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The purpose of this Addendum to the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final EIR is to
substantiate the Planning Department’s determination that no supplemental environmental review is
required for the proposed “Art and Design Special Use District” legislation (Board of Supervisors File
No. 111278) because the environmental effects of implementation of this legislation have been adequately
analyzed pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) in a Final Environmental
Impact Report (“FEIR”) previously prepared for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans
project. This memorandum describes the proposed legislation’s relationship to the Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans FEIR and Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Area Plan, analyzes
the proposed legislation in the context of the previous environmental review, and summarizes the
potential environmental effects that may occur as a result of implementing the legislation.

PROPOSED LEGISLATION
The project is proposed legislation that would amend the San Francisco Planning Code by adding Section
249.66 to create the Art and Design Special Use District (“SUD”). The SUD would apply to five lots on
three blocks in the Showplace Square/Potrero Hill area of San Francisco. The amendment would facilitate
continued operation of the California College of the Arts (“CCA”) and provide a regulatory scheme for a
potential future expansion of the campus, including permitting student housing which would be limited
to 750 beds on any parcel within the SUD boundaries. The proposed ordinance would also amend the
San Francisco Planning Code Sectional Map SU08 of the City and County’s Zoning Map to reflect the
creation of the Art and Design Special Use District. The legislation further stipulates that for any
potential housing project within the SUD, standards for development, project review, entitlement
process, and impact fees of the Urban Mixed Use (“UMU”) district would apply.1

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Background
The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Project was adopted in December 2008. The Project
was adopted in part to support housing development in some areas previously zoned for industrial uses,
1

See Planning Code Section 843 et seq. for more information.

while preserving an adequate supply of space for existing and future production, distribution, and repair
(“PDR” or generally light industrial) employment and businesses. The project established new zoning
districts that permit PDR uses exclusively; in combination with commercial uses; in districts mixing
residential and commercial uses and residential and PDR uses; as well as new residential‐only districts.
The zoning districts replaced existing industrial, commercial, residential single‐use, and mixed‐use
districts. The Project also resulted in amendments to height and bulk districts in some areas to
accommodate anticipated residential and commercial growth.
In conjunction with the Planning Code amendments, the Planning Department developed area plans for
the East South of Market Area (“East SoMa”), the Mission, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and the
Central Waterfront for inclusion in the General Plan. These area plans address policy‐level issues
pertaining to land use, transportation, urban design (including building heights and urban form), open
space, housing, historic resources, community facilities and economic development. The overarching
objective of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans is to address key policy objectives that both ensure a
stable future for PDR businesses in the city, mainly by reserving a certain amount of land for PDR use
and also provide a substantial amount of new housing, particularly affordable housing in appropriate
areas that create “complete neighborhoods” by providing appropriate amenities and services for area
residents and workers.
During the Eastern Neighborhoods adoption phase, the Planning Commission held public hearings to
consider the various aspects of the proposed area plans, and Planning Code and Zoning Map
amendments. On August 7, 2008, the Planning Commission certified the Eastern Neighborhoods Final
EIR by Motion 176592 and adopted the Preferred Project for final recommendation to the Board of
Supervisors. The mayor signed the final legislation on December 19, 2009.

Final Environmental Impact Report
The Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR is a comprehensive, programmatic document that analyzes the
environmental effects of implementing the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, as well as
the environmental impacts under several alternative zoning scenarios. The Draft EIR evaluated three
rezoning alternatives (“Options A, B and C”), two community‐proposed alternatives that focused largely
on the Mission District, and a ʺNo Projectʺ alternative. The alternatives varied in the amount of potential
area‐wide land supply that would be zoned for PDR, mixed‐use or residential use compared to existing
conditions at the time. Option A retained the greatest amount of land supply for PDR use within the
2,300‐acre plan area; Option C the least, and designated comparatively more expansive areas of
residential and mixed‐use zoning throughout the Eastern Neighborhoods and a lesser amount of land
area exclusively for PDR use. Option B sought to balance the disposition of land uses between Options A
and C. The alternative selected, or the “Preferred Project”, was analyzed in the EIR’s Response to
Comments document and represented a combination of Options B and C. The Planning Commission
adopted the Preferred Project after fully considering its environmental effects and the various
alternatives discussed in the FEIR.
The Final EIR included analyses of environmental issues associated with amended use and height
districts and new General Plan policies 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 project. No specific development projects were analyzed or as part of the
FEIR.
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This addendum reviews the proposed SUD legislation in the context of the analysis of the FEIR’s land
use (zoning) and height district alternatives listed above. Any future projects that could entail a CCA
campus expansion, changes of use or new uses on the campus, or alterations to existing buildings on the
campus that adoption of the SUD would facilitate are unknown at this time because no such projects are
proposed. Future projects would be subject to project‐specific environmental review.

SETTING
Project Location
The project site is located in the Showplace Square/Potrero Hill area of San Francisco. The proposed SUD
would apply to five lots on three blocks within an area generally defined by 7th, 8th, Irwin, Channel,
De Haro, and 15th Streets in the Showplace Square Design District (see Figure 1, Project Location Map).
Assessor Block 3913, Lot 003 is located at 30‐50 15th Street. The lot has frontages on Berry and
15th Streets. The lot accommodates a 3,950‐square‐foot, two story building constructed in 1910 that
accommodates CCA’s graduate writing lab. Immediately adjacent, on Lot 002 at 80 Carolina Street is a
24,000‐square‐foot, two‐story building that accommodates CCA’s student center.
The building located on Assessor Block 3808, Lot 004, at 184‐188 Hooper Street, is on an irregularly‐
shaped block bounded by Hooper Street to the south, 8th Street to the west, Channel to the north and 7th
Street to the east. The three‐story building, constructed in 2008, comprises 21,350‐square‐foot of building
area which CCA currently uses for its graduate center.
The building located on Assessor Block 3820, Lot 002, at 1140 7th Street/450 Irwin Street, was built in 1951
and was originally used as a maintenance shop by Greyhound Lines. The 120,000‐square‐foot building is
located on the east side of 8th Street between Hooper and Irwin Streets and functions as CCA’s primary
campus building and includes studio and fabrication spaces, class rooms and a lecture hall. To its
northeast on the same block is lot 003. This approximately 101,705‐square‐foot lot was formerly occupied
by a Greyhound Bus Lines maintenance facility, is currently vacant and is characterized by a large, flat
concrete pad.2

