑ ❑

❑ ❑

❑ ❑

❑~

❑~

■

■

■

■
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Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR

SubsfantiaUy Less Than
Mitigated by Significant or
UnHormly Less Than
Applicable Signrtcant

Analyzed in Development with Mitigation Significant

Topics: the Piioi EIR No Impact Policies Incorporated Impact

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

e) Have soils incapable of adequately ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?

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

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on geology and soils under Chapter IX, Appendix A on

pages 44-54.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that implementation of the area plans would indirectly

increase the population that would be subject to an earthquake, including seismically induced ground-

shaking, liquefaction, and landslides. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR also noted that new development

is generally safer than comparable older development due to improvements in building codes and

construction techniques. Compliance with applicable codes and recommendations made in project-

specific geotechnical analyses would not eliminate earthquake risks, but would reduce them to an

acceptable level, given the seismically active characteristics of the Bay Area. Thus, the PEIR concluded

that implementation of the Plan would not result in significant impacts regarding geology, and no
mitigation measures were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

A geotechnical investigation was prepared for the proposed project and one boring and five cone

penetration tests were made to various depths below the ground surface to determine subsurface soil

conditions.~~ The project site is underlain to a depth of five feet below the surface by surficial fill materials

placed in the latter half of the 19~ century. Below the fill materials are found loose to medium dense silty

sands to a depth of about 15 feet below ground surface. Below these silty sands are dense sands to a

~~ A3 GEO, Geotechnical Investigation Report, 1990 Folsom Street, November 23, 2016.
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depth of about 32 feet. The soils within this layer are not considered to be susceptible to liquefaction.~l The

dense sands are underlain by medium dense to dense silty sands with silt interbeds that are considered

susceptible to liquefaction. The dense silty sands are in turn underlain by stiff silts and clays to a depth of

about 54 to 72 feet below ground surface. 'This layer is not considered susceptible to liquefaction. Very

dense sands were found at the lowest point of the boring test, below the dense silty sands.

The boring test and the cone penetration tests found that groundwater below the project site is relatively

shallow at about two to seven feet below the ground surface. The groundwater was tested and found to

not be corrosive.

As noted in the project description, approximately 5,500 cubic yards are expected to be excavated to a

depth of about four feet below the ground surface for the proposed building's foundation. T'he

geotechnical investigation concluded that there is a low potential for surface fault rupture, landsliding,

inundation and lateral spreading to occur at the project site with an earthquake. However, liquefaction is

predicted to occur with the mauimum considered earthquake magnitude for rupture of the San Andreas

fault of 8.05. Accordingly, the geotechnical investigation provided two separate recommendations

intended to mitigate liquefaction and the potential for ground failure under seismic loading. First, the

geotechnical investigation recommended ground improvement conducting by deep soil mixing with

cement to densify susceptible soils so that they do not liquefy. Second, the proposed building could be

built upon deep foundations consisting of placing conventional drilled piers, driven piles, drilled

displacement piles or auger-cast piles to a depth below soils susceptible to liquefaction (the medium

dense to dense silty sands with silt interbeds). The project sponsor has elected to utilize the ground

improvement approach, densifying susceptible soils and conducting deep soil mixing. Specific criteria for

densifying soils and deep soil mixing are included in the geotechnical investigations, along with other

recommendations regarding various construction considerations, including site preparation, excavation,

utility trenches, and dewatering.

Implementation of the geotechnical investigation's recommendations would result in a less-than-

significant impact with respect to seismic hazards, including liquefaction. In addition, the project is

required to conform to the San Francisco Building Code, which ensures the safety of all new construction

in the City. The building department will review the project-specific geotechnical report during its review

of the building permit for the project and may require additional site specific soils reports) through the

building permit application process, as needed. T'he building department requirement for a geotechnical

report and review of the building permit application pursuant to the building departments

implementation of the building code would ensure that the proposed project would have no significant

impacts related to soils, seismic or other geological hazards.

~l Soil liquefaction is a phenomenon that occurs when vibrations or water pressure within a mass of soil cause the soil particles to

lose contact with one another. As a result, the soil behaves like a liquid and loses its ability to support weight. This condition is

most often associated with an earthquake vibrating water-saturated fill or unconsolidated soil. The City of San Francisco uses

liquefaction hazard maps prepared by the United States Geological Survey to assess the potential for liquefaction within the City.

See: hops://earth~uake.usQs.eov/hazards/urban/sfbavniquefaction/sfbav/. Accessed August 26, 2017.
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Considering the above, the proposed project would not result in a significant impact related to seismic

and geologic hazards. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to

geology and soils that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, and no mitigation

measures are necessary.

Not Analyzed in fhe Prior EIR

Substantially Less Than
Mitigated by Sign cant or
Unfformly Less Than
Applicable Sign cant

Analyzed in Development with Mitigation Sign cant

Topics: the Prior EIR No Impact Policies Incorporated Impact

14. HYDROLOGY AND WATER
QUALITY—Would the project:

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

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

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner that would
result in substantial erosion or siltation
on- or off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding on- or
off-site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

~ Otherwise substantially degrade water ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
quality?

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

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

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

j) Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving inundation by seiche, tsunami,
or mudflov~!?

1990 Folsom Street
2016-015092ENV

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR

Substantially Less Than
Mitigated by Significant or
Uniformly Less Than
Applicable Significant

Analyzed in Development with Mitigation Significant
the Prior EIR No Impact Policies Incorporefed Impact

~ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

~ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

~ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on hydrology and water quality under Chapter IV.M,

on page 500; and Chapter IX, Appendix A on pages 54-67.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population resulting from

implementation of the Area Plans would not result in a significant impact on hydrology and water

quality, including the combined sewer system and the potential for combined sewer outflows. No

mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR.

The current project site is completely covered by impervious surfaces. The amount of impervious surface

coverage on the project site would not change with implementation of the proposed project and the

amount of runoff would not substantially increase with construction of the project. In accordance with

the City's Stormwater Management Ordinance (Ordinance No. 83-10), the proposed project would be

subject to low impact design approaches (such as landscape solutions designed to capture stormwater

runoffl and stormwater management systems would be required to comply with the San Francisco

Stormwater Design Guidelines. 7z As a result, the proposed project would not increase stormwater runoff.

Additionally, a stormwater pollution prevention plan would be required to identify best management

practices and erosion and sedimentation control measures to keep sediment from entering City's

stormwater and sewer system during construction. The plan would be reviewed, approved, and enforced

~ Projects disturbing 5,000 square feet or more of ground surface are subject to the Stormwater Management Ordinance and must

therefore meet the performance measures set within the stormwater design guidelines, which are explained here:

http://default.sfplanning.org[~publications reports/Stormwater Design Guidelines Informational Letter.pdf. Accessed August

21, 2017.
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by the public utilities coirunission. As a result, the proposed project would not increase stormwater

runoff, alter the existing drainage, or violate water quality and waste discharge standards.

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts related to hydrology and

water quality that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR

Substantially Less Than
Mitigated by Sign cant or
Uniformly Less Than
Applicable Sign cant

Analyzed in Development wifh Mitigation Significant
Topics: the Prior EIR No Impact Policies Incorporated Impact

15. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS

MATERIALS—Would the

project:

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

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

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

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

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

~ Fora project within the vicinity of a ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
private airstrip, would the project result in
a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?
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Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR

Substantially Less Than
Mitigated by SignNicant or
Uniformly Less Than
Applicable Sign cant

Analyzed in Development with Mitigation

Topics: the P~iorE1R No Impact Policies Incorporated

g) Impair implementation of or physically ~ ~ ~ ~
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a ~ ~ ~ ~
significant risk of loss, injury, or death
irnolving fires?

Sign cant
Impact

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on hazards and hazardous materials under Chapter

IV.L, on pages 475-499; Chapter V, on page 523; Chapter VIII on page 34 and pages C&R-129 to C&R-130;

and Chapter IX, Appendix A on page 67.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR noted that implementation of any of the proposed project's rezoning

options would encourage construction of new development within the project area. The PEIR found that

there is a high potential to encounter hazardous materials during construction activities in many parts of

the project area because of the presence of 1906 earthquake fill, previous and current land uses associated

with the use of hazardous materials, and known or suspected hazardous materials cleanup cases.

However, the PEIR found that euisting regulations for facility closure, underground storage tank closure,

and investigation and cleanup of soil and groundwater would ensure implementation of measures to

protect workers and the community from exposure to hazardous materials during construction.

Hazardous Building Materials

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that future development in the plan area may involve

demolition or renovation of existing structures containing hazardous building materials. Some building

materials commonly used in older buildings could present a public health risk if disturbed during an

accident or during demolition or renovation of an existing building. Hazardous building materials

addressed in the PEIR include asbestos, electrical equipment such as transformers and fluorescent light

ballasts that contain polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) or di (2 ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), fluorescent

lights containing mercury vapors, and lead-based paints. Asbestos and lead-based paint may also present

a health risk to existing building occupants if they are in a deteriorated condition. If removed during

demolition of a building, these materials would also require special disposal procedures. 'The Eastern

Neighborhoods PEIR identified a significant impact associated with hazardous building materials

including PCBs, DEHP, and mercury and determined that that Mitigation Measure L-1: Hazardous

Builcling Materials would reduce effects to a less-than-significant level. Because the proposed

development includes demolition of an existing building, Mitigation Measure L-1 would apply to the

proposed project. The project sponsor has agreed to implement Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation

Measure L-1 as Project Mitigation Measure 3, which would require proper removal and disposal of
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hazardous building materials per applicable federal, state, and local laws (full text provided in the

"Mitigation Measures" section below and in the MMRP, which is attached herein as Attachment B).

Soil and Groundwater Contamination

Since certification of the PEIR, article 22A of the health code, also known as the Maher Ordinance, was

expanded to include properties throughout the City where there is potential to encounter hazardous

materials, primarily industrial zoning districts, sites with industrial uses or underground storage tanks,

sites with historic bay fill, and sites in close proximity to freeways or underground storage tanks. The

over-arching goal of the Maher Ordinance, which is overseen by the health department, is to protect

public health and safety by requiring appropriate handling, treatment, disposal and when necessary,

remediation of contaminated soils that are encountered in the building construction process. Projects that

disturb 50 cubic yards or more of soil that are located on sites with potentially hazardous soil or

groundwater within Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area are subject to this ordinance.

The proposed project, which would require excavation of approximately 5,500 cubic yards of soil to a

depth of four feet below the ground surface across the project site, is in an area suspected of soil and/or

water contamination as indicated by the Maher Map.73 As noted in the Project Description above, the

project site has been developed as a bakery distribution center with production storage, retail space and

maintenance bays to repair delivery trucks. Given its past light industrial land use and the truck

maintenance bays, the project site is subject to article 22A of the health code. In compliance with the

Maher Ordinance, the project sponsor submitted a Maher Application to the public health department

and phase I and II environmental site assessments were prepared to assess the potential for site

contamination.74-'s,'6

The phase I site assessment observed that the project site had been developed with a residence as early as

1889 and, by the 1960s, was utilized as a truck service and sales department for various bakeries. The

three underground storage tanks (a 350-gallon waste oil tank, 7,500-gallon gasoline tank and 10,000-

gallon diesel tank) were installed in the 1960s and 1970s. Past environmental activities included the

removal of three underground storage tanks near the loading dock and the removal of a hydraulic lift

system located in the truck maintenance building. The phase I site assessment determined that all three

underground storage tanks were removed under permit, and the underground hydraulic lift system and

associated utilities were removed from the truck maintenance bay in 2007. Although two 55-gallon drums

of soil with evidence of hydraulic oil were removed, complete removal was not possible due to access

and stability issues. 'The public health department issued a No Further Action letter on October 12, 2007

73 San Francisco Planning Department, Expanded Maher Area March 2015, available at: htt~://www.sf-

planning.org~p/files/publications reports library of cartogra~hv/Maher%20Ma~.pdf. Accessed September 15, 2017.

