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Initial Study — Community Plan Evaluation

Case No.: 2016-010589ENV

Project Address: 2300 Harrison Street/3101 19t Street

Zoning: UMU (Urban Mixed-Use)

68-X Height & Bulk District

Block/Lot: 3593/001

Lot Size: 38,676 square feet

Plan Area: Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan (Mission Plan Area)

Project Sponsor: Tuija Catalano, Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP, (415) 567-9000

Staff Contact: Megan Calpin, (415) 575-9049, megan.calpin@sfgov.org
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The approximately 38,676-square-foot project site is located on the west side of Harrison Street, on the
southwest corner of the intersection of Harrison and 19th streets in the Mission neighborhood. The project
site is bounded by 19th Street to the north, Harrison Street to the east, Mistral Street to the south, and Treat
Avenue to the west (see Project Site Location in Appendix A). The site is currently occupied by a 42-foot-
tall, three-story, 68,538-square-foot office building, constructed in 1913, and a 14,000-square-foot surface
parking lot with 61 parking spaces. The existing office building has a 1,300-square-foot roof deck. There are
currently five additional on-site parking spaces along the Harrison Street exterior of the existing office
building, for a total of 66 off-street vehicle parking spaces. The existing office building provides a bicycle
room with 48 Class 1 bicycle spaces, and two showers and a locker room with existing bicycle racks for 27
bicycles.! Nine Class 2 bicycle parking spacesare currently provided in the existing parking lot (see Existing
Site Plan in Appendix B, Sheet A110). Adjacent to the project site, there are an additional 14 Class 2 bicycle
parking spaces on the east side of Treat Avenue (five bicycle racks in an on-street bicycle corral and two
bicycle racks on the sidewalk).

Pedestrian access to the existing office building is located on 19% Street, Harrison Street, and from the
existing surface parking lot on the southside of the building. The project site has four existing curb cuts.
There is a 17-foot-wide curb cut on Treat Avenue to access the surface parking lot, and there are also three
curb cuts on Harrison Street: a 17-foot-4-inch-wide curb cut to access the surface parking lot and two to the
north of that curb cut, 18-foot-6-inch-wide and 20-foot-wide, respectively (see Existing Site Plan in
Appendix B, Sheet A110).

The proposed project would include a vertical and horizontal addition to the existing building that would
replace the surface parking lot with new construction of a 75-foot-tall (up to 85-foot-tall for the elevator
penthouse), six-story-over-basement, 77,365-square-foot mixed-use building (see Appendix B for project
site plan and project figures). The new building would be connected to the existing building at the second

1 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces are spaces in secure, weather-protected facilities intended for use as long-term, overnight, and
work-day bicycle storage. Class 2 bicycle parking spaces are spaces located in a publicly accessible, highly visible location intended
for transient or short-term use. Each Class 2 rack serves two bicycles.
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and third levels to expand the existing office uses on those floors. An office lobby fronting Mistral Street
would provide access to an elevator serving the basement garage through floor 3 of the new building. Other
than for the connections at the second and third levels to expand the office use, no changes are proposed
to the existing building. The project would use the state density bonus law (California Government Code
sections 65915-65918), which allows waivers, concessions, and modifications from local development
standards for projects. Under the state density bonus law, the project would seek modifications and
concessions for active ground floor uses, narrow street height limit, ground floor height, and rear yard
setback. The project also seeks a waiver for one additional floor above the existing height limit. Table 1
below details the existing, proposed, and proposed combined new project’s uses and square footage.