CCA Use Characteristics3
California College of the Arts was founded in 1907 in the East Bay to provide an education for artists and
designers integrating both art theory and practice. Since its inception in the early 1900s, CCA has
developed two campuses – one in Oakland and one in San Francisco. The Oakland campus, located in the
Rockridge district, accommodates CCA’s entire first year program as well as a selection of undergraduate

2

3

On January 13, 2012, CCA submitted an application for a lot line adjustment to the Department of Public Works to
merge lots 002 and 003 on this block into a single parcel. Email communication with David Meckel, CCA Director
of Research and Planning, January 27, 2012, available for review in Case File No. 2011.1381E at the Planning
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA.
Information related to CCA’s use characteristics cited from http://www.cca.edu, digitally accessed February 1, 2012;
email communication with David Meckel, CCA Director of Research and Planning, January 27, 2012; and Dream
Big, California College of the Arts Strategic Plan 2010‐2015, available for review in Case File No. 2011.1381E at the
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA.
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Figure 1: Project Location Map
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departments. Starting in the 1980s, CCA used leased space for its architecture and design programs and
since 1996 has had a permanent campus in San Francisco. CCA offers studies in 21 undergraduate and
seven graduate majors in the areas of fine arts, architecture, design, and writing. The San Francisco
campus has about 177,560 square feet of space. The Oakland campus has 193,670 square feet of space.
Both campuses are connected by free trans‐bay shuttles that operate while classes are in session.
As of Fall 2011, CCA’s total enrollment is 1,965 students. About 75 percent of these students are
undergraduates (e.g., 1,475) and the remaining 25 percent (490) are graduate students. First year students
(426) are typically based in Oakland. Grad students (490) are typically based in San Francisco. CCA
estimates the Oakland/San Francisco split in students and facility usage to be 40 percent in Oakland and
60 percent in San Francisco. Using that as a guide, the Oakland campus’ student load is about 786
students; the student load in San Francisco is about 1,171 students. Using the same formula for CCA’s
520‐person faculty, of which one‐third are full‐time faculty and two‐thirds are part‐time, the Oakland
campus has a 200‐person faculty and San Francisco has a faculty of 320. CCA’s Oakland staff is
approximately 109 persons. CCA staff in San Francisco is about 115 persons. All of CCA’s owned
housing is in Oakland (250 beds). CCA leases some housing in San Francisco (about 45 beds). CCA’s
2010‐2015 Strategic Plan calls for modest growth exceeding 2,000 students by year 2015.4 Since the year
2000, CCA’s historic growth pattern has averaged about 80 students per year.

Vicinity Land Uses
Land uses in the vicinity of CCA include showrooms, wholesale interior‐design‐related establishments,
galleries, light industrial businesses, offices, a public park, residences (including live/work), retail uses,
storage, transportation and utility services, fleet parking lots and warehouses.
Land uses to the west and northwest of CCA, west of De Haro Street, and north of Berry and Division
Streets include gallery, retail and showroom, light industrial, warehouse distribution and warehouse
retail. The Caltrain right‐of‐way runs along 7th Street beneath Interstate 280 to the east of CCA,
demarcating Showplace Square from Mission Bay. The block to CCA’s south (bounded by Hubbell, 8th,
Irwin, and 7th Streets) contains predominantly industrial and warehouse‐based uses. Along Hubbell
Street, from southwest to northeast, are: Axis Cafe (restaurant); parking for AT&T service trucks;
Paganini Electronic Corporation (light industrial); Nibbi Brothers Contracting (office); and Economy
Restaurant Fixtures (warehouse/retail).
To its southwest, on the block bounded by Hubbell, 16th and 7th Streets, the Planning Commission
recently approved a project on a currently vacant site that entails construction of approximately
470 residential units, 15,000 sq. ft. of ground‐floor retail and restaurant uses, and approximately 8,000 sq.
ft. of small enterprise workspace space in two buildings, plus circulation and other common areas on a
currently vacant site. The site will also contain an approximately 0.88‐acre public park, contingent on
future City approvals, that would be developed by the applicant in the Daggett right‐of‐way that bisects
the site.5
At 1150 16th Street, the Planning Commission recently authorized a project that would result in
demolition of the site’s existing single‐story building and construction of two adjoined, mixed‐use
4
5

Dream Big, California College of the Arts Strategic Plan 2010‐2015, pg. 4. Available for review in Case File No.
2011.1381E at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA.
1000 16th Street Urban Mixed Use Project, Motion No. 18419, adopted by the Planning Commission July 28, 2011.
Available for review in Case File No. 2003.0527E at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San
Francisco, CA.
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buildings. The 1150 16th Street building would be a 58 feet tall structure containing ground floor retail
and 15 dwelling units above. The adjoining 1201 8th Street building would be a 68 feet tall structure
containing ground floor retail and PDR uses above. The two buildings would share a basement level
garage containing 14 residential parking spaces and eight commercial parking spaces and are connected
by a central staircase.6
The blocks further south and southwest of the project site, beyond 17th Street, become progressively
more residential, but also include the two‐block Jackson Playground, Anchor Brewing (light industrial),
fleet parking for Coach 21 buses (transportation storage), and various office and retail uses.

Regulatory Setting
Planning Code
The subject properties are located in the Production, Distribution and Repair‐1, Design (“PDR‐1,
Design”) Use District. As stated in Planning Code Section 210.9, the intention of this district is to “retain
and encourage less‐intensive production, distribution, and repair businesses, especially the existing
clusters of design‐related businesses. Thus, this district prohibits residential uses and office, and limits,
retail and institutional uses. Additionally, this district prohibits heavy industrial uses, which generate
external noise, odors, and vibrations and engage in frequent trucking activities. Generally, all other uses
are permitted. In considering any new land use not contemplated in this District, the Zoning
Administrator shall take into account the intent of this District as expressed in this Section and in the
General Plan.” Secondary schools, either public or private, other than a school having industrial arts as
its primary course of study are permitted if less than 20,000 square feet, without associated housing
(Planning Code Section 217(i)). Housing is not permitted. The proposed legislation would therefore
eliminate the 20,000‐square‐foot use limitation for secondary arts schools and permit up to 750 beds of
housing within the boundaries of the SUD.
Student Housing Legislation
On May 19, 2012 the Mayor signed an ordinance passed by the Board of Supervisors amending the
San Francisco Planning Code by 1) adding a new Section 102.36, to create a definition of Student
Housing; 2) amending Section 124, to create a new subsection (k), to permit additional square footage
above the floor area ratio limits for Student Housing projects in buildings in the C‐3‐G and C‐3‐S
Districts, that are not designated as Significant or Contributory pursuant to Article 11; 3) amending
Section 135(d)(2), to adjust the minimum open space requirements for dwelling units that do not exceed
350 square feet, plus a bathroom; 4) amending Section 207.6(b)(3), to exempt Student Housing from the
unit mix requirement in RTO, NCT, DTR and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Used Districts; 5) amending
Section 307, to permit the conversion of Student Housing into residential uses, when certain conditions
are met; 6) amending Section 312, to require notice for a change of use to Group Housing; 7) amending
Section 317, to prohibit the conversion of residential units into Student Housing, except in specified
circumstances; 8) amending Section 401, to make conforming amendments; 9) amending Section 415.3, to
make conforming amendments and to simplify the monitoring responsibilities of the Mayorʹs Office of
Housing; 10) amending Tables 814, 840, 841, 842 and 843, to make conforming amendments; and 11)
making findings, including environmental findings and findings of consistency with the priority policies
of Planning Code Section 101.1 and the General Plan.
6