74 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Maher Ordinance Application 1990 Folsom Street, August 9, 2017.

75 Gannett Fleming, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 1990 Folsom Street, San Francisco. June 2015.

76 Gannett Fleming, Phase II Environmental Site Assessment Summary Report1990 Folsom Street, San Francisco. February 1, 2016.
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with the condition that if future excavation occurs beneath the truck maintenance garage, the soil should

be appropriately characterized and disposed of in a landfill.

Accordingly, a phase II site assessment was conducted to delineate the contaminated soil that may have

been left on site and evaluate potential subsurface impacts related to recognized environmental

conditions that were identified in the phase I site assessment. The phase II site assessment collected soil,

groundwater and soil vapor samples for laboratory analysis in the immediate area of the truck

maintenance garage. The results of this investigation included the following:

• Volatile organic compounds were not detected at or above reporting limits in any soil samples;

• Total petroleum hydrocarbons, such as diesel fuel, were detected in one soil sample at a

concentration of 12 mg/kg. Total petroleum hydrocarbons were not detected in the remaining soil

samples;

• Volatile organic compounds and total petroleum hydrocarbons were not detected above

reporting limits in the groundwater sample; and

• Some volatile organic compound constituents were detected in the soil vapor sample. All

detected volatile organic compounds were reported below their respective screening levels.

Given the presence of contaminants,. a site history and work plan was prepared and submitted to the

public health department for review.~~ The site history and work plan summarizes the project site history

regarding hazardous materials, specifies field sampling protocols for the testing of soil and groundwater

before and during excavation, and establishes laboratory analyses protocols. T'he site history and work

plan was reviewed and approved by the health department. ~$ If sampling determines that contaminated

soils or groundwater are present, then the project sponsor would be required by the health department to

remediate potential soil and/or groundwater contamination in accordance with article 22A of the health

code, inclucling a site mitigation plan for the safe removal and disposal of any hazardous materials.

Considering this information, as well as the oversight of the proposed project by the health department

pursuant to the Maher Ordinance, the proposed project would not have any significant hazardous

materials impacts and would not result in any significant impacts related to hazardous materials that

were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

" AEW Engineering, Inc., Final Site History Report and Site Characterization Work Plan, San Francisco Departrnent of Public

Health's Article 22A Compliance, 1990 Folsom Street Site, San Francisco, California, March 23, 2017.

7e San Francisco Department of Public Health Environmental Health Branch —Site Assessment and Mitigation, SFHC Article 22A

Compliance 1990 Folsom Street Site San Francisco EHB-SAM Case Number: 1548, March 29, 2017.
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Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR

Substantially Less Than
Mitigated by Significant or
Uniformly Less Than
Applicable Significant

Analyzed in Development with Mitigation Significant

Topies: the Prior EIR No Impact Policies Incorporated Impact

16. MINERAL AND ENERGY
RESOURCES—Would the
project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of
the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?

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

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on mineral and energy resources under Chapter IV.M,

page 500; and Chapter IX, Appendix A on page 67.

T'he Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the Area Plans would facilitate the construction of

both new residential units and commercial buildings. Development of these uses would not result in use

of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy in a wasteful manner or in the context of energy use

throughout the City. and region. The energy demand for individual builclings would be typical for such

projects and would meet, or exceed, current state and local codes and standards concerning energy

consumption, including Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations enforced by the building

departrnent. T'he plan area does not include any natural resources routinely extracted and the rezoning

does not result in any natural resource extraction programs. Therefore, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR

concluded that implementation of the Area Plans would not result in a significant impact on mineral and

energy resources. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR.

As the proposed project is located within the Eastern Neighborhoods plan area and is consistent with the

development density established under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, there

would be no additional impacts on mineral and energy resources beyond those analyzed in the Eastern

Neighborhoods PEIR.
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Topics:

17. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST
RESOURCES—Would the
project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance, as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?

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 (as defined in
Public Resources Code Section
12220(8)) or timberland (as defined by
Public Resources Code Section 4526)?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location
or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland to non-agricultural use or forest
land to non-forest use?

1990 Folsom Street
2016-015092ENV

Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR

Substantially Less Than
Mitigated by Significant or
Uniformly Less Than
Applicable Significant

Analyzed in Development with Mitigation Sign cant
the Prior EIR No Impact Policies Incorporated Impact

~ ~ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

~ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

~ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

~ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

~ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR analyzes effects on agricultural resources under Chapter IV.M, on page

500.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that no agricultural resources exist in the Area Plans;
therefore, the rezoning and community plans would have no effect on agricultural resources. No
mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR did not analyze the
effects on forest resources.

As the proposed project is within the Eastern Neighborhoods plan area which does not contain
agricultural or forest resources, and is consistent with the development density established under the
Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on agriculture
and forest resources beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.
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Not Analyzed in the Prior EIR

Substantially Less Than
Mitigated by Significant or
Uniformly Less Than
Applicable Sign cant

Analyzed in Development with Mitigation Sign cant
Topics: fhe Prior EIR No Impact Policies Incorporated Impact

18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE—Would the
project:

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
of the environment, substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community,
reduce the number or restrict the range of
a rare or endangered plant or animal, or
eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

b) Have impacts that would be individually ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
limited, but cumulatively considerable?
("Cumulatively considerable" means that
the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects.)

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

'The proposed project would not substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish

or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal

community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare ar endangered plant or animal. The

project sponsor would be required to prepare an archeological testing program to more definitively

identify the potential for California Register-eligible archeological. resources to be present within the

project site and determine the appropriate action necessary to reduce the potential effect of the project on

archeological resources to aless-than-significant level. For these reasons, the proposed project would not

result in the elimination of important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory.

The proposed project would not combine with past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects to

create significant cumulative impacts related to any of the topics discussed in this infill environmental

checklist. There would be no significant cumulative impacts to which the proposed project would make

cumulatively considerable contributions.

As construction of the proposed project would generate temporary noise from the use of heavy

construction equipment that could affect nearby residents and other sensitive receptors, the project

sponsor is required to develop and implement a set of noise attenuation measures during construction. In

addition, all construction activities would be subject to and required to comply with the San Francisco
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Noise Ordinance. The proposed project would also be required to comply with the Construction Dust

Control Ordinance, which would reduce the quantity of fugitive dust generated during project-related

construction activities. The project site is not located within the air pollutant exposure zone; therefore, the

ambient health risk to sensitive receptors from air pollutants is not considered substantial. For these

reasons, the proposed project would not result in environmental effects that would cause substantial

adverse effects on human beings.

MITIGATION MEASURES

ARCHEOLGOICAL RESOURCES

Project Mitigation Measure 1—Archeological Testing (Eastern Neighborhoods Mitigation Measure J-3)

Based on a reasonable presumption that archeological resources may be present within the project site,

the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the

proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. The project sponsor shall retain the

services of an archeological consultant from the rotational Department Qualified Archeological

Consultants List (QACL) maintained by the Plaruling Department archeologist. 'The project sponsor shall

contact the Department archeologist to obtain the names and contact information for the next three
archeological consultants on the QACL. The archeological consultant shall undertake an archeological

testing program as specified herein. In addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct an

archeological monitoring and/or data recovery program if required pursuant to this measure. The
archeological consultant's work shall be conducted in accordance with this measure at the direction of the

Environmental Review Officer (ERO). All plans and reports prepared by the consultant as specified

herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and comment, and shall be considered

draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data

recovery programs required by this measure could suspend construction of the project for up to a

ma~cimum of four weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended

beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a les-than-significant

level potential effects on a significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5

(a) and (c).

Consultation with Descendant Communities: On discovery of an archeological site79 associated with

descendant Native Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant group an

'~ By the term "archeological site" is intended here to minimally include any archeological deposit, feahxre, burial, or evidence of
burial.
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appropriate representative80 of the descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted. The representative

of the descendant group shall be given the opportunity to monitor archeological field investigations of

the site and to offer recommendations to the ERO regarding appropriate archeological treatment of the

site, of recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the associated

archeological site. A copy of the Final Archeological Resources Report shall be provided to the

representative of the descendant group.

Archeological Testing Program. 'The archeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the ERO for review

and approval an archeological testing plan (ATP). The archeological testing program shall be conducted

in accordance with the approved ATP. The ATP shall identify the property types of the expected

archeological resources) that potentially could be adversely affected by the proposed project, the testing

method to be used, and the locations recommended for testing. The purpose of the archeological testing

program will be to determine to the extent possible the presence or absence of archeological resources and

to identify and to evaluate whether any archeological resource encountered on the site constitutes an

historical resource under CEQA.

At the completion of the archeological testing program, the archeological consultant shall submit a

written report of the findings to the ERO. If based on the archeological testing program the archeological

consultant finds that significant archeological resources may be present, the ERO in consultation with the

archeological consultant shall determine if additional measures are warranted. Additional measures that

may be undertaken include additional archeological testing, archeological monitoring, and/or an

archeological data recovery program. No archeological data recovery shall be undertaken without the

prior approval of the ERO or the Plaiuling Department archeologist. If the ERO determines that a

significant archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected by the

proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either:

A) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on the significant

archeological resource; or

B) A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that the

archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research significance and that interpretive

use of the resource is feasible.

Archeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO, in consultation with the archeological consultant,

determines that an archeological monitaring program shall be implemented the archeological monitoring

program shall minimally include the following provisions:

80 An "appropriate representative' of the descendant group is here defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any

individual listed in the current Native American Contact List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the

California Native American Heritage Commission and in the case of the Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of

America. An appropriate representative of other descendant groups be determined in consultation with the Department

archeologist.
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• The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the

AMP reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing acrivities commencing. The ERO in

consultation with the archeological consultant shall determine what project activities shall be

archeologically monitored. In most cases, any soils- disturbing activities, such as demolition,

foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation, foundation work, driving of piles

(foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require archeological monitoring because

of the risk these activities pose to potential archeological resources and to their depositional

context;

• The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the alert for evidence of

the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of the expected

resource(s), and of the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an archeological

resource;

• The archeological monitors) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule agreed

upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with project

archeological consultant, determined that project construction activities could have no effects on

significant archeological deposits;

• The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples and

artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis;

• If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity of the

deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect

demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction activities_and equipment until the deposit is

evaluated. If in the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological

monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity may affect an archeological resource,

the pile driving activity shall be terminated until an appropriate evaluation of the resource has

been made in consultation with the ERO. The archeological consultant shall immediately nofify

the ERO of the encountered archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall make a

reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered

archeological deposit, and present the findings of this assessment to the ERO.

Whether significant archeological resources are encountered, the archeological consultant shall submit a

written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the ERO.