Table 1: Project Characteristics

Existing (gross square Proposed (gsf) Total onsite after
feet - gsf) addition (gsf)
Office 68,538 27,017 95,555
Office Open Space 1,300 544 1,844
Retail - 2,483 2,483
Retail Open Space -- 112 112
Arts Activity or Retail - 1,117 1,117
Residential - 29,234 29,234
Residential Open Space | -- 4,220 4,220
Parking 14,000 (surface parking | -14,000 surface parking
lot) lot
+17,514 (garage) 17,514 (garage)
66 spaces -25 spaces 41 spaces
Bicycle Parking 75 Class 1 spaces 30 Class 1 spaces 105 Class 1 spaces
9 Class 2 spaces -4 Class 2 spaces 5 Class 2 spaces
Total 68,538 77,365 145,903

The proposed addition would consist of 12,331 square feet of below-grade parking for the office use, a new
bike room with seven Class 1 bicycle spaces, 12 lockers and two showers for office employees at the site;
1,117 square feet of arts activity or retail uses, 2,483 square feet of retail, and 5,183 square feet of parking
for the residential use at the ground floor; 27,017 square feet of office use on floors 2 and 3; and 29,234
square feet of residential use on floors 4, 5, and 6. The project would include 24 dwelling units consisting
of 14 one-bedroom and 10 two-bedroom units. The residential lobby would be at the corner of Treat Avenue
and Mistral Street, fronting Mistral Street, with access to an elevator serving floors 1 and 4 through 6.
Existing access to office uses would continue to be available at the ground floor from 19t and Harrison
streets. In addition, a new elevator serving the office space would be accessible from the basement garage,

2 For compliance with Planning Code sections 155.1-155.4, Bicycle Parking, Showers, and Lockers in New and Expanded Buildings.
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a lobby fronting Mistral Street, and floors 2 and 3. Two arts activity or retail spaces would front Mistral
Street, and the retail space would front Harrison Street.

Open space for retail (112 square feet) would be provided on the Harrison Street frontage of the building,
in front of the retail space. Approximately 545 total square feet of open space for office use would be
provided on floors 2 and 3 as 272 square foot balconies, each facing Mistral Street. Approximately 2,722
square feet of residential common open space would be provided on the fourth and fifth floors in the form
of terraces. In addition, approximately 1,405 square feet of private open space would be provided for some
of the residential units as private balconies for five residential units. Following development of the project,
uses at the site would consist of 95,555 square feet of office use, 29,234 square feet of residential use, 1,117
square feet of ground floor arts activity or retail uses, 2,483 square feet of retail, 17,514 square feet of
parking, and 6,176 square feet of open space.

The proposed project would remove the existing surface parking lot with 61 parking spaces. It would
provide 41 vehicle parking spaces: 31 for office and 10 for residential use as follows. Twenty-eight parking
spaces for the office use would be located in the basement garage accessed from a proposed 14-foot-wide
curb cut on Treat Avenue. Additionally, three of the existing five parking spaces on the Harrison Street
exterior of the building would be retained for the office use and accessed via the existing 20-foot-wide curb
cut. Ten vehicle spaces for the residential use would be located in a ground floor parking garage accessed
from a proposed 14-foot-wide curb cut on Mistral Street.

The proposed project would add 30 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces at the basement and ground floor
levels—24 for residential use, five for office use, and one for retail use. The existing nine Class 2 bicycle
spaces in the surface parking lot would be removed. Adjacent to the existing project site on Treat Avenue
is an on-street bicycle corral with 10 Class 2 spaces and two bicycle racks on the sidewalk with four Class
2 spaces. This corral and the sidewalk racks would be relocated to accommodate the proposed Treat
Avenue curb cut. Due to the vertical and horizontal additions, the project would be required to provide
five Class 2 bicycle parking spaces in the right-of-way adjacent to the project site on the surrounding
sidewalks. Following implementation of the project, the project site would provide 105 Class 1 bicycle
parking spaces on-site and five Class 2 bicycle parking spaces on the sidewalks surrounding the site. The
proposal also includes the addition of 14 street trees: one on Treat Avenue, 12 on Mistral Street, and one on
Harrison Street.

The proposal includes several transportation-related changes, including some changes within the public
right-of-way. With the removal of the surface parking lot and new construction, the project sponsor
proposes removing three curb cuts — a 17-foot-wide curb cut on Treat Avenue, and two curb cuts on
Harrison Street (17-foot-4-inch-wide and 18-foot-6-inch-wide, respectively (see Site Plan in Appendix B,
Sheet A111). For access to the proposed below-grade and at-grade garages, new curb cuts are proposed
along Treat Avenue and Mistral Street as described above.