1150 16th Street Mixed Use Project, Motion No. 18579, adopted by the Planning Commission April 5, 2012. Available
for review in Case File No. 2004.1004EKC at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400,
San Francisco, CA.
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This new definition of Student Housing is based on occupancy and ownership or control and applicable
citywide. The new Section 102.36 defines Student Housing as “a living space for students of accredited
post‐secondary educational institutions that may take the form of dwelling units, group housing, or
single‐room occupancy (SRO), and is owned, operated or otherwise controlled by an accredited post‐
secondary Educational Institution.ʺ It establishes that ʺthe use of Student Housing is permitted where the
form of housing is permitted in the underlying Zoning District in which it is located.”
Planning Code Section 307(j) creates a process to allow conversions of Student Housing into other
residential uses. It provides that “[i]f a residential project no longer qualifies as Student Housing, the
Zoning Administrator may allow the conversion of the Student Housing to any permitted residential use
in the zoning district in which the Student Housing is located, once the Zoning Administrator finds that
the converted Student Housing has complied with any applicable Inclusionary Affordable Housing
Requirements, and that all other Planning Code requirements applicable to that residential use have been
met or modified through appropriate procedures.”
On the other hand, the adopted legislation prohibits conversion of residential uses into Student Housing,
with four limited exceptions: If the Student Housing would be owned, operated or controlled by a not‐
for‐ profit, post‐secondary educational institution, and (i) the residential use was built by the post‐
secondary educational institution; (ii) the residential use is in a convent, monastery (or similar religious
order facility); (iii) the residential use is on a lot directly adjacent to the post‐secondary educational
institution, so long as the lot has been owned by the post‐secondary educational institution for at least
ten years as of the effective date of this ordinance; or (iv) as of August 10, 2010, it was owned, operated or
otherwise controlled by a post‐secondary educational institution that had an Institutional Master Plan on
file with the Planning Commission, and where the occupancy by those other than students at that date
was less than 20% of the total occupants. (See amended subsection 317(f)(1).)
The adopted legislation makes other changes related to this new definition of Student Housing. It
amends Section 135(d)(2), to adjust the minimum open space requirements for dwelling units that do not
exceed 350 square feet, plus a bathroom; it amends Section 207(b)(3), to exempt Student Housing from
the unit mix requirement in RTO, NCT, DTR and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Used Districts; and it
amends Section 312, to require notice for a change of use to Group Housing. It also makes conforming
amendments to Sections 401 and 415.3 of the Planning Code, and to Tables 814, 840, 841, 842 and 843.
Any future student housing within the proposed SUD would be regulated within this context and subject
to the above, and any other Planning Code requirements, as applicable.

REMARKS
The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final EIR identified less‐than significant
environmental impacts in the following environmental topic areas: Visual Quality and Urban Design;
Population, Housing, Business Activity and Employment (Growth Inducement); Parks, Recreation and
Open Space; Mineral and Agricultural Resources; Wind; Utilities and Public Services; Biology;
Geology/Topography; Water; and Energy and Natural Resources. The Final EIR found the following
effects that can be avoided or reduced to a less‐than‐significant level with mitigation measures
incorporated in the following areas: Archeological Resources; Noise; and Air Quality.
The FEIR found the following significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the adoption of the
Eastern Neighborhoods zoning and area plans: Land Use; Transportation, including traffic and transit;
Historic Architectural Resources; and Shadow.

Case No. 2011.1381E
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As described under “Project Characteristics” on pg. 1 of this Addendum, the proposed Art and Design
Special Use District would entail eliminating the current 20,000‐square‐foot maximum use size restriction
for secondary arts schools and permitting up to 750 beds of student housing within the boundaries of the
SUD. The proposed SUD would regulate proposed student housing based on controls adopted for the
UMU district, as set forth in Planning Code Section 843. The proposed SUD legislation would not amend
the sites’ existing 58‐X Height and Bulk district. Because the SUD would rely on base zoning within the
PDR‐1‐D district and building envelope controls for student housing as part of the UMU district, the land
use characteristics of the proposed legislative amendment fall within the range of alternatives included in
the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans FEIR.

ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.19(c)(1) states that a modified project must be reevaluated
and that “If, on the basis of such reevaluation, the Environmental Review Officer determines, based on
the requirements of CEQA, that no additional environmental review is necessary, this determination and
the reasons therefore shall be noted in writing in the case record, and no further evaluation shall be
required by this Chapter.”
CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 provides for the use of an addendum to document the basis of a lead
agency’s decision not to require a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR for a project that is already
adequately covered in an existing certified EIR. The lead agency’s decision to use an addendum must be
supported by substantial evidence that the conditions that would trigger the preparation of a Subsequent
EIR, as provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, are not present.
Since certification of the EIR, no changes have occurred in the circumstances under which the original
project (e.g., zoning and map amendments and adoption of area plans) as currently proposed would be
implemented, that would change the severity of the physical impacts of implementing the Showplace
Square/Potrero Hill Area Plan as explained herein, and no new information has emerged that would
materially change the analyses or conclusions set forth in the FEIR.
Further, the proposed legislative amendment, as demonstrated below, would not result in any new
significant environmental impacts, substantial increases in the significance of previously identified
effects, or necessitate implementation of additional or considerably different mitigation measures than
those identified in the FEIR. The effects associated with the legislative amendment would be
substantially the same as those reported for the project in the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area
Plans FEIR. The following discussion provides the basis for this conclusion.