Archeological Data Recovery Program. The archeological data recovery program shall be conducted in accord

with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRI'). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO

shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft ADRP. The archeological

consultant shall submit a draft ADRl' to the ERO. The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data

recovery program will preserve the significant information the archeological resource is expected to

contain. That is, the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the

expected resource, what data classes the resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data

classes would address the applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, should be limited to

the portions of the historical property that could be adversely affected by the proposed project.
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Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to portions of the archeological resources if

nondestructive methods are practical.

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements:

• Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and

operations.

• Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact

analysis procedures.

• Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post-field discard and

deaccession policies.

• Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive program during the

course of the archeological data recovery program.

• Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the archeological resource from

vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally damaging activities.

• Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of results.

• Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the curation of any recovered

data having potential research value, identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a

summary of the accession policies of the curation facilities.

Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human remains and of

associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply

with applicable State and Federal laws. This shall include inunediate notification of the Coroner of the City

and County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner's determination that the human remains are

Native American remains, notification of the California State Native American Heritage Commission

(NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The

archeological consultant, project sponsor, ERO, and MLD shall have up to but not beyond six days of

discovery make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of human remains and

associated or unassociated funerary objects with appropriate dignity (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)).

The agreement should take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis,

custodianship, curation, and final disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated

funerary objects. Nothixig in existing State regulations or in this mitigation measure compels the project

sponsor and the ERO to accept recommendations of an MLD. The archeological consultant shall retain

possession of any Native American human remains and associated or unassociated burial objects until

completion of any scientific analyses of the human remains or objects as specified in the treatment

agreement if such agreement has been made or, otherwise, as determined by the archeological consultant

and the ERO.

Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final Archeological

Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered

archeological resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods employed in the
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archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery programs) undertaken. Information that may put at risk

any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report.

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 (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a

copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental P1axuling division of the Planning

Department shall receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the

FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation

for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In

instances of high public interest in or the high interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a

different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.

NOISE

Project Mitigation Measure 2 —Construction Noise (Eastern Neighborhoods Mitigation Measure F-2)

The project sponsor shall develop a set of site-specific noise attenuation measures under the supervision

of a qualified acoustical consultant. Prior to commencing construction, a plan for such measures shall be

submitted to the Department of Building Inspection to ensure that maximum feasible noise attenuation

will be achieved. These attenuation measures shall include as many of the following control strategies as

feasible:

• Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around a construction site, particularly where a site

adjoins noise-sensitive uses;

• Utilize noise control blankets on a building structure as the building is erected to reduce noise

emission from the site;

• Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receivers by temporarily improving the noise

reduction capability of adjacent buildings housing sensitive uses;

• Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking noise measurements;

• Post signs on-site pertaining to permitted construction days and hours and complaint procedures

and who to notify in the event of a problem, with telephone numbers listed.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Project Mitigation Measure 3 —Hazardous Building Materials (Eastern Neighborhoods Mitigation

Measure L-1)

The project sponsor shall ensure that any equipment containing PCBs or DEPH, such as fluorescent light

ballasts, are removed and properly disposed of according to applicable federal, state, and local laws prior

to the start of renovation, and that any fluorescent light tubes, which could contain mercury, are similarly

removed and properly disposed of. Any other hazardous materials identified, either before or during

work, shall be abated according to applicable federal, state, and local laws.
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IMPROVEMENT MEASURES

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

Project Improvement Measure I-Loading-1: Management of Passenger Loading Activities

The Project Sponsor will direct building tenants—including residents, the operators of the on-site

childcare facility, and the tenants of the PDR spaces—to avoid conducting passenger loading activities

along Folsom Street unless they are accommodated in available on-street parking spaces. Specifically, the

Project Sponsor will discourage building tenants from conducting passenger loading activities while

obstructing travel lanes (including both general-purpose travel lanes and bicycle lanes) along Folsom

Street and will be encouraged to use available on- or off-street parking or the two passenger loading

zones proposed by the Project along Shotwell Street and 16th Street. In conjunction with these efforts, the

Project Sponsor will also instruct building tenants to similarly hold their affiliates and associates—

including guests/visitors, customers, and staff/employees—to these same conditions when conducting

passenger loading activities at the site.

In addition, it will be the responsibility of the Project Sponsar to ensure that Project-generated passenger

loading activities along Shotwell Street and 16th Street are accommodated within the confines of the

proposed on-street white zones or in available on-street parking spaces. Specifically, the Project Sponsor

will monitor passenger loading activities at the proposed zones to ensure that such activities are in

compliance with the following requirements:

That double parking, queuing, or other Project-generated activities do not result in intrusions into

the adjacent travel lane (whether ageneral-purpose travel lane, transit-only lane, or bicycle lane)

or obstruction of the adjacent sidewalk. Any Project-generated vehicle conducting, or attempting

to conduct, passenger pick-up or drop-off activities will not occupy the adjacent travel lane such

that transit, bicycle, or traffic circulation is inhibited, and associated passengers and pedestrian

activity will not occupy the adjacent sidewalk such that pedestrian circulation is inhibited.

• That vehicles conducting passenger loading activities are not stopped in the passenger loading

zone for an extended period of time. In this context, an "extended period of time" shall be

defined as more than five (5) consecutive minutes at any time.

Should passenger loading activities at the proposed on-street passenger loading zones not be in

compliance with the above requirements, the Project Sponsor will employ abatement methods as needed

to ensure compliance. Suggested abatement methods may include, but are not limited to, employment or

deployment of staff to direct passenger loading activities; use of off-site parking facilities or shared

parking with nearby uses; additional transportation demand management (TDM) measures described in

the Planning Commission's TDM Program Standards; and / or limiting hours of access to the passenger

loading zones. Any new abatement measures will be reviewed and approved by the Plaruung

Department.
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If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, suspects that Project-generated passenger loading

activities in the proposed passenger loading zones are not in compliance with the above requirements,

the Planning Department shall notify the property. owner in writing. The property owner, or his or her

designated agent (such as building management), shall hire a qualified transportation consultant to

evaluate conditions at the site for no less than seven total days. The consultant shall submit a report to

the Planning Department documenting conditions. Upon review of the report, the Planning Department

shall determine whether or not Project-generated passenger loading activities are in compliance with the

above requirements, and shall notify the property owner of the determination in writing.

If the Planning Department determines that passenger loading activities are not in compliance with the

above requirements, upon notification, the property owner or his or her designated agent will have 90

days from the date of the written determination to carry out abatement measures. If after 90 days the

Planning Department determines that the property owner or his or designated agent has been

unsuccessful at ensuring compliance with the above requirements, use of the on-street passenger loading

zone will be restricted during certain time periods or events to ensure compliance. These restrictions will

be determined by the Planning Department in coordination with the SFMTA, as deemed appropriate

based on the consultant's evaluation of site conditions, and communicated to the property owner in

writing. The property owner or his or her designated agent will be responsible for relaying these

restrictions to building tenants to ensure compliance.

Project Improvement Measure I-Loading-2: Management of Freight Loading Activities

The Project Sponsor will ensure that building management or the tenant of the proposed western PDR

space stations attendants) during all vehicle movements into and out of the Project's off-street freight

loading space along Shotwell Street. The attendant's primary duties would include ensuring that these

movements occur without negatively affecting bicycle, pedestrian, and traffic safety and minimizing any

disruptions to bicycle, pedestrian, and traffic circulation. The Project Sponsor will also ensure that tenants

report any expected use of the off-street freight loading space to building management and that building

management coordinates freight loading activities to maximize use of the off-street space (in lieu of

disruptive alternatives such as double parking on-street) to the extent feasible and minimizes any

scheduling conflicts between freight loading activities. Movements into and out of the freight loading

space will also be restricted to periods outside of the peak drop-off /pick-up periods for the proposed

childcare facility to minimize potential conflicts.

Project Improvement Measure I-Event-1: Event-Related Transportation Strategies

In addition to the measures described under Improvement Measure I-LOADING-1 ("Management of

Passenger Loading Activities"), other measures may be warranted to minimize any potential disruptions

to transit, bicycle, pedestrian, and traffic circulation as a result of events at the Project site. When booking

or hosting events in the building's PDR spaces, the proposed PDR tenant and building management will

work internally (for internal events) or in coordination with event sponsors (for external events) to

identify the expected transportation needs of the event and implement improvement measures to assist

with event-related passenger loading. Potential measures could include (but are not limited to) the

following:
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For events that may generate substantial demand for curbside passenger loading in excess of

regular (non-event) conditions, manage use of the proposed passenger loading zones to ensure

that sufficient space is provided to accommodate the additional vehicles while maintaining

regular (non-event) use of the zone. If necessary, apply for (temporary) extended hours for the

passenger loading zones) through the SFMTA to better accommodate event-related passenger

loading. If additional space is necessary, apply for temporary signage through the SFMTA to

convert on-street parking in the immediate vicinity of the Project site into additional space for

event-related passenger loading. If warranted, implement a temporary curbside valet program

or deploy staff to direct and facilitate passenger loading activities to maximize efficient use of the

zones and minimize disruptions to transit, bicycle, pedestrian, and traffic circulation.

Provide general transit information (e.g., directions to /from key transit hubs, routes, schedules,

fares) to event sponsors and hosts (i.e., organizations or individuals renting the event space) for

distribution to event attendees, and encourage attendees to take transit, bike, ar walk when

traveling to /from the event. If necessary, provide general information about nearby public

parking facilities (e.g., maps, directions, rates, etc.) to event sponsors for distribution to event

attendees.

Project Improvement Measure I-Construction-1: Construction Traffic Management

The Project Sponsor will implement measures to minimize the effects of Project-related construction

activities on transit, bicycle, pedestrian, and traffic circulation. Potential measures could include (but are

not limited to) the following:

• Construction contractors) for the Project will coardinate construction activities with other

construction activities that may take place concurrently in the vicinity of the Project site.

Potential measures could include establishing regular coordination protocols (e.g., a weekly

liaison meeting between general contractors to discuss upcoming activities and resolve conflicts);

offsetting schedules (e.g., scheduling materials deliveries, concrete pours, crane assembly /

disassembly, and other major activities at different hours or on different days to avoid direct

overlap); shared travel and / or parking solutions for construction workers (e.g., helping establish

an informal vanpool /carpool program); and other measures.

• The Project Sponsor will provide regular construction updates to notify nearby businesses and

residents of upcoming construction activities and related effects on local access and circulation,

such as peak truck days (e.g., for concrete pours); travel lane, parking lane, or sidewalk closures;

and transit stop relocations. The update will also provide contact information for specific

inquiries or concerns regarding Project-related construction activities.

• 'The Project Sponsor will require that the construction contractors) for the Project encourage

workers to take transit, rideshare, bicycle, or walk when traveling to and from the construction

site.
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On the basis of this evaluation:

1990 Folsom Street
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~ I find that the proposed infill project would not have any significant effects on the
envirorunent that either have not already been analyzed in a prior EIR or that are more
significant than previously analyzed, or that uniformly applicable development policies would
not substantially mitigate. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21094.5, CEQA does not
apply to such effects. A Notice of Determination (Section 15094) will be filed.

❑ I find that the proposed infill project will have effects that either have not been analyzed in a
prior EIR, or are more significant than described in the prior EIR, and that no uniformly
applicable development policies would substantially mitigate such effects. With respect to
those effects that are subject to CEQA, I find that such effects would not be significant and a
Negative Declaration, or if the project is a Transit Priority Project a Sustainable Communities
Environmental Assessment, will be prepared.