The project sponsor would widen the sidewalk along the north side of Mistral Street, between Harrison
Street and Treat Avenue, from 5 feet to 8-feet-8-inches, to improve access to the site for people walking,
and would request that all on-street parking along the south side of Mistral Street be removed to provide
clearance for fire department vehicles. Additionally, a bulb out at the corner of Harrison and Mistral streets
would extend 9 feet into Harrison Street. North/south crosswalk striping across Mistral Street at the
southeast corner of the project site is also proposed.
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The project sponsor would also request that the SFMTA install commercial and passenger loading zones
and no-parking zones (red curb). Along the building’s 19t Street frontage, a 74-foot-long dual use? loading
zone is proposed east of Treat Avenue and near the existing office entry along 19% Street, which is
anticipated to be used for commercial and passenger loading associated with the office use. A 45-foot-long
white passenger loading zone along Harrison Street is proposed, just north of the proposed bulbout.
Removal of 19 on-street parking spaces is proposed along the entire southside of Mistral Street, both sides
of Treat Avenue along the project site frontage, and portions of the northside of Mistral Street. The project
sponsor would also request the SFMTA install no-parking zones (red curb) in the areas of parking removal
(see Site Plan in Appendix B, Sheet A111).

A geotechnical investigation was prepared for the proposed project. The investigation indicated that the
proposed building could be supported by either torque-down piles or auger cast-in-place piles extending
up to 55 feet below ground surface or by a mat slab foundation supported on improved soils; impact piling
driving is not proposed or required.* During the approximately 18-month construction period, excavation
of approximately 5,500 cubic yards would occur across the site to a depth of approximately 15 feet for the
building foundation. Project construction phases would include demolition, site preparation, grading,
building construction, architectural coating, and paving.

CUMULATIVE SETTING

CEQA Guidelines section 15130(b)(1) provides two methods for cumulative impact analysis: the “list-based
approach” and the “projections-based approach.” The list-based approach uses a list of projects producing
closely related impacts that could combine with those of a proposed project to evaluate whether the project
would contribute to significant cumulative impacts. The projections-based approach uses projections
contained in a general plan or related planning document to evaluate the potential for cumulative impacts.
This project-specific analysis employs both the list-based and projections-based approaches, depending on
which approach best suits the resource topic being analyzed.

The proposed project is located within the area of the city addressed under the Eastern Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area Plans. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR evaluated the physical environmental impacts
resulting from the rezoning of this plan area, including impacts resulting from an increase of up to 9,858
housing units and 6.6 million square feet of non-residential uses and a reduction of up to 4.9 million square
feet of production, distribution, and repair (PDR) uses. The cumulative impact analysis provided in this
initial study includes updated analysis as needed to evaluate whether the proposed project could result in
new or substantially more severe cumulative impacts than were anticipated in the Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR. For example, the cumulative transportation analysis in this initial study is based on projected 2040
cumulative conditions, whereas the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR relied on 2025 cumulative transportation
projections.

Additionally, the following is a list of reasonably foreseeable projects within one-quarter mile of the project
site that may be included in the cumulative analysis for certain localized impact topics (e.g., cumulative
shadow effects).

3 Dual use refers to zones that may be used for commercial loading at times and as passenger loading at other times. The SFMTA
would confirm the curb designation (yellow or white) prior to occupancy based on the conditions in the vicinity.

4 Rockridge Geotechnical, Preliminary Geotechnical Report, Proposed Mixed-Use Building 2300 Harrison Street, San Francisco,
California, October 5, 2017.
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2219 Bryant Street (Case No. 2006.1340ENV) — The project consists of a vertical addition to add one
story to an existing two-story single-family dwelling in zoning district RM-1. The project would
add one additional dwelling unit and one additional off-street parking space.

2507 Folsom Street (Case No. 2016-002874ENV) — The project would demolish two one-story
buildings, subdivide the lot, and construct a three-unit, four-story residential building on each lot,
for a total of six new dwelling units with six vehicle parking spaces.