Land Use, Plans and Policies
According to data prepared in 2009 by the Planning Department, land uses within the Showplace
Square/Potrero Hill Plan Area are residential (39%); vacant (15%); PDR/light industrial (12%); cultural,
educational, institutional (10%); mixed‐use (9%); office (5%); retail/entertainment (4%); mixed‐residential
(3%); and public/open space (3%).7 Aside from CCA, there are two other extant educational institutions in
the area: the American College of Traditional Medicine at 455 Arkansas Street and the California
Culinary Academy at 350 Rhode Island Street. Residential uses generally exist south of 16th and 17th
Streets.

7

Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Monitoring Report 2006‐2010, San Francisco Planning Department. This document is
available for review in Case File No. 2011.1381E at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San
Francisco, CA.
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CCA’s existing facilities and the proposed SUD is within an area that the Showplace Square/Potrero Hill
Plan Area identifies as the “Core Showplace Square Design District.” The overarching policy objective in
this area is to “protect important concentration of design‐oriented PDR businesses here, many in historic
buildings. Encourage limited amount of retail and office space to support design functions in this area.
Prohibit new residential development.”8 PDR and related activities include arts activities, performance
spaces, furniture wholesaling, and design activities – accredited schools and post‐secondary educational
institutions as well as residential uses are excluded from this definition.9
The Eastern Neighborhood’s Final EIR evaluates land use effects based on three adopted criteria:
whether a project would physically divide an existing community; 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; or, have a substantial adverse impact on the existing
character of the vicinity.
Adoption of the proposed SUD would not disrupt or divide the surrounding community. The proposed
SUD legislation would eliminate the current 20,000‐square‐foot use size limitation in the PDR‐1‐D district
within the mapped SUD boundaries as illustrated on Figure 1. It would also permit up to 750 beds of
student housing on CCA parcels within the SUD.
Assessor Block 3820, Lot 002, the 2.3‐acre (101,705‐square‐foot) lot located behind the existing CCA
campus building is currently vacant. Eliminating the use size restriction on this parcel could facilitate a
potential expansion/new construction of CCA facilities, which would represent a potential intensification
of land use compared to what is currently permitted and what currently exists at this parcel. While
currently no building or campus expansion is proposed, any future building(s)’ size, volume, setbacks,
and general mass would be regulated by the pertinent Planning Code provisions, such as those related to
PDR‐1‐D districts including floor area ratios for non‐residential uses, etc., in addition to pertinent
provisions of the UMU district for student housing, as set forth in Planning Code Section 843 et seq.
In terms of land use compatibility, adoption of the SUD could encourage the types of uses that already
exist at CCA in the surrounding vicinity – educational, institutional, administrative office, and nearby
residential uses. The CCA campus and its ancillary facilities would be expected to function and
interrelate with surrounding land uses as they currently do without substantial disruption. As stated in
the Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Area Plan, the definition of PDR includes arts activities, performance
spaces, and design activities, among other things – activities integral to the scope and mission of CCA;
the proposed SUD legislation would permit student housing exclusively within the boundaries of the
SUD as an ancillary use to CCA. No housing would otherwise permitted by this or other legislation in
the surrounding PDR‐1‐D district. Thus, the SUD is not anticipated to disrupt or divide the
neighborhood, or result in any project‐specific land use impacts of greater severity than those reported in
the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. Further, adoption of the SUD would not conflict with any applicable
land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect.

8
9

Showplace Square/Portrero Hill Area Plan, pg. 13. This document is available for review in Case File No. 2011.1381E
at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA.
Planning Code Section 102.2.
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In the cumulative context, the Final EIR found that adoption of the preferred Eastern Neighborhoods use
districts and zoning controls would result in a significant, adverse impact in the cumulative supply of
land for PDR uses and would not be mitigable without substantial change in use controls on land under
Port of San Francisco jurisdiction. The finding was based on supply, demand and land use projections
prepared for the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR. 10
The FEIR found that industrially‐zoned land and PDR building space is expected to decrease over the
foreseeable future. The use districts and zoning controls adopted as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area Plans project are expected to accommodate housing and primarily management,
information, and professional service land uses within the area over time. While the SUD would apply to
CCA’s parcels, including the 101,705‐square‐foot vacant parcel where design‐related PDR uses are
permitted, potential increases in cultural, institutional and educational space of upwards of 225,000 to
260,000 square feet within the neighborhood were forecasted and envisioned as part of the local planning
process. Additionally, upwards of 2,600 housing units are anticipated within the Plan area through the
year 2025. Permitting student housing within the CCA SUD would address residential demands
generated by the institution as well as represent a portion of the areawide forecasted demand for this
type of land use.
Because the type of housing that may be permitted is limited to student housing and because the
geography of the SUD is confined to those parcels under control of and related to the California College
of the Arts and not the surrounding PDR‐1‐D district at large, implementation of the SUD would not
contribute in a considerable manner to the adverse, cumulative land use impact associated with the
adoption of area‐wide rezoning. The cumulative land use effect of the proposed SUD would be therefore
less than considerable.

Transportation
Traffic
The FEIR included a level of service analysis at 40 study intersections within the plan area. Within
Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, the FEIR included 15 study intersections and found significant, adverse
impacts would occur at the following intersections: Seventh/Harrison, 13th/Bryant, 13th/Folsom, South
Van Ness/Howard/13th, Seventh/Brannan, Seventh/Townsend, Eighth/Bryant, Eighth/Harrison,
Third/César Chávez, Third/Evans, and César Chávez/Evans. With the exception of the intersections of
DeHaro/Division/King, Rhode Island/16th, and Rhode Island/Division Streets, the FEIR identified no
feasible measures associated with the above intersection impacts to mitigate them to less‐than‐significant
levels. Other mitigation cited in the FEIR could include implementation of Intelligent Traffic
Management Systems (“ITMS”) strategies, improvement and enhancement of streets, promotion of
alternate means of travel, and parking management to discourage driving.
Implementation of the proposed SUD legislation would not directly generate new person or automobile
trips. Subsequent development projects proposed within the context of the SUD would be reviewed at a
project‐level to determine trip generation, assignment and mode split in order to determine the potential
for future projects to result in operational impacts on signalized intersections or cause major traffic
hazards or contribute considerably to cumulative traffic increases that would cause deterioration in levels
of service to unacceptable levels.