❑ I find that the proposed infill project will have effects that either have not been analyzed in a
prior EIR, or are more significant than described in the prior EIR, and that no uniformly
applicable development policies would substantially mitigate such effects. I find that although
those effects could be significant, there will not be a significant effect in this case because
revisions in the infill project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A
Mitigated Negative Declaration, or if the project is a Transit Priority Project a Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessment, will be prepared.

❑ I find that the proposed infill project would have effects that either have not been analyzed in
a prior EIR, or are more significant than described in the prior EIR, and that no uniformly
applicable development policies would substantially mitigate such effects. I find that those
effects would be significant, and an infill EIR is required to analyze those effects that are
subject to CEQA.
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e
c
o
v
e
r
y
 P
la
n/
Te
st
in
g

P
r
o
g
r
a
m
 (
A
R
D
/
T
P
)
.
 T
'h

e 
ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
co

ns
ul

ta
nt

 s
ha
ll

u
nd

er
ta

ke
 a
n
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 t
es

ti
ng

 p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 a
s 
sp
ec
if
ie
d 
he
re
in
.

In
 a
dd

it
io

n,
 t
he
 c
on

su
lt

an
t 
sh

al
l 
b
e
 a
va
il
ab
le
 t
o 
c
o
n
d
u
c
t
 a
n

ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
mo

ni
to

ri
ng

 a
nd

/o
r 
da
ta
 r
ec
ov
er
y 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 i
f

re
qu

ir
ed

 p
u
r
s
u
a
n
t
 t
o 
th
is
 m
e
a
s
u
r
e
.
 T
h
e
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al

c o
ns
ul
ta
nt
's
 w
o
r
k
 s
ha
ll
 b
e
 c
o
n
d
u
c
t
e
d
 i
n 
ac
co
rd
an
ce
 w
it
h 
th
is

m
ea
su
re
 a
t 
th

e 
di
re
ct
io
n 
of
 t
he
 E
R
O
.
 A
ll

 p
la

ns
 a
nd
 r
ep
or
ts

p
re

pa
re

d 
b
y
 t
he

 c
on

su
lt

an
t 
as

 s
pe

ci
fi

ed
 h
er
ei
n 
sh
al
l 
b
e

R
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y

f
o
r

I
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

M
i
t
i
g
a
t
i
o
n
 

M
o
n
i
t
o
r
i
n
g
/
R
e
p
o
r
t
i
n
g
 

M
o
n
i
t
o
r
i
n
g

S
c
h
e
d
u
l
e
 

R
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y
 

S
c
h
e
d
u
l
e

P
ro
je
ct
 s
po
ns
or
,

p
ro
je
ct
 c
on
tr
ac
to
r,

p
ro
je
ct

ar
ch

eo
lo

gi
st

.

Pr
io

r 
to

is
su
an
ce
 o
f

a
n
y
 p
er
mi
t 
fo
r

so
il
s-

di
st
ur
bi
ng

ac
ti
vi
ti
es
 a
n
d

d
ur
in
g

co
ns
tr
uc
ti
on

ac
ti
vi
ti
es
.

Pr
oj

ec
t 
sp
on
so
r,
 p
ro
je
ct

co
nt

ra
ct

or
, 
pr

oj
ec

t

ar
ch

eo
lo

gi
st

, 
E
R
O
.

Pr
io

r 
to
 a
nd

d
ur

in
g 
so
il
s-

di
st
ur
bi
ng
 a
n
d

co
ns
tr
uc
ti
on

ac
ti
vi
ti
es
.

1
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0
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O
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R
O
J
E
C
T
 

C
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.
 2
0
1
6
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1
5
0
9
2
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V
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O
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O
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M
O
N
I
T
O
R
I
N
G
 A
N
D
 R
E
P
O
R
T
I
N
G
 P
R
O
G
R
A
M

A
.
 A
d
o
p
t
e
d
 M
i
t
i
g
a
t
i
o
n
 M
e
a
s
u
r
e
s

su
bm
it
te
d 
fi

rs
t 
a
n
d
 d
ir

ec
tl

y 
to
 t
he
 E
R
O
 f
or
 r
ev

ie
w 
a
nd

co
m
m
e
n
t
,
 a
n
d
 s
ha
ll
 b
e
 c
on

si
de

re
d 
dr
af
t 
re
po
rt
s 
su

bj
ec

t 
to

re
vi
si
on
 u
nt

il
 f
in

al
 a
pp
ro
va
l 
b
y
 t
he
 E
R
O
.
 A
rc

he
ol

og
ic

al

m
on
it
or
in
g 
a
nd

/o
r 
da
ta
 r
ec

ov
er

y 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
 r
eq
ui
re
d 
b
y
 t
hi
s

m
ea
su
re
 c
ou

ld
 s
u
s
p
e
n
d
 c
on

st
ru

ct
io

n 
of
 t
he

 p
ro

je
ct

 f
or
 u
p
 t
o 
a

m
a
x
i
m
u
m
 o
f 
fo

ur
 w
e
e
k
s
.
 A
t
 t
he

 d
ir
ec
ti
on
 o
f 
th
e 
E
R
O
,
 th
e

su
sp

en
si

on
 o
f 
co

ns
tr

uc
ti

on
 c
a
n
 b
e
 e
x
t
e
n
d
e
d
 b
e
y
o
n
d
 f
ou
r 
w
e
e
k
s

o
nl
y 
if
 s
u
c
h
 a
 s
us
pe
ns
io
n 
is

 t
he

 o
nl
y 
fe

as
ib

le
 m
e
a
n
s
 t
o 
r
e
d
u
c
e
 t
o

a 
le
ss
 t
ha
n 
si
gn
if
ic
an
t 
le
ve
l 
po
te
nt
ia
l 
ef
fe
ct
s 
o
n
 a
 s
ig
ni
fi
ca
nt

ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
re

so
ur

ce
 a
s 
de

fi
ne

d 
in
 C
E
Q
A
 G
ui
de
li
ne
s 
Se
ct
io
n

1 5
06

4.
5 
(a
)(
c)
.

A
rc

he
ol

og
ic

al
 T
es

ti
ng

 P
ro
gr
am
. 
T
h
e
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 c
on

su
lt

an
t 
sh
al
l

p
re

pa
re

 a
n
d
 s
u
b
m
i
t
 t
o 
th
e 
E
R
O
 f
or
 r
ev

ie
w 
a
nd
 a
pp
ro
va
l 
a
n

ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
te
st
in
g 
pl

an
 (
A
T
P
)
.
 T
h
e
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 t
es

ti
ng

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 s
ha
ll
 b
e
 c
o
n
d
u
c
t
e
d
 i
n 
ac
co
rd
an
ce
 w
it
h 
th

e 
a
p
p
r
o
v
e
d

A
T
P
.
 T
h
e
 A
T
P
 s
ha
ll
 i
de
nt
if
y 
th
e 
pr

op
er

ty
 t
y p
e
s
 o
f 
th
e 
ex
pe
ct
ed

ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
re
so
ur
ce
s)
 th
at
 p
ot

en
ti

al
ly

 c
ou

ld
 b
e
 a
dv
er
se
ly

af
fe

ct
ed

 b
y
 t
he
 p
r
o
p
o
s
e
d
 p
ro
je
ct
, t

he
 t
es
ti
ng
 m
e
t
h
o
d
 t
o 
b
e
 u
se
d,

an
d
 t
he
 l
oc
at
io
ns
 r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
e
d
 f
or
 t
es

ti
ng

. 
T
h
e
 p
u
r
p
o
s
e
 o
f 
th
e

ar
ch

eo
lo

gi
ca

l 
te
st
in
g 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 w
il

l 
b
e
 t
o 
de
te
rm
in
e 
to
 t
he

 e
xt

en
t

p
os
si
bl
e 
th

e 
pr

es
en

ce
 o
r 
ab
se
nc
e 
of
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 r
es

ou
rc

es
 a
nd

t o
 i
de

nt
if

y 
a
nd
 t
o 
ev
al
ua
te
 w
h
e
t
h
e
r
 a
n
y
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 r
es

ou
rc

e
e n
co
un
te
re
d 
o
n
 t
he
 s
it
e 
co

ns
ti

tu
te

s 
a
n
 h
is

to
ri

ca
l 
re

so
ur

ce
 u
n
d
e
r

C
E
Q
A
.

A
t 
th

e 
co

mp
le

ti
on

 o
f 
th
e 
ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
te
st
in
g 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
,
 t
he

ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
co

ns
ul

ta
nt

 s
ha
ll
 s
u
b
m
i
t
 a
 w
ri

tt
en

 r
ep
or
t 
of
 t
he

f i
nd
in
gs
 t
o 
th

e 
E
R
O
.
 If

 b
a
s
e
d
 o
n
 t
he
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 t
es

ti
ng

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 t
he

 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 c
on

su
lt

an
t 
fi
nd
s 
th
at
 s
ig
ni
fi
ca
nt

a r
ch

eo
lo

gi
ca

l 
re

so
ur

ce
s 
m
a
y
 b
e
 p
re

se
nt

, 
th
e 
E
R
O
 i
n 
co
ns
ul
ta
ti
on

1
9
9
0
 F
O
L
S
O
M
 S
T
R
E
E
T
 P
R
O
J
E
C
T

M
I
T
I
G
A
T
I
O
N
 M
O
N
I
T
O
R
I
N
G
 A
N
D
 R
E
P
O
R
T
I
N
G
 P
R
O
G
R
A
M

R
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y

fo
r
 

M
i
t
i
g
a
t
i
o
n
 

M
o
n
i
t
o
r
i
n
g
/
R
e
p
o
r
t
i
n
g
 

M
o
n
i
t
o
r
i
n
g

Im
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
 

S
c
h
e
d
u
l
e
 

R
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y
 

S
c
h
e
d
u
l
e

C
A
S
E
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O
.
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M
O
N
I
T
O
R
I
N
G
 A
N
D
 R
E
P
O
R
T
I
N
G
 P
R
O
G
R
A
M

A
.
 A
d
o
p
t
e
d
 M
it
ig
at
io
n 
M
e
a
s
u
r
e
s

w
it
h 
th

e 
ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
co

ns
ul

ta
nt

 s
ha
ll
 d
et
er
mi
ne
 i
f 
ad
di
ti
on
al

m
ea
su
re
s 
ar
e 
wa

rr
an

te
d.