2750 19th Street (Case No.2014.0999ENV) — The project would demolish the existing 10,934-square-
foot industrial building and construct a 68-foot-tall mixed-use building with 60 dwelling units,
10,000 square feet of PDR on ground floor.

2971 21st Street (Case No. 2018-010967ENV) — The project would include a one-story rear
horizontal addition with a roof deck. This new addition would replace and enlarge an existing rear
deck.

3324 19th Street (Case No. 2014-000255ENV) — The project would include remodeling the existing
unimproved first floor for two residential units, remodel existing second and third floor
apartments, vertical addition of a fourth floor for 4 new residential units. Includes a rear horizontal
addition.

3421 20th Street (Case No. 2018-004775ENV) — The project would include two accessory dwelling
units, each with one bedroom and one bath, on the first floor.

793 South Van Ness Avenue (Case No. 2015-001360ENV) — The project would demolish the existing
gas station and construct a seven-story residential building with 73 dwelling units and 4,577 square
feet of retail space at the ground floor.

APPROVAL ACTION
The proposed 2300 Harrison Street project would require the following approvals:

Actions by the Planning Commission or Planning Department

Approval of a large project authorization from the Planning Commission is required per Planning
Code section 329 for the new construction of a building greater than 25,000 gross square feet in
size.

Approval of an office allocation per Planning Code section 321 is required for projects proposing
between 25,000 and 49,999 square feet of office.

Planning Department recommendation regarding the General Plan Referral for changes within the
public right-of-way including sidewalk legislation.

SAN FRANCISCO
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Actions by other City Departments

e Approval of building permits by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection for site
grading and alterations to the existing building.

¢ Recommendation to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors regarding sidewalk legislation,
approval of tree planting, and other streetscape improvements from San Francisco Public Works.

e Approval of modifications to on-street loading and other colored curb zones, removal of on-street
parking spaces, special traffic permits for construction staging, if needed, and placement of bicycle
racks in the public right-of-way from the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency.

e Approval by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors for sidewalk legislation to widen the sidewalk.

e Approval of a final site mitigation plan by the Department of Public Health.

e Approval of a Stormwater Control Plan from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission.

The approval of the large project authorization would be the approval action for the 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 initial study evaluates whether the environmental impacts of the proposed project are addressed in
the programmatic environmental impact report for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans
(Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR).5 The initial study considers whether the proposed project would result in
significant impacts that: (1) are peculiar to the project or project site; (2) were not identified as significant
project-level, cumulative, or off-site effects in the PEIR; or (3) are previously identified significant effects,
which as a result of substantial new information that was not known at the time that the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR was certified, are determined to have a more severe adverse impact than discussed
in the PEIR. Such impacts, if any, will be evaluated in a project-specific, focused mitigated negative
declaration or environmental impact report. If no such impacts are identified, no additional environmental
review shall be required for the project beyond that provided in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and this
project-specific initial study in accordance with CEQA section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines section 15183.

Mitigation measures identified in the 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.

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 Production, Distribution, and Repair (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).

5 San Francisco Planning Department, Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report (PEIR),
Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048, certified August 7, 2008. Available online at:
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1893, accessed August 17, 2012.
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The proposed project would include a six-story-over-basement horizontal and vertical addition to an
existing three-story office building. The addition would demolish a surface parking lot and construct
basement parking; ground floor parking, retail and arts activity or retail use. The second and third floors
of the new construction would consist of office use, connecting to the existing three-story office building
on the site. The fourth through sixth floors would consist of 24 one- and two-bedroom dwelling units. As
discussed below in this initial study, the proposed project would not result in new, significant
environmental effects, or effects of greater severity than were already analyzed and disclosed in the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR.

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, guidelines,
and funding measures have implemented or will implement mitigation measures or further reduce less-
than-significant impacts identified in the PEIR. These include:

- State legislation amending CEQA to eliminate consideration of aesthetics and parking impacts for
infill projects in transit priority areas, effective January 2014.