10

Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final EIR, p. 77. This document is available for review in Case File
No. 2011.1381E at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA.
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Transit
Page 257 of the Final EIR characterizes local transit service as follows:
Showplace Square/Potrero Hill is well‐served by Muni, except at the southeastern portion of the
subarea. Almost all of the residents and workers have access to a bus line within a two‐block
walking distance. However, relatively long headways between buses and indirect lines limits the
usability of service. Moreover, the steep topography of Potrero Hill and the discontinuous street
network in some parts of the subarea can also be limiting in terms of accessibility, as the closest
stop may not be easily reached by a direct route. Additionally, service is limited in the
southeastern portion of this subarea.
In the vicinity of the proposed SUD, the north‐south 19‐Polk bus line traverses 16th Street with a bus stop
at Rhode Island Street, one block to the west of the proposed SUD; and the 10‐Townsend traverses
17th Street one block south of the proposed SUD with a bus stop at Wisconsin Street two blocks south of
the SUD. The east‐west 22‐Fillmore bus line runs along Mission and 16th Streets west of Kansas Street,
along 17th Street between Kansas and Connecticut Streets, with a stop at Wisconsin Street one block
south of the proposed SUD, and then along 18th Street east to Tennessee and 3rd Streets. The 22‐Fillmore
connects CCA’s campus with the 16th Street Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) station, about 1.3 miles to
the west. The 3rd Street Light Rail line runs north‐south along 3rd Street, one‐half mile east of the
campus. There are no transit stops directly in front of any of CCA’s buildings.11
As discussed under Use Characteristics on pg. 3 of this addendum, CCA operates a free shuttle service
for its students on weekdays between its Oakland and San Francisco campuses. In spring 2012, average
daily passenger counts from Oakland to San Francisco are: Mondays: 303; Tuesdays: 344; Wednesdays:
307; Thursdays: 301; Fridays: 106. From San Francisco to Oakland, passenger loads are similar: Mondays:
338; Tuesdays: 316; Wednesdays: 296; Thursdays: 268; Fridays: 105.
Implementation of the SUD would not directly affect transit use or the capacity of lines serving the
project vicinity. Any future proposal would be reviewed for its potential to cause a substantial increase in
transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, 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 levels could result.
Pedestrians
Page 262 of the Final EIR characterizes area‐wide pedestrian conditions as follows:
Although Showplace Square has become a center of the furnishings industry, many streets still
reflect the earlier industrial nature of the area, and many streets do not have sidewalks or
crosswalks, including portions of De Haro, Rhode Island, Henry Adams (Kansas), Vermont,
Ninth, Utah, and Berry Streets; vehicles ranging from automobiles to large trucks often park
perpendicular to buildings where a sidewalk would otherwise be found, and trucks sometimes
partially or completely block the sidewalks that do exist, interfering with pedestrian circulation
and forcing pedestrians to walk in the roadways. However, because pedestrian and traffic
volumes are low, conflicts are relatively minimal. There are few signalized intersections in
Showplace Square, except the northernmost portion. The combination of the above factors creates
relatively unfriendly conditions for pedestrians in the area….

11

Bus routes and bus stop locations were identified on http://www.sfmta.com/cms/asystem/routelist.php, accessed
March 1, 2012.
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Sidewalks exist adjacent to the parcels within the proposed SUD. Sidewalk widths range from 9 feet on
the north side of Irwin Street between 7th and 8th Streets to up to about 20 feet in width on the south side
of Hooper Street between 7th and 8th Streets. Average sidewalk widths are approximately 13 feet.
Pedestrian volumes within and adjacent to the proposed SUD are low to moderate – CCA and nearby
businesses generate foot traffic, primarily to and from transit stops and other nearby businesses. In 2009,
a public plaza (e.g., “parklet”), also known as Showplace Triangle, was installed as part of the City’s
Pavement to Parks program a block southeast of CCA’s campus at 8th, 16th, and Wisconsin Streets. The
parklet provides public seating and car‐free open space for residents, employees and students. The
proposed SUD would not adversely affect existing pedestrian conditions, result in the overcrowding of
neighboring sidewalks, create hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with
pedestrian accessibility.
Bicycle
As described on pg. 263 of the Final EIR,
Bicycle routes with separate bike lanes (Class II route) include Potrero Avenue (between 17th and
César Chávez Streets), and parts of Seventh, Eighth, Division, 16th, and César Chávez Streets.
Class III routes exist on parts of Townsend, Henry Adams (Kansas), 17th, Mariposa, 23rd,
Kansas, and César Chávez Streets. Bicycle volumes in the Showplace Square/Potrero Hill subarea
were observed to be low, although during the p.m. peak period, a substantial number of
bicyclists were observed to be riding along 16th and 17th Streets and Potrero Avenue.
Bicycle Route #40 is located on 16th Street about a block south of the proposed SUD. Route #40 is part of
the citywide bicycle route network between 3rd and Kansas Streets. Also in the vicinity is Route #23. In
the southbound direction, this bicycle route extends from 8th and Market Streets to
Division/Townsend/Henry Adams Streets. In the northbound direction Route #23 extends from 16th and
Mississippi Streets to 7th and Market Streets. Both routes operate satisfactorily and bicycle traffic
generally occurs without major impedances or safety problems.12
In terms of bicycle parking, CCA currently has 281 bicycle parking spaces, 85 percent of which are
indoors. During peak times, demand for bicycle parking exceeds existing supply.13 Adoption of the SUD
would not adversely affect bicycle operations or result in hazardous conditions for cyclists. Any future
proposal would require a project‐specific analysis of its effect on bicycle operations, as well as an
assessment of potential bicycle parking demand and code‐requirements for onsite bicycle storage.
Parking
San Francisco does not consider parking supply as part of the permanent physical environment and
therefore, does not consider changes in parking conditions to be environmental impacts as defined by
CEQA. Parking deficits are considered to be social effects, rather than impacts on the physical
environment as defined by CEQA. Under CEQA, a project’s social impacts need not be treated as
significant impacts on the environment. Parking conditions are not static, as parking supply and demand
varies from day to day, from day to night, from month to month, etc. Hence, the availability of parking