 A
dd

it
io

na
l 
m
e
a
s
u
r
e
s
 t
ha
t 
m
a
y
b
e

u
nd
er
ta
ke
n 
in

cl
ud

e 
ad

di
ti

on
al

 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 t
es

ti
ng

,

ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
mo
ni
to
ri
ng
, 
a
n
d/

or
 a
n
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 d
at
a 
re

co
ve

ry

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
.
 If

 t
he

 E
R
O
 d
et

er
mi

ne
s 
th
at
 a
 s
ig
ni
fi
ca
nt
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al

r e
so
ur
ce
s 
is
 p
re
se
nt
 a
nd
 t
ha
t 
th
e 
re

so
ur

ce
 c
ou

ld
 b
e
 a
dv
er
se
ly

af
fe

ct
ed

 b
y
 t
he
 p
r
o
p
o
s
e
d
 p
ro
je
ct
, 
at
 t
he
 d
is

cr
et

io
n 
of
 t
he
 p
ro
je
ct

sp
o
n
s
o
r
 e
it
he
r:

A
)
 T
h
e
 p
r
o
p
o
s
e
d
 p
ro
je
ct
 s
ha
ll
 b
e
 r
e-
de
si
gn
ed
 s
o
 a
s 
to
 a
vo

id

an
y
 a
dv

er
se

 e
ff

ec
t 
o
n
 t
he
 s
ig
ni
fi
ca
nt
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al

r e
so
ur
ce
; 
or

B)
 
A
 d
at
a 
re
co
ve
ry
 p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 s
ha
ll
 b
e
 i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
e
d
,
 u
nl

es
s

th
e
 E
R
O
 d
et

er
mi

ne
s 
th

at
 t
he

 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 r
es

ou
rc

e 
is
 o
f

g
re
at
er
 i
nt

er
pr

et
iv

e 
t
h
a
n
 r
es

ea
rc

h 
si

gn
if

ic
an

ce
 a
n
d
 t
ha
t

in
te
rp
re
ti
ve
 u
s
e
 o
f 
th
e 
re

so
ur

ce
 i
s 
fe

as
ib

le
.

A
rc

he
ol

og
ic

al
 M
on

it
or

in
g 
Pr
og
ra
m.
 If

 t
he

 E
R
O
 i
n 
co
ns
ul
ta
ti
on

w
it
h 
th
e 
ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
co

ns
ul

ta
nt

 d
et

er
mi

ne
s 
th
at
 a
n

ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
mo

ni
to

ri
ng

 p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 (
A
M
P
)
 sh
al
l 
b
e
 i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
e
d

th
e
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 m
on

it
or

in
g 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 s
ha
ll
 m
in

im
al

ly
 i
nc

lu
de

th
e
 f
ol

lo
wi

ng
 p
ro
vi
si
on
s:

T '
he
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 c
on

su
lt

an
t,

 p
ro
je
ct
 s
po
ns
or
, 
a
n
d
 E
R
O

sh
al
l 
m
e
e
t
 a
nd
 c
on
su
lt
 o
n
 t
he
 s
c
o
p
e
 o
f 
th
e 
A
M
P

r e
as

on
ab

ly
 p
ri
or
 t
o 
a
n
y
 p
ro

je
ct
-r

el
at

ed
 s
oi
ls
 d
is
tu
rb
in
g

ac
ti
vi
ti
es
 c
o
m
m
e
n
c
i
n
g
.
 T
h
e
 E
R
O
 i
n 
co

ns
ul

ta
ti

on
 w
it
h

t h
e
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 c
on

su
lt

an
t 
sh
al
l 
de
te
rm
in
e 
w
h
a
t

p
ro
je
ct
 a
ct
iv
it
ie
s 
sh
al
l 
b
e
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
ly
 m
on

it
or

ed
. 
In

m
os
t 
ca
se
s,
 a
n
y
 s
oi
ls
- 
di
st
ur
bi
ng
 a
ct
iv
it
ie
s,
 s
u
c
h
 a
s

d
em
ol
it
io
n,
 f
ou

nd
at

io
n 
re

mo
va

l,
 e
xc

av
at

io
n,

 g
ra
di
ng
,

1
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9
0
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R
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R
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I
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O
R
I
N
G
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E
P
O
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I
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G
 P
R
O
G
R
A
M

Re
sp
on
si
bi
li
ty

fo
r 

Mi
ti

ga
ti

on
 

Mo
ni

to
ri

ng
/R

ep
or

ti
ng

 
Mo
ni
to
ri
ng

Im
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
 

S
c
h
e
d
u
l
e
 

Re
sp
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si
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ty
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C
A
S
E
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O
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M
O
N
I
T
O
R
I
N
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N
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E
P
O
R
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I
N
G
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R
O
G
R
A
M

A
.
 A
d
o
p
t
e
d
 M
i
t
i
g
a
t
i
o
n
 M
e
a
s
u
r
e
s

u
ti

li
ti

es
 i
ns
ta
ll
at
io
n,
 f
ou
nd
at
io
n 
w
o
r
k
,
 d
ri

vi
ng

 o
f 
pi

le
s

(
fo

un
da

ti
on

, 
sh

or
in

g,
 et

c.
),
 si

te
 r
em

ed
ia

ti
on

, 
et

c.
, s

ha
ll

re
qu

ir
e 
ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
mo
ni
to
ri
ng
 b
ec

au
se

 o
f 
th
e 
ri

sk

t h
es
e 
ac

ti
vi

ti
es

 p
o
s
e
 t
o 
po
te
nt
ia
l 
ar

ch
ae

ol
og

ic
al

r e
so
ur
ce
s 
a
nd
 t
o 
th

ei
r 
de
po
si
ti
on
al
 c
on
te
xt
;

•
 

T
h
e
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 c
on

su
lt

an
t 
sh
al
l 
ad

vi
se

 a
ll

 p
ro

je
ct

co
nt
ra
ct
or
s 
to
 b
e
 o
n
 t
he
 a
le

rt
 f
or
 e
vi
de
nc
e 
of
 t
he

p
re

se
nc

e 
of
 t
he
 e
xp
ec
te
d 
re

so
ur

ce
(s

),
 o
f 
h
o
w
 t
o 
id

en
ti

fy

th
e
 e
vi

de
nc

e 
of
 t
he
 e
xp

ec
te

d 
re

so
ur

ce
(s

),
 a
nd
 o
f 
th

e

a
pp
ro
pr
ia
te
 p
ro

to
co

l 
in
 t
he

 e
ve

nt
 o
f 
ap
pa
re
nt
 d
is

co
ve

ry

of
 a
n
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 r
es
ou
rc
e;

T
h
e
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 m
o
n
i
t
o
r
s
)
 sh

al
l 
b
e
 p
re
se
nt
 o
n
 t
he

p
ro
je
ct
 s
it
e 
ac
co
rd
in
g 
to
 a
 s
ch
ed
ul
e 
ag
re
ed
 u
p
o
n
 b
y
 t
he

ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
co
ns
ul
ta
nt
 a
n
d
 t
he
 E
R
O
 u
nt

il
 t
he
 E
R
O

h
as
, i

n 
co
ns
ul
ta
ti
on
 w
it
h 
pr

oj
ec

t 
ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l

co
ns
ul
ta
nt
, 
d
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
e
d
 t
ha
t 
pr

oj
ec

t 
co

ns
tr

uc
ti

on

a c
ti
vi
ti
es
 c
ou

ld
 h
a
v
e
 n
o
 e
ff
ec
ts
 o
n
 s
ig
ni
fi
ca
nt

ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
de

po
si

ts
;

T
h
e
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 m
o
n
i
t
o
r
 s
ha
ll
 r
ec
or

d 
a
n
d
 b
e

a u
th
or
iz
ed
 t
o 
co

ll
ec

t 
so
il
 s
a
m
p
l
e
s
 a
nd

ar
ti
fa
ct
ua
l/
ec
of
ac
tu
al
 m
at
er
ia
l 
as

 w
ar

ra
nt

ed
 f
or
 a
na

ly
si

s;

If
 a
n
 i
nt
ac
t 
ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
de
po
si
t 
is
 e
nc

ou
nt

er
ed

, 
al
l

so
il
s-
di
st
ur
bi
ng
 a
ct

iv
it

ie
s 
in
 t
he
 v
ic

in
it

y 
of
 t
he

 d
ep

os
it

sh
al

l 
ce
as
e.
 T
h
e
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 m
o
n
i
t
o
r
 s
ha
ll
 b
e

e
m
p
o
w
e
r
e
d
 t
o 
te

mp
or

ar
il

y 
re

di
re

ct

d
em

ol
it

io
n/

ex
ca

va
ti

on
/t

or
qu

e-
do

wn
 p
il

es
/c

on
st

ru
ct

io
n

a c
ti
vi
ti
es
 a
n
d
 e
q
u
i
p
m
e
n
t
 u
nt

il
 t
he
 d
ep
os
it
 i
s 
ev

al
ua

te
d.

If
 i
n 
th

e 
ca

se
 o
f 
pi

le
 d
ri
ll
in
g 
ac
ti
vi
ty
 (
fo

un
da

ti
on

,

sh
or
in
g,
 et

c.
),
 t
he

 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 m
on
it
or
 h
a
s
 c
au

se
 t
o

b
el

ie
ve

 t
ha
t 
th

e 
pi

le
 d
ri
ll
in
g 
ac
ti
vi
ty
 m
a
y
 a
ff

ec
t 
a
n

R
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y

fo
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M
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R
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M
O
N
I
T
O
R
I
N
G
 A
N
D
 R
E
P
O
R
T
I
N
G
 P
R
O
G
R
A
M

A
.
 A
d
o
p
t
e
d
 M
i
t
i
g
a
t
i
o
n
 M
e
a
s
u
r
e
s

ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
re
so
ur
ce
, 
th

e 
pi
le
 d
ri
ll
in
g 
ac
ti
vi
ty
 s
ha
ll
 b
e

t e
rm

in
at

ed
 u
nt

il
 a
n
 a
pp
ro
pr
ia
te
 e
va

lu
at

io
n 
of
 t
he

r e
so

ur
ce

 h
a
s
 b
e
e
n
 m
a
d
e
 i
n 
co
ns
ul
ta
ti
on
 w
it
h 
th
e 
E
R
O
.

T
h
e
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 c
on

su
lt

an
t 
sh
al
l 
i
m
m
e
d
i
a
t
e
l
y
 n
ot

if
y

t h
e
 E
R
O
 o
f 
th
e 
en
co
un
te
re
d 
ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
de

po
si

t.
 T
h
e

ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
co

ns
ul

ta
nt

 s
ha
ll
 m
a
k
e
 a
 r
ea

so
na

bl
e 
ef

fo
rt

to
 a
ss
es
s 
th

e 
id

en
ti

ty
, i

nt
eg
ri
ty
, 
a
n
d
 s
ig

ni
fi

ca
nc

e 
of
 t
he

e
nc
ou
nt
er
ed
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 d
ep
os
it
, 
a
n
d
 p
re
se
nt
 t
he

fi
nd
in
gs
 o
f 
th
is
 a
ss
es
sm
en
t 
to
 t
he
 E
R
O
.

W
he

th
er

 o
r 
n
o
t
 s
ig
ni
fi
ca
nt
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 r
es

ou
rc

es
 a
re

e
nc

ou
nt

er
ed

, 
th
e 
ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
co

ns
ul

ta
nt

 s
ha

ll
 s
u
b
m
i
t
 a
 w
ri

tt
en

re
po
rt
 o
f 
th

e 
fi

nd
in

gs
 o
f 
th
e 
mo
ni
to
ri
ng
 p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 t
o 
th

e 
E
R
O
.

A
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 D
at

a 
Re
co
ve
ry
 P
ro
gr
am
. 
T
h
e
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 d
at
a

re
co
ve
ry
 p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 s
ha
ll
 b
e
 c
o
n
d
u
c
t
e
d
 i
n 
ac
co
rd
 w
it
h 
a
n

ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
da
ta
 r
ec
ov
er
y 
pl
an
 (
A
D
R
P
)
.
 T
h
e
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al

co
ns
ul
ta
nt
, 
pr

oj
ec

t 
sp
on
so
r,
 a
n
d
 E
R
O
 s
ha
ll
 m
e
e
t
 a
nd
 c
on

su
lt

 o
n

t h
e
 s
c
o
p
e
 o
f 
th
e 
A
D
R
P
 p
ri
or
 t
o 
pr

ep
ar

at
io

n 
of
 a
 d
ra
ft
 A
D
R
P
.