12
13

Personal observation, site visit, February 10, 2012.
Email communication with David Meckel, CCA Director of Research and Planning, February 24, 2012, available
for review in Case File No. 2011.1381E at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco,
CA.
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spaces (or lack thereof) is not a permanent physical condition, but changes over time as people change
their modes and patterns of travel.
As reported on pg. 265 of the Final EIR, “on‐street parking in the industrial and some commercial
portions of Showplace Square subarea consists of a combination of parallel and perpendicular spaces,
with irregular layout of the roadway, sidewalks, and parking areas prevalent. There are no city‐operated
parking lots in the Showplace Square/Potrero Hill subarea. There are several private parking facilities,
mostly serving employees and business customers, and not publicly available.”
CCA currently has 23 off‐street parking spaces at CCA’s student center building located at
80 Carolina Street. There are four additional off‐street spaces located behind the Graduate Center
building located at Carolina and Hooper Streets. Planning Code Section 151.1 includes a schedule of
permitted off‐street parking spaces in Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use zoning districts. For post‐
secondary schools, the Planning Code permits up to one space per each two classrooms; for arts activities
and spaces except theater or auditorium spaces, the Planning Code permits one for each 2,000 square feet
of occupied floor area. As part of any project‐specific future environmental review, an analysis of parking
supply, demand and Planning Code requirements based on the specific size and use characteristics of the
proposal, as applicable, would be provided.

Historic Architectural Resources
The Showplace Square/Northeast Mission Survey was conducted by Planning Department staff in
conjunction with the local firm of Kelley and VerPlanck as one of several planning studies used to inform
the implementation of the Showplace Square and Mission Area Plans. The Survey includes
documentation and assessment of more than 600 individual properties that are located within the area
that is bounded approximately by Duboce Avenue and Bryant Street to the north, 20th Street to the
south, 7th and Pennsylvania Streets to the east, and Shotwell and Folsom Streets to the west. The survey
results were adopted by the Historic Preservation Commission on August 17, 2011.14
Regarding the parcels within the boundaries of the proposed SUD, none of the five surveyed lots are
considered eligible for listing on the California or National Registers of Historic Places. All of the
buildings, with exception of 450 Irwin Street, were found ineligible. In the case of 450 Irwin Street (Block
3820, Lot 003), the survey assigned a status code is 7R, which means it was “identified in Reconnaissance
Level Survey and not evaluated.” During the adoption proceedings, the Historic Preservation
Commission directed Planning staff to contact the building owner to inform them of the Commission’s
intent to adopt survey findings that the building is California Register eligible at a future hearing because
of its association with a notable architect (i.e., Skidmore, Owings and Merrill), and it is a good example of
early modern design. Table 2 presents the survey information for properties within the proposed SUD.
The Showplace Square / Northeast Mission Survey also identified the Heavy Timber and Steel Frame
Brick Warehouse District within the surveyed area. This discontiguous district comprises three separate
clusters of large heavy timber and steel‐frame brick industrial buildings, most of which are designed in
the American Commercial style. Cumulatively the district includes 16 buildings constructed between
1894 and 1929 that are located within the boundaries of the Showplace Square survey area that includes
parts of the Potrero and Mission districts as well as the southwest corner of the South of Market Area.
The proposed SUD would be located two blocks east of this district, contains none of that district’s
14

Showplace Square/Northeast Mission Historic Resource Survey adoption materials, Historic Preservation Commission
Motion No. 0134. This document is available for review in Case File No. 2011.1381E at the Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA.
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contributory structures, and would not adversely affect, or materially impair the district’s character
defining features or otherwise preclude its eligibility for listing on the California Register of Historical
Resources.
TABLE 2: SHOWPLACE SQUARE/ NORTHEAST MISSION SURVEY
HISTORIC STATUS, SUD PARCELS
Address

APN

Build Date

Status Code

Architecture

Integrity

District

Resource

184 Hooper

3808004

1946

6Z

2

4

0

No

450 Irwin

3808002

1946

6Z

2

6

0

No

450 Irwin

3820003

1951

7R

2

4

0

Potential

80 Carolina

3913002

1984

6Z

0

0

0

No

30 15th

3913003

1910

6Z

2

4

0

No

Notes:
Status Code: Code used to determine eligibility for listing or designation. 6Z means “found ineligible for the National Register,
California Register, or local designation through survey evaluation.” 7R means “identified in reconnaissance level survey, not
evaluated.”
Architecture: rated from 1 to 5. Ratings were only assigned to buildings built in or before 1963. The best buildings, rated 4 and 5
represent a combined 8% of the building stock, with only 12 examples rated as 5.
Integrity: Integrity, as it applies to historic preservation, is a measure of retention of sufficient historic fabric and character-defining
features to convey its historical significance. Ratings were only assigned to buildings built in or before 1963. There are seven
aspects of integrity, and the scale of 1-7 is shorthand for that list. The aspects are: location, design, setting, materials, workmanship,
feeling, and association. All seven qualities do not need to be present for eligibility as long as the overall sense of the past time and
place is evident.
Source: San Francisco Planning Department, 2011.

The Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR found that implementation of areawide zoning controls would
result in a significant, adverse environmental impact related to historical resources. Demolition or
significant alteration of buildings that are identified as historical resources, potential resources, or age‐
eligible properties could be anticipated to occur as a result of development subsequent to implementation
of the zoning and area plans. The Final EIR indicates that such impacts could occur individually (to
single buildings) as well as cumulatively (to known or potential historic districts). Adoption of the
proposed SUD would not adversely affect resources. The SUD would neither increase the severity of the
significant impact to historic architectural resources associated with the Eastern Neighborhoods
rezoning, nor result in new or substantially different effects. Thus, the SUD would not contribute
considerably to adverse cumulative historic resource impacts identified in the Final EIR.

Shadow
Planning Code Section 295, the Sunlight Ordinance, generally prohibits buildings greater than 40 feet tall
that would shade City parks (under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department), except
during early morning and late afternoon hours, if the shadow would adversely affect use of the park,
unless the Planning Commission determines that the effect would be insignificant. In practice, therefore,
Section 295 acts as a kind of overlay that further limits heights and/or shapes of certain buildings around
protected parks: the Section 295 limit is in addition to the height limits in the Height and Bulk districts.
Privately‐owned open spaces and those under the jurisdiction of other entities are not subject to
Planning Code Section 295.
Case No. 2011.1381E
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Open space and recreational facilities under jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department in the
Showplace Square area include the Jackson Playground, McKinley Square, Potrero Playground, and
Potrero del Sol Park. The closest of these facilities to CCA is Jackson Playground, about 775 feet to the
south.
About 400 feet east of the proposed SUD, on the east side of 7th Street, east of the elevated I‐280 flyover,
new parks and open spaces are programmed within Mission Bay. These parks have not yet been
completed and are not under Recreation and Park Department jurisdiction. These spaces are on land
referred to as Mission Bay P7 and P9. Parcel P7 would accommodate a future little league softball
diamond; P9 is programmed for passive open space.15
As stated on pp. 2‐3 of this addendum, CCA proposes no specific buildings or campus expansion as part
of the SUD. Therefore, adoption of the proposed SUD would not result in any shadow effects. For
purposes of this addendum, the Planning Department prepared a preliminary shadow fan analysis to
determine the potential shading effects associated with a potential build out of CCA’s vacant parcel
(Block 3808, Lot 002) within the SUD boundaries. Using a computer program, the study conservatively
evaluated a conceptual future building on that lot to the existing 58‐foot height limit with no setbacks.
The shadow fan indicates that a “code‐compliant16” building on Block 3808, Lot 002 would cast shadow
to the north crossing Channel Street in the morning on the winter solstice (December 21), when the sun is
the lowest in the sky and shadows are the longest. By noon that day, shadows would reach the eastern
edge of the intersection of 7th and Hooper Streets. By late afternoon, shadows could reach as far to the
northeast to parcel P9 in Mission Bay. This parcel is located partially under, and adjacent to, the elevated
span of I‐280. At this location, the elevated roadway is about 30‐35 feet above grade and casts its shadow,
so it is not possible to evaluate specifically whether a potential building on the CCA campus would (or
would not) contribute to shading that is already attributable to the I‐280 flyover, or whether potential
shadows would adversely affect the use and enjoyment of the potential softball diamond, which has not
yet been designed.17
In the morning on the summer solstice (June 21), a “code‐compliant” building on Block 3808, Lot 002
would cast shadow to the northwest and these shadows would fall onto the existing building on
450 Irwin Street. By noon on that day, when the sun is in the highest position in the sky and shadows are
shortest, shadows from a conceptual building could extend southeastward across Irwin Street. By late
afternoon shadows would reach the eastern side of 7th Street. Shading effects during the spring and fall
equinoxes, the seasonal periods when the earth is half way between its tilt to the north (for summer) and
south (for winter), respectively, shading effects would fall within the range described above.
The Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR found that adoption of new use district, associated land use
controls and implementation of the area plans could result in significant, adverse shadow impacts on the
following parks and open spaces: Victoria Manalo Draves Park, South of Market Recreation
Center/Eugene Friend Recreation Center, Alice Street Community Gardens, and South Park in East
SoMa; KidPower Park, Franklin Square, Mission Playground, Alioto Mini‐Park, 24th and York Mini Park
15
16

17

Mission Bay Open Space System Map, accessed February 23, 2012, via http://missionbayparks.com/future.php,
The shadow study is based on a digital model of the subject lot, extruded to a maximum height of 58 feet above
street grade and for purposes of conservative analysis does not include setbacks or any type of architectural
articulation or building modulation.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 states, “If, after thorough investigation, a Lead Agency finds that a particular
impact is too speculative for evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion and terminate discussion of the
impact.”
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and the James Rolph Playground in the Mission; Potrero del Sol Park and Jackson Playground in
Showplace Square/Potrero Hill; and, Esprit Park, Warm Water Cove and Wood Yard Mini‐Park in the
Central Waterfront. Adoption of the SUD would not contribute to or exacerbate shading on any of these
parks and open spaces. Any future development proposal over 40‐feet in height would be subject to the
Planning Department’s requirement to prepare a shadow study to evaluate project‐specific shading
impacts to comply with Planning Code Section 295 and CEQA. Implementation of the SUD would not
contribute in a considerable manner to the adverse shadow effects identified in the FEIR. Thus,
cumulative shadow effects would be less than considerable.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
The vacant parcel within the proposed SUD at 450 Irwin Street (Block 3808, Lot 002) is under review by
the San Francisco Department of Public Health’s (DPH) Local Oversight Program (LOP).18 The Local
Oversight Program provides regulatory oversight at Underground Storage Tank release sites, in
accordance with state laws, regulations, and Regional Water Quality Control Board policies. According
to DPH records, the 450 Irwin Street parcel was formerly used by Greyhound Bus Lines as a bus
maintenance facility.
Based on prior investigations, DPH reports that the site had 13 underground storage tanks which were
removed in July 1993 and in February 2003. A number of assessments were conducted and 16 monitoring
wells were installed on the site. Petroleum hydrocarbons, mainly diesel, were detected in the soil and
groundwater at the site. BTEX (benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene), aromatic lighter
hydrocarbons, were very low or non‐detectable, indicating that the diesel detected in soil and
groundwater was from an old release since most of the BTEX has volatized. Onsite petroleum
hydrocarbon contamination is localized and does not appear to have migrated offsite. Diesel detected in
the groundwater from the 13 wells indicates a low‐level of residual diesel contamination with almost no
BTEX detected. The remaining three wells located adjacent to former diesel underground storage tanks
(USTs) detected free product19 especially; DPH’s LOP had requested aggressive removal of the free
product via a multi‐phase vacuum extraction (MPVE) procedure. This procedure vacuums up
groundwater and free product from impacted wells at monthly intervals, continuing through 2012.
With all the USTs and associated piping removed, DPH considers source removal is complete. According
to DPH, residual petroleum hydrocarbons remaining in the soil and groundwater and is insignificant
(natural attenuation is expected to break down the remaining residual concentrations with time) with the
exception of three wells where free product is still detected.
Implementation of the SUD would not result in 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. Future projects that may be implemented within the context of the SUD
would be required to comply with existing hazardous materials regulations, such as those as part of
DPH’s Voluntary Remedial Action Program which would address the appropriateness, through soils
testing and other means, of the site to safely accommodate proposed future uses.
18

Email communication, Albert Lee, Department of Public Health, February 2, 2012. Email communication and
attachments are available for review in Case File No. 2011.1381E at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400, San Francisco, CA.
19 Free product is defined as chemical constituents, generally petroleum hydrocarbons or diesel, suspended on top
of water (“accumulation of separate phase liquid”) or within another surface. How to Effectively Recover Free
Product at Leaking Underground Storage Tank Sites, United States Environmental Protection Agency, accessed on
line on September 11, 2011 via http://www.epa.gov/oust/pubs/fprg.htm
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Less than Significant Environmental Effects
The Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR found that the implementation of area‐wide zoning and associated
Area Plans would not result any significant environmental impacts in the following areas: Visual Quality
and Urban Design; Population, Housing, Business Activity and Employment (Growth Inducement);
Parks, Recreation and Open Space; Mineral and Agricultural Resources; Wind; Utilities and Public
Services; Biology; Geology/Topography; Water; and Energy and Natural Resources. Each of these topics
is analyzed and discussed in detail including, but not limited to, in the Final EIR (and Initial Study or
“IS”) Chapters: 4.B; 4.C; 4.D; 4.H; 4.M; 6.D; 7.A‐C (IS); 8.A‐C (IS); 9.A, B (IS); 10.A‐C (IS); 11.A‐B (IS).
Adoption of the proposed SUD would not change these conclusions.