T
h
e
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 c
on

su
lt

an
t 
sh

al
l 
s
u
b
m
i
t
 a
 d
ra

ft
 A
D
R
P
 t
o 
th

e

E
R
O
.
 T
h
e
 A
D
R
P
 s
ha
ll
 i
de

nt
if

y 
h
o
w
 t
he
 p
r
o
p
o
s
e
d
 d
at
a 
re

co
ve

ry

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 w
il

l 
pr

es
er

ve
 t
he
 s
ig
ni
fi
ca
nt
 i
nf
or
ma
ti
on
 t
he

ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
re

so
ur

ce
 i
s 
ex
pe
ct
ed
 t
o 
co
nt
ai
n.
 T
h
a
t
 is

, t
he
 A
D
R
P

w
il

l i
de

nt
if

y 
w
h
a
t
 s
ci
en
ti
fi
c/
hi
st
or
ic
al
 r
es
ea
rc
h 
qu

es
ti

on
s 
ar
e

a
pp
li
ca
bl
e 
to
 t
he
 e
xp
ec
te
d 
re

so
ur

ce
, 
w
h
a
t
 d
at

a 
cl

as
se

s 
th

e

re
so
ur
ce
 i
s 
ex

pe
ct

ed
 t
o 
po
ss
es
s,
 a
n
d
 h
o
w
 t
he

 e
xp
ec
te
d 
da
ta

c l
as

se
s 
w
o
u
l
d
 a
dd

re
ss

 t
he

 a
pp

li
ca

bl
e 
re

se
ar

ch
 q
ue

st
io

ns
. 
D
a
t
a

r e
co

ve
ry

, 
in
 g
en
er
al
, 
s
h
o
u
l
d
 b
e
 l
im

it
ed

 t
o 
th

e 
po
rt
io
ns
 o
f 
th
e

h
is

to
ri

ca
l 
pr
op
er
ty
 t
ha

t 
co

ul
d 
b
e
 a
dv
er
se
ly
 a
ff

ec
te

d 
b
y
 t
he

p
r
o
p
o
s
e
d
 p
ro
je
ct
. 
De
st
ru
ct
iv
e 
da

ta
 r
ec
ov
er
y 
m
e
t
h
o
d
s
 s
ha

ll
 n
ot

b
e
 a
pp

li
ed

 t
o 
po
rt
io
ns
 o
f 
th
e 
ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
re

so
ur

ce
s 
if
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N
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O
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A
M

A
.
 A
d
o
p
t
e
d
 M
i
t
i
g
a
t
i
o
n
 M
e
a
s
u
r
e
s

n
on
de
st
ru
ct
iv
e 
m
e
t
h
o
d
s
 a
re

 p
ra

ct
ic

al
.

T
h
e
 s
c
o
p
e
 o
f 
th
e 
A
D
R
P
 s
ha

ll
 i
nc

lu
de

 t
he
 f
ol

lo
wi

ng
 e
le

me
nt

s:

•
 

Fi
el

d 
Me
th
od
s 
a
n
d
 P
ro
ce
du
re
s.
 D
es

cr
ip

ti
on

s 
of
 p
r
o
p
o
s
e
d

fi
el
d 
st
ra
te
gi
es
, p
ro
ce
du
re
s,
 a
n
d
 o
pe
ra
ti
on
s.

•
 

Ca
ta
lo
gu
in
g 
a
n
d
 L
ab

or
at

or
y 
An

al
ys

is
. 
De
sc
ri
pt
io
n 
of

se
le
ct
ed
 c
at
al
og
ui
ng
 s
y
s
t
e
m
 a
nd
 a
rt

if
ac

t 
an
al
ys
is

p
ro

ce
du

re
s.

•
 

Di
sc
ar
d 
a
n
d
 D
ea
cc
es
si
on
 P
ol

ic
y.

 D
es
cr
ip
ti
on
 o
f 
a
n
d

r a
ti
on
al
e 
fo
r 
fi

el
d 
a
n
d
 p
os

t-
fi
el
d 
di

sc
ar

d 
a
n
d

d
ea
cc
es
si
on
 p
ol
ic
ie
s.

•
 

In
te

rp
re

ti
ve

 P
ro

gr
am

. 
Co
ns
id
er
at
io
n 
of
 a
n
 o
n-

si
te

/o
ff

-s
it

e

p
ub

li
c 
in

te
rp

re
ti

ve
 p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 d
u
r
i
n
g
 t
he

 c
ou
rs
e 
of
 t
he

ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
da
ta
 r
ec

ov
er

y 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
.

•
 

Se
cu

ri
ty

 M
ea

su
re

s.
 R
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
e
d
 s
ec

ur
it

y 
m
e
a
s
u
r
e
s
 t
o

p
ro
te
ct
 t
he
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 r
es

ou
rc

e 
f
r
o
m
 v
an

da
li

sm
,

l o
ot

in
g,

 a
n
d
 n
o
n-

in
te

nt
io

na
ll

y 
d
a
m
a
g
i
n
g
 a
ct
iv
it
ie
s.

•
 

Fi
na
l 
Re

po
rt

. 
De
sc
ri
pt
io
n 
of
 p
r
o
p
o
s
e
d
 r
ep
or
t 
f
o
r
m
a
t
 a
n
d

d
is
tr
ib
ut
io
n 
of
 r
es
ul
ts
.

•
 

Cu
ra

ti
on

. 
De
sc
ri
pt
io
n 
o
f
 t
he
 p
ro
ce
du
re
s 
a
n
d

r e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
a
t
i
o
n
s
 fo

r 
th
e 
cu
ra
ti
on
 o
f 
a
n
y
 r
ec

ov
er

ed
 d
at

a

h
av

in
g 
po
te
nt
ia
l 
re

se
ar

ch
 v
al

ue
, i

de
nt
if
ic
at
io
n 
of

a p
pr
op
ri
at
e 
cu
ra
ti
on
 f
ac

il
it

ie
s,

 a
n
d
 a
 s
u
m
m
a
r
y
 o
f 
th

e

ac
ce
ss
io
n 
po

li
ci

es
 o
f 
th
e 
cu

ra
ti

on
 fa

ci
li
ti
es
.

H
u
m
a
n
 R
e
m
a
i
n
s
 a
n
d
 A
ss

oc
ia

te
d 
or
 U
na
ss
oc
ia
te
d 
Fu

ne
ra

ry
 O
bj

ec
ts

.

T
h
e
 t
re
at
me
nt
 o
f 
h
u
m
a
n
 r
e
m
a
i
n
s
 a
n
d
 o
f 
as
so
ci
at
ed
 o
r

u
na
ss
oc
ia
te
d 
fu

ne
ra

ry
 o
bj
ec
ts
 d
is

co
ve

re
d 
d
u
r
i
n
g
 a
n
y
 s
oi
ls

d
is
tu
rb
in
g 
ac

ti
vi

ty
 s
ha
ll
 c
o
m
p
l
y
 w
it
h 
ap

pl
ic

ab
le

 S
ta

te
 a
n
d

F
ed
er
al
 l
aw
s.
 T
hi

s 
sh
al
l 
in

cl
ud

e 
i
m
m
e
d
i
a
t
e
 n
ot
if
ic
at
io
n 
of
 t
he
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M
O
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I
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N
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E
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O
G
R
A
M

A
.
 A
d
o
p
t
e
d
 M
it
ig
at
io
n 
M
e
a
s
u
r
e
s

C
or

on
er

 o
f 
th
e 
Ci

ty
 a
nd
 C
o
u
n
t
y
 o
f 
S
a
n
 F
ra

nc
is

co
 a
n
d
 i
n 
th
e

e
ve
nt
 o
f 
th
e 
Co
ro
ne
r'
s 
de

te
rm

in
at

io
n 
th
at
 t
he

 h
u
m
a
n
 r
e
m
a
i
n
s

a r
e 
Na

ti
ve

 A
m
e
r
i
c
a
n
 r
em
ai
ns
, 
no
ti
fi
ca
ti
on
 o
f 
th
e 
Ca

li
fo

rn
ia

 S
ta
te

N
at

iv
e 
A
m
e
r
i
c
a
n
 H
er

it
ag

e 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 (
N
A
H
C
)
 w
h
o
 s
ha
ll

a
pp
oi
nt
 a
 M
o
s
t
 L
ik
el
y 
D
e
s
c
e
n
d
a
n
t
 (
M
L
D
)
 (
P
u
b
.
 R
es
. 
C
o
d
e
 S
ec
.

5
09

7.
98

).
 T
h
e
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 c
on

su
lt

an
t,

 p
ro
je
ct
 s
po
ns
or
, 
a
n
d

M
L
D
 s
ha
ll
 m
a
k
e
 a
ll
 r
ea

so
na

bl
e 
ef

fo
rt

s 
to
 d
e
v
e
l
o
p
 a
n
 a
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t

fo
r 
th

e 
tr
ea
tm
en
t 
of
, 
wi
th
 a
pp
ro
pr
ia
te
 d
ig

ni
ty

, 
h
u
m
a
n
 r
e
m
a
i
n
s

a
nd
 a
ss

oc
ia

te
d 
or
 u
na

ss
oc

ia
te

d 
fu

ne
ra

ry
 o
bj
ec
ts
 (
C
E
Q
A

G
ui
de
li
ne
s 
Se

ct
io
n 
15

06
4.

5(
d)

).
 T
h
e
 a
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t
 s
h
o
u
l
d
 t
ak
e 
in

to

co
ns
id
er
at
io
n 
th
e 
ap

pr
op

ri
at

e 
ex

ca
va

ti
on

, 
r
e
m
o
v
a
l
,
 re

co
rd
at
io
n,

a
n
al
ys
is
, c

us
to

di
an

sh
ip

, c
ur
at
io
n,
 a
n
d
 f
in

al
 d
is
po
si
ti
on
 o
f 
th
e

h
u
m
a
n
 r
e
m
a
i
n
s
 a
n
d
 a
ss

oc
ia

te
d 
or

 u
na
ss
oc
ia
te
d 
fu

ne
ra

ry
 o
bj
ec
ts
.

If
 n
o
n -

Na
ti

ve
 A
m
e
r
i
c
a
n
 h
u
m
a
n
 r
e
m
a
i
n
s
 a
re

 e
nc

ou
nt

er
ed

, t
he

ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
co

ns
ul

ta
nt

, t
he

 E
R
O
,
 a
n
d
 t
he

 O
ff
ic
e 
of
 t
he
 C
o
r
o
n
e
r

sh
al
l 
co
ns
ul
t 
o
n
 t
he
 d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
 o
f 
a
 p
la

n 
fo
r 
ap

pr
op

ri
at

e

an
al

ys
is

 a
nd
 r
ec
or
da
ti
on
 o
f 
th

e 
r
e
m
a
i
n
s
 a
n
d
 a
ss
oc
ia
te
d 
bu

ri
al

it
e
m
s
 s
in
ce
 h
u
m
a
n
 r
em
ai
ns
, 
bo

th
 N
at

iv
e 
A
m
e
r
i
c
a
n
 a
n
d
 n
o
n-

Na
ti

ve
 A
m
e
r
i
c
a
n
,
 as

so
ci

at
ed

 w
it
h 
th

e 
Mi

ss
io

n 
Do
lo
re
s 
c
o
m
p
l
e
x

(
17
76
-1
85
0s
) 
ar

e 
of
 s
ig
ni
fi
ca
nt
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 r
es

ea
rc

h 
va

lu
e 
a
nd

w
o
u
l
d
 b
e
 e
li
gi
bl
e 
to
 t
he
 C
al

if
or

ni
a 
Re
gi
st
er
 o
f 
Hi
st
or
ic

R
es
ou
rc
es
.