Effects That Can Be Avoided or Reduce to Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures
The Final EIR found that the implementation of area‐wide zoning and associated Area Plans would
result in potentially significant environmental impacts that may be avoided with implementation of
mitigation measures; adoption of the proposed SUD would not alter these conclusions. The Final EIR’s
mitigation measures, incorporated here by reference, may apply to future development project within the
SUD as applicable, if project‐specific review finds that such a project were to result in potentially
significant environmental impacts.20 The measures are summarized below.
Measure F‐1, Construction Noise: requires contractors using pile‐driving to incorporate measures
during construction to reduce noise effects to nearby noise‐sensitive uses. Measures include use of noise
shielding and muffling devices and limiting the use of pile‐driving, when necessary, during specific
times of day.
Measure F‐2, Construction Noise: requires contractors to utilize noise attenuation measures during
construction to minimize noise effects. Measures may include: temporary barriers around construction
sites; noise control blankets; ongoing monitoring of noise attenuation measures through by taking noise
measurements; and posting construction schedule, construction contact and complaint procedures for
affected parties.
Measure F‐3, Interior Noise Levels: directs the Planning Department to require 24‐hour exterior noise
meter testing prior to any project‐specific entitlement to ensure that a future project’s noise interior noise
levels comply with use compatibility requirements in the General Plan and in Police Code Section 2909I.
Measure F‐4, Siting of Noise Sensitive Uses: similar to above, this measure directs the Planning
Department to require 24‐hour exterior noise meter testing prior to any project‐specific entitlement to
ensure that a future project’s noise interior noise levels comply with use compatibility requirements in
the General Plan and in Police Code Section 2909I. This measure is intended to reduce potential conflicts
between existing sensitive receptors and new noise‐generating uses, for new development including
commercial, industrial or other uses that would be expected to generate noise levels in excess of ambient
noise, either short‐term, at nighttime, or as a 24‐hour average.
Measure F‐5, Siting of Noise Generating Uses: similar to above, this measure directs the Planning
Department to require 24‐hour exterior noise meter testing prior to any project‐specific entitlement to
ensure that the siting of potentially noisy land uses do not adversely affect nearby sensitive receptors.

20

Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, Planning Commission
Motion No. 17659, adopted August 7, 2008. This document is available for review in Case File No. 2011.1381E at
the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA.

Case No. 2011.1381E
1111 8th Street

17

Addendum to Environmental Impact Report
September 26, 2012

Measure F‐6, Open Space in Noisy Environments: directs the Planning Department through its building
permit review process, in conjunction with noise analysis required pursuant to Mitigation Measure F‐4,
to require that open space required under the Planning Code for such uses be protected, to the maximum
feasible extent, from existing ambient noise levels that could prove annoying or disruptive to users of the
open space. Implementation of this measure could involve, among other things, site design that uses the
building itself to shield on‐site open space from the greatest noise sources, construction of noise barriers
between noise sources and open space, and appropriate use of both common and private open space in
multi‐family dwellings, and implementation would also be undertaken consistent with other principles
of urban design.
Measure G‐3, Siting of Uses that Emit DPM: requires uses that emit diesel particulate matter (DPM), for
new for new development including warehousing and distribution centers, commercial, industrial, or
other uses that would be expected to be served by at least 100 trucks per day or 40 refrigerated trucks per
day, based on the ARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook, be located no less than 1,000 feet from
residential units and other sensitive receptors, including schools, children’s day care centers, parks and
playgrounds, hospitals, nursing and convalescent homes, and like uses.
Measure G‐3, Siting of Uses that Emit Other TACs: requires the preparation of an analysis that
includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify residential or other sensitive uses within 1,000 feet of the
project site, prior to the first project approval action for new uses that include commercial, industrial or
others that would be expected to generate toxic air contaminants (TACs) as part of everyday operations.
This measure shall be applicable, at a minimum, to the following uses: dry cleaners; drive‐through
restaurants; gas dispensing facilities; auto body shops; metal plating shops; photographic processing
shops; textiles; apparel and furniture upholstery; leather and leather products; appliance repair shops;
mechanical assembly cleaning; printing shops; hospitals and medical clinics; biotechnology research
facilities; warehousing and distribution centers; and any use served by at least 100 trucks per day.
Measure J‐2, Properties with No Previous Studies: requires preparation of a Preliminary Archeological
Sensitivity Study by an archeological consultant with expertise in California prehistoric and urban
historical archeology. The Sensitivity Study should: determine the historical uses of the project site based
on any previous archeological documentation and Sanborn maps; determine types of archeological
resources/properties that may have been located within the project site and whether the archeological
resources/property types would potentially be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources; determine if 19th or 20th century soils‐disturbing activities may adversely affected the
identified potential archeological resources; assess potential project effects in relation to the depth of any
identified potential archeological resource; and include a conclusion assessing whether any CRHP‐
eligible archeological resources could be adversely affected by the proposed project and recommendation
as to appropriate further action.
Measure L‐1, Hazardous Building Materials: requires that the subsequent project sponsors 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.

CONCLUSION
Based on the foregoing, the Department concludes that the analyses conducted and the conclusions
reached in the FEIR certified on August 7, 2008 remain valid, and that no supplemental environmental
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review is required for the proposed project modifications. Implementation of the proposed SUD would
not cause new significant impacts not identified in the FEIR, or result in a substantial increase in the
severity of previously identified significant impacts, and no new mitigation measures would be
necessary to reduce significant impacts. No changes have occurred with respect to circumstances
surrounding the original project that would cause significant environmental impacts to which the
modified project would contribute considerably, and no new information has been put forward which
shows that the modified project would cause significant environmental impacts. Therefore, no
supplemental environmental review is required beyond this addendum.
I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements.

DATE
Bill Wycko, Environmental
for John Rahaim, Director of Planning
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