F
in
al
 A
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 R
es

ou
rc

es
 R
ep

or
t.

 T
h
e
 a
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 c
on
su
lt
an
t

sh
al
l 
s
u
b
m
i
t
 a
 D
ra
ft
 F
in
al
 A
rc
he
ol
og
ic
al
 R
es
ou
rc
es
 R
e
p
o
r
t

(
F
A
R
R
)
 to
 t
he
 E
R
O
 t
ha
t 
ev
al
ua
te
s 
th
e 
hi

st
or

ic
al

 s
ig
ni
fi
ca
nc
e 
of

a
n
y
 d
is

co
ve

re
d 
ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
re

so
ur

ce
 a
n
d
 d
es

cr
ib

es
 t
he

ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
a
nd
 h
is

to
ri

ca
l 
re

se
ar

ch
 m
e
t
h
o
d
s
 e
m
p
l
o
y
e
d
 i
n 
th
e

ar
ch
eo
lo
gi
ca
l 
te

st
in

g/
mo

ni
to

ri
ng

 d
at
a 
re

co
ve

ry
 p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
)

u
nd
er
ta
ke
n.
 In

fo
rm

at
io

n 
th
at
 m
a
y
 p
u
t
 a
t 
ri
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Received a CPC Hearing (~

~P~✓

September 28, 2077

Re: Item 18 Medical &Adult Use Cannabis Regulations,

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission,

As Public Policy Seaton the San Francisco State Legalization Task Force, my number
one concern is new regulations preventing some of the existing practices that have

been in place that help serve the needs of medical cannabis patients. !have been an

active volunteer with San Francisco &Sonoma Chapters of American's for Safe Access

for almost 15 years. American's for Safe Access remains committed to the interests of

the individuals that Proposition 215 intended to help, patients who suffer from medical

conditions, are bed bound, terminally ill, and/or low income.

recently became aware that no samples, giveaways, or discounts were going to be
available in the future, this was based on State law, but was not the intent of our voters

in 1996. I brought these issues to Nicole Elliot's attention last week, after reading the
new proposed regulations, I'm recognizing that these provisions for patients were not

included.

I'd like to identify programs that we do not want to see impacted by implementation of

SB 94, as these practices have supported patients for almost two decades.

1. Discount Programs, many dispensaries offer Senior or Veterans discounts.

2. Compassion Programs, most dispensaries and collectives provide free medicine

for patients wha are terminally ill, or who cannot afford their medical cannabis

needs. Often dispensaries are purchasing and paying taxes on the medicine

given away.

3. Staff Education, without FDA approval, products are not allowed to claim what

ailments it may be helpful for. Patients depend on the education of their

dispensary staff to experiment on what products would best relieve their medical

conditions. Most dispensaries give "samples" of their products to their staff so

they can know what the side effects may be like, as it is the best way for staff to

educate the patients that come visit.

4. Minor Access, research is showing that cannabis oils for epilepsy and tumors in

children have been a very effective treatment. Families have moved to California
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for their children to have access to these products, and a chance to improve their
child's quality of lifie. Children do not enter dispensaries without their parent's
present, and only with permission from a doctor.

There are finro Sections that may be potential conflicts to continue the policies listed
above.

The First, Section 26140
(c) Notwithstanding subdivision (a), an M-licensee may:
(7) Allow on the premises any person 18 years of age or older who possesses a valid
government-issued identification card and either a valid physician's recommendation or
a valid county-issued identification card under Section 7 7362.772 of the Health and
Safety Cade.
(2) Sell cannabis, cannabis products, and cannabis accessories to a person 18 years of
age or older who possesses a valid government-issued identi cation card and either a
valid physician's recommendation or a valid county-issued identi cation card under
Section 17362.772 of the Health and Safety Code.
The second is Sec 26150
(e) Advertise or market cannabis or cannabis products in a manner intended to
encourage persons under 27 years of age to consume cannabis or cannabis products.
(~ Publish or disseminate advertising or marketing that is attractive to children.
(g) Advertise or market cannabis or cannabis products on an advertising sign within
1, 000 feet of a daycare center, school providing instruction in kindergarten or any
grades 1 through 12, playground, or youth center.
SEC. 87. Section 26753 of the Business and Professions Code is amended to read:
26753. A licensee shall not give away any amount of cannabis or cannabis products, or
any cannabis accessories, as part of a business promotion or other commercial activity.
SEC. 88. Section 26754 of the Business and Professions Code is amended to read:
2fi154. A licensee shall not include on the label of any cannabis or cannabis product or
publish or disseminate advertising or marketing containing any health-related statement
that is untrue in any particular manner or tends to create a misleading impression as to
the effects on health of cannabis consumption.

Recommendations:
My suggestion would be to allow for free or discounted medicine for "non marketing"
purposes, such as compassion programs or discounted rates. As well as allowances, to
share products with staff free of cost, from the dispensary they work at (not from the
manufacturers of these products).



As, for minors, an easy solution would be to give their parents caregiver status (no child

present to consent) to minors who have doctor's approval, and drop the requirement

that a patient would need to be with their caregiver to register at a dispensary, if they

are under 18 years of age. This gives the parent access to their child's needs without

having to bring them to a dispensary to register.

understand wanting to avoid products that are tempting to healthy children, but we

should not avoid products that are tailored for medical cannabis patients who are

children. Often products are created to meet the needs of a certain medical condition,

that may include more precise dosing or ingredients to prevent allergies (some types of

epilepsy are very sensitive to any food that is not raw and fresh).

Please let me know if I can be helpful in suggesting language that would not conflict

with state law.

Thank you for your,consideration,,~.~.

Sarah Shr er
sarah@safeaccessnow.org
Public Policy Seat, SF State Cannabis Legalization Task Force
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Recei ed ~~ ~C Hearing '~
o c°uNrr

~;4~`1iI' ~ ~ SAN FRANCISCO ~'
~ OFFICE 4F SHORT-TERM RENTALS

o'~as . 
ofi.

GRANDVIEW JOC LLC
P O BOX 121
BURLINGAME, CA 94010

June 29, 2017

DETERMINATION OF ADMINSTRATIVE PENALTY
SF Administrative Code Chapter 41A Short Term Residential Rental

S~te~/Li~s: 3~5 ue

Assessar''s Block/Lo~ 1000/OYI

Zoning District RH-3 (Residential House, Three-Familgl
Complaint Number. 2Q16-016379ENF
Staff Contact: Omar Masry, (415) 575-9116 or Omar.Masry~sfgov.org

DESCRIPTION Of PROPERTY AND VIOLATION

1650 MLssion sr.
su~~ goo

San Francesco, CA
94103-2479

1. The Office of Short-Term Rentals (OSTR) received multiple complaints that unauthorized short-term

rental activity was occurring in multiple apartments (dwelling units) at the subject property located at

505 Grand View Avenue.
2. OSTR staff initially found unauthorized short-term rental listings for one (1) dwelling unit at 505 Grand

View Avenue through the online reservation websites Airbnb.com and VRBO.rnm'

3. A Notice of Violation was issued on March 15, 2017.

UNLAWFUL CONVERSION

Chapter 41A of the San Francisco Administrative Code prohibits the offering of residential units for Tourist or

Transient use (which is a rental for less than 30 days), unless the units are registered on the Short-term

Residential Rental Registry. Under Administrative Code Section 41A.6, if the Hearing Officer determines that a

violation has occurred, an administrative penalty shall be assessed as follows:

1. Far the initial violation, not more than four times the standard hourly administrative rate of $121.00 for

each unlawfully converted unit, or for each identified failure of a Hosting Platform to comply with the

requirements of subsection (g)(4), per day from the notice of Complaint until such time as the unlawful

activity terminates;
2. For the second violation by the same Owner(s), Business Entity, or Hosting Platform, not more than

eight times the standard hourly administrative rate of $121.00 for each unlawfully converted unit, or for

each identified failure of a Hosting Platform to comply with the requirements of subsection (g)(4), per

day from the day the unlawful activity commenced until such time as the unlawful activity terminates;

and
3. In the event of multiple violations of any Owner's or Business Entity's obligations under this Chapter

41A, the Department shall remove the Residential Units) from the Registry for one year and include the

Residential Units) on a list maintained by the Department of Residential Units that may not be offered

for Tourist or Transient Use until compliance. Any Owner or Business Entity who continues to offer for

rent a Residential Unit in violation of this Section 41A.6 shall be liable for additional administrative

~ Two (2) dwelling units were utilized by the property owner {"Millers")for illegal short-term rentals.
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SWINDELLS FAMILY COUNCIL
SwindellsFamilyCouncil@gmail.com

September 28, 2017

The Health Commission
San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Commissioners:

We understand that on September 28 in a joint meeting with the planning
commission, you will review CPMC's compliance with its development agreement as
to its new Cathedral Hill facility. When that agreement was entered into, and until
recently, CPMC planned to continue to operate the Swindells Residential
Alzheimer's unit presently housed on its California Street Campus. That
understanding is reflected in the agreement, and is the right choice for CPMC, its
patients and the city. CPMC now plans to close the unit altogether. We wrote to you
on June 22 to express our concern in that respect and are writing to let you know
that we reject that decision, for the reasons set out below in our letter to CPMC's
chief executive. We call on you to support our position for the sake of all San
Franciscans.

September 25, 2017

Dr. Warren Browner
California Pacific Medical Center

Dear Dr. Browner:

Since our meeting of August 8, when you announced the unfortunate decision to
close Swindells Alzheimer's Residential Care Program, you and Sutter Health/CPMC
have heard from us at the Health Commission hearing of August 15 and at the Board
of Supervisors hearing of September 12. We wanted to take this opportunity to
reiterate our views directly to you and CPMC, and to make an urgent call that the
decision be reversed.

The decision to close Swindells is misguided and mistaken. It has grave
consequences on the patients and our families, of course, but also on the city of San
Francisco and on the hospital itself.

For us, Swindells could simply not be replaced. Swindells provides care that is both
truly caring as well as unfailingly professional and consistent over many years, at
efficient cost. There is nothing like Swindells in the city of San Francisco. If you





discontinue care and evict these patients, they will go to a lesser facility, or will need
to leave the city.

Swindells works because of its staff and its extraordinary administration, but
without a doubt, it works also because it is an adjunct of CPMC. For two decades,
CPMC's Swindells has provided the city with a unique resource for the care of San
Francisco's frail, elderly and demented residents. It cannot simply be walked away
from. The special relationship between San Francisco and CPMC has historically
been forged out of CPMC's commitment to care for San Franciscans at every stage of
life. The city provides great privileges to the hospital; in return, it counts on Sutter
Health/CPMC to be here to provide a continuum of care for our community.
Swindells is a critical part of that bargain.

When CPMC initiated its plans to move from the California Street campus, its
institutional master plan provided that services at the California campus would be
transferred to other campuses. We understood that room would be found for
Swindells either at the new Cathedral Hill facility or at another campus, and we
trusted that the institution would be preserved. This was a reasonable expectation:
although Swindells is only 24 beds in size, it has extraordinary value as a model of
care for persons with severe memory impairment. It was and remains fitting that
CPMC, who sets norms for how health care should be provided, would preserve
Swindells.

Now, Dr. Browner, you give us as the reasons for closing Swindells that CPMC is the
only hospital in the country that provides this type of care; that there are not
enough beds available at the hospital to house us; and that CPMC needs the
California Street property to be delivered in the next few years to a developer to
raise funds to pay for CPMC's own development. We are not persuaded, and we do
not believe that the larger community is either. CPMC maybe alone as a hospital in
providing this type of care, at least in the Bay Area, but this merely shows how
groundbreaking its work has been; there are enough beds to go around if CPMC
makes the decision to allocate them taking into account community needs rather
than strictly according to hospital revenue; and Swindells need not be a problem for
the developer's timetable -once CPMC reserves the necessary space for Swindells'
24 beds elsewhere in its facilities, the developer can be assured of receiving 3638
California Street vacant at the appropriate time.

We note that CPMC has already begun to close Swindells by artificial attrition.
Where recently the program had a lengthy waiting list, new applicants are being
turned away. Thus, while at this moment our loved ones remain at California Street,
beds are remaining unused as they are rendered vacant, disappointing families who
urgently need the service and sapping the morale of those who remain. Moreover,
job positions are not being filled. Instead, staff is required to lengthen shifts and
temporary personnel are brought in, stressing individual employees and fracturing
the staff's vital solidarity. Cynically, these losses are being used to encourage





patients to move away, with the implication that as time passes, Swindells will be a
reduced and sorry place to be in.

We call for CPMC to reverse these practices today.

Dr. Browner, we wrote you on June 21, 2017 requesting a dialogue. Instead, CPMC
has presented us with what you described as a fait accompli, and day by day CPMC is
extinguishing Swindells by deliberate attrition.

We remain available for dialogue and for working with Sutter Health/CPMC to find a
constructive solution to the challenges presented by conflicting needs. Please reach
out to us in the helpful spirit of Irene Swindells' family, and of the many others who
have supported the cause that they dreamed of. There is time for this, and
intelligence and good will enough for the task.

Sincerely,

Shari Cropper Ann Ludwig

On behalf of themselves as well as of Dawn Astorga, Philip V. Faris, Elizabeth
Faris, Carol Hochberg-Holker, Vicki Kleemann, Carolyn Lis, Ana Miller, Linda
Rosario, Andrea Leung ,and Dr. Jay Luxenberg, Chief Medical Officer of On Lok,
who have given authorization that their names be appended to this letter and
support its content.
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Project Status

• Development Agreement became effective in 2013

• This is the fourth annual reporting period (2016 calendar
year for most requirements; August 2016-July 2017 for
hiring programs)

• Under construction:
— Van Ness and Geary (Cathedral Hilp Hospital

— Van Ness and Geary Medical Once Building

— Mission Bemal Campus (St. Luke's) Hospital

• Other major DA action requirements relate to
Workforce/Hiring and to Health Care Services

3
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Construction Schedule

DA Obligation

• St. Luke's Campus Hospital Opening Deadline: on or before 2
years after the openingof the Cathedral Hill Hospital.
- Penalties begin accruing if St. Luke's is not open within 1 year of

Cathedral Hill opening.

• CPMC is on trackto meetthis obligation

• CPMC continuesto provide construction schedules and live
updates through their web site.

Compliance Overview -Action Items

Workforce Commitments Healthcare CommRments

City Builtl/ In Compliance Baseline Healthcare In Compliance

Construction Jobs Metli-Cal Commdrrient In Compliance

First Source! End In Compliance Healthcare Innovation In Compliance

LISe lobs Fund

Workforce Fund In Compliance Other Healthcare In Compliance

CommRments
Local Business In Compliance

Enterprises

Housing Grogram In Compliance

Fubllc Improvements In Compliance

Visioning Plans In Compliance

6

2



9/27/2017

Compliance Overview-Payments

Community Heattkcare Completed Housing Progrem
Program -. Innovation.Funtl - Affordable Housing Completetl
Public Improvements Payment

Tendarlom Lig~6ng&Traffic Completed Transportatlon Program.
Satery Transit Fee Completes
Pac/CalEMorcement& Completed
Traffic Safety

Cathedral Hill hansit& Completed
Satety

7

Fee Increase Update

• Actuarial analysis of 2015 rate increase is in process

• In Q3 2017, Sutter, Blue Shield of California (BSC) and
Milliman (the actuary) reached an agreement regarding
the limited use data sets to support the audit.

• Data was released to Milliman on Friday, September 22,
2017.

• Milliman will require approximately 8 weeks to conduct the
analysis.

3
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First Source Hiring Program -Construction

1. Hiring Goals —August 2013 through July 2017

•~

At least 50°o of new entry- CPMCs contractors f Iled 32
level positions for non-union of 37 (86%) applicable
administrative and positions to date with system
engineering candidates will referrals.
be f Iled with system referrals.

ii

First Source Hiring Program -Construction

2. Hiring Goals —August 2013 through July 2017

•~

At least 50 % of new entry- CPMCs contractors filled 28
level positions for of the 51 (55%)applicable
administrative and positions to date with system
engineering internship referrals.
candidates will be filled with
system referrals.

i2
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First Source Hiring Program -Construction

3. Hiring Goals —August 2013 through July 2017

•~ ~ r

At least 50% of new entry- CPMCs contractors filled 30%
levefunion apprentice of the applicable union
candidates will be filled with apprentice positions with

.system referrals who are also system referrals.
CityBuild Academy graduates.

13

First Source Hiring Program -Construction

4. Hiring Goals —August 2013 through July 2017

•~

A minimum of 30% of trade CPMCs contractors reported
hours for union journeymen 859,661 hours performed by
and apprentices will be San Francisco residents out of

performed by San Francisco 3,259,091 total hours. This

~eSidents represents 26% of overall work
hours performed by San
Francisco residents.

is

CPMC Construction Local Hiring Summary
Combined Data through July 2017

TOTAL WORK HOURS: TOTAL APPRENTICE WORK HOURS:
3,259,091 859,661

5
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CPMC SF Work Hours by Neighborhood
Combinetl Data through July 2017
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Local Business Enterprise Program
for CPMC Construction

5. Contracting Goals - As of July 2017

• CPMC Local Business Enterprise Program

• At least 14 % of the cost of all contracts for the workforce projects
are awarded to ceAiied LBE's under the DAAgreement

• Program Progress

• Van Ness and Geary Campus Hospital Project — 16

• Van Ness Medical OKce Building — 7

• The Replacement Hospital at St. Luke's Campus — 24

• Three Projects combined — 17

• Through July 2017 $176,222;668 revenue to LBE's

17

First Source Hiring Program
for CPMC Operations

Hiring Goals

Fill at least 40% of entry-level positions with system referrals
each hiring year (hiring year runs August —July)

• If CPMC does not fill 40% of entry-level positions with
system referrals in a hiring year, the number of entry-
level positions constituting the hiring deficiency will roll
over and be added to the annual hiring target for the
following hiring year.

ie
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Flrst Source Hiring Program

for CPMC Operations

Hiring Goals

Priority Neighborhoods:

• Western Addition
• Tenderloin
• MissionlSOMA
• Outer Mission/Excelsior
• Chinatown

• Southeast Neighborhoods

19

FlrstSource Hiring Program for

CPMC Operations

• All non-construction hiring goals have
been exceeded.

• There are no deficits or carry overs.

•... ~ ~ ~
.. ...

-. .. -
. .

First Source Hiring Program
for CPMC Operations

Workforce Fund Grant Agreement

• CPMC has paid $3 million into a workforce fund
administered by San Francisco Foundation

• The Fund focuses on barrier removal and job training for
the employment opportunities created by the project

• The Fund targets educational institutions and non-profit
organizations with an existing track record of working in
the priority neighborhoods

• Current grantees: FACES SF, Jewish Vocational Service,
Self-Help for the Elderly, Success Center, Young
Community Developers

zt

7



9/27/2017

Summary of Healthcare Commitments
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New Medl-Cal Beneficlarles
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Additional Healthcare Provisions
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Key Healthcare Issues

• Culturally antl linguistically appropriate services at the St. Luke's

Diabetes Clinic

• Hired 0.8 FTE Spanish-speaking Registered Dietician and Certified Diabetes
Educawr

• SDanish language classes began on 8/30/17

• CPMC is monitoring patient accessthrougha quesvon on the bilingual patient
satisfaction.

• SL Luke's Diabetes Clinic and HealthFiret continue to collaborate &ensure
services are meeting population's needs

• St. Luke's SNF antl Subacute planned closure

• Unit will now close in 2018

• ResoNed~, CPMC has committed [o continuing[o care for [he 24 suE~acu[e
patients and arty remainingSNF patients within their system in San Francisco

28

Summary of Key Points

• Construction and Payments

• Baseline Charity Care Commitment

• Tenderloin Medi-Cal provision

• 40%End-Use Hiring Requirement

30
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Operational Workforce Hiring
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0
 community based organizations across S

F
—
 
S
F
H
H
J
J
 quarterly meetings o

n
 Mission Bernal Services and Senior Center of

E
xcellence

—
 
L
o
w
e
r
 Polk C

o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 Benefit District Board membership

• 
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 Relations across C

P
M
C
 C
a
m
p
u
s
e
s

—
 
Neighborhood meetings at operating c

a
m
p
u
s
e
s

—
 
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 Advisory G

r
o
u
p
 meetings at c

a
m
p
u
s
e
s
 undergoing major construction

~ 
1
1
1
 Sutter Health



2016-17 K
e
 
Activities &

C
u
r
r
e
n
t
 Priorities

y
• 

F
o
u
n
d
 in compliance on all commitments

• 
St. Luke's replacement hospital ahead of schedule

• 
Exceeded unduplicated lives c

o
m
m
i
t
m
e
n
t

• 
R
e
m
a
i
n
 over the M

a
n
a
g
e
d
 Medi-Cal enrollment target

• 
Maintain partnership with N

E
M
S
 and St. Anthony's to serve

T enderloin residents

• 
Exceeded operational workforce hiring goals

• 
G
o
o
d
 faith efforts to exceed construction workforce hiring goals

• 
G
r
o
w
 n
u
m
b
e
r
 of employees enrolled in public transportation subsidy

• 
M
a
k
e
 last non -healthcare D

A
 p
a
y
m
e
n
t
 to city totaling $70,000,000

• 
Continue to invest in S

a
n
 Francisco based businesses a

n
d
 w
a
g
e
s
 --

approaching $
2
5
0
M

~
~
1
 softer ~

a
l
t
h



Construction &
L
o
c
a
l
 B
u
s
i
n
e
s
s
 Enterprise

E
c
o
n
o
m
i
c
 I
m
p
a
c
t
 t
h
r
o
u
g
h
 July 2

0
1
7

U
nion W

a
g
e
s
 to S

a
n

F
rancisco Resident:

R
e
v
e
n
u
e
 with S

a
n

F
rancisco B

a
s
e
d

B
usinesses (CBEs):

Total S
a
n
 Francisco

E
c
o
n
o
m
i
c
 Impact:

~
~
i
 softer Heath,