- State legislation amending CEQA and San Francisco Planning Commission resolution replacing
level of service (LOS) analysis of automobile delay with vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis,
effective March 2016 (see “CEQA section 21099” heading below).

- 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 consisting of adoption of a transportation sustainability fee,
effective January 2016; Planning Commission resolution 19579, effective March 2016; and adoption
of a transportation demand management program, effective March 2017.

- San Francisco Planning Department Transportation Impact Assessment Guidelines Update in
February 2019. San Francisco now only considers capacity-related impacts as significant if they
result in potentially hazard conditions for public transit and people walking or bicycling. This
removes transit capacity and sidewalk capacity (overcrowding) as impact topics for CEQA
consistent with 2019 amendments to the CEQA Guideline by the state Office of Planning and
Research effective January 1, 2019 (see initial study Transportation section). For other
transportation subtopics, the new guidelines provide more description regarding effects and in
some instances establish screening criteria to identify projects that would not result in significant
environmental effects.

- San Francisco ordinance establishing Noise Regulations Related to Residential Uses near Places of
Entertainment effective June 2015 (see initial study Noise section).

- San Francisco ordinances establishing Construction Dust Control, effective July 2008, and
Enhanced Ventilation Required for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments, amended December
2014 (see initial study Air Quality section).

SAN FRANCISCO
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- 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 initial study Recreation
section).

- Urban Water Management Plan adoption in 2015 (see initial study Utilities and Service Systems
section).

- Article 22A of the Health Code amendments effective August 2013 (see initial study Hazardous
Materials section).

CEQA section 21099

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 the following three criteria:

a) The project is in a transit priority area;
b) The project is on an infill site; and
¢) 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.6

No Significant

Significant Significant Significant Impact not

Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously

to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in

Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR
1. LAND USE AND LAND USE
PLANNING—Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community? n n n
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, N n n

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?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that implementation of the area plans would not create any
new physical barriers in the Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas 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 or
individual neighborhoods or subareas. The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans is a
regulatory program and the PEIR determined that the plan is consistent with various plans, policies, and
regulations. 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 production,

6 San Francisco Planning Department. Eligibility Checklist: CEQA section 21099 — Modernization of Transportation Analysis for
2300 Harrison Street, April 11, 2019. 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-
010589ENV.
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distribution, and repair (PDR) land uses. Subsequent CEQA case law since certification of the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR has clarified that "community character" itself is not a physical environmental effect.”
Therefore, consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, analysis concerning land use character
has been removed from further evaluation in this project-specific initial study.

The proposed project would not result in the construction of a physical barrier to neighborhood access or
the removal of an existing means of access; it would result in the construction of a horizontal and vertical
addition to an existing building within established lot boundaries. The proposed project would not alter
the established street grid or permanently close any streets or sidewalks. Therefore, the proposed project
would not physically divide an established community.

The proposed project would not remove any existing PDR uses and would therefore not directly contribute
to any impact related to loss of PDR uses that was identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. The
project site was zoned Light Industrial (M-1) prior to the rezoning of Eastern Neighborhoods. M-1 zoning
districts are suitable for smaller industries, compared with M-2 districts, which are dependent upon truck
transportation. Through the rezoning process the project site was rezoned to Urban Mixed-Use district
(UMU), which is intended to buffer industrial and mixed uses and promote a vibrant mix of uses while
maintaining the characteristics of this formerly industrially-zoned area. This zoning district permits PDR
uses, and therefore, rezoning to UMU, a district that permits PDR uses, did not contribute to the significant
impact identified in the PEIR.

However, development of the proposed project would limit and may preclude development of PDR space
on this site in the future. The loss of 14,000 square feet or more of potential PDR space would indirectly
contribute to the significant cumulative land use impact related to loss of PDR uses that was identified in
the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. However, this loss would not result in new or more severe impacts than
were disclosed in the PEIR. As such, the project’s contribution to this cumulative impact does not require
any additional environmental review beyond that provided in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and this
project-specific initial study.

The Citywide Planning and Current Planning divisions of the planning department have determined that
the proposed project is permitted in the Urban Mixed Use (UMU) District and is consistent with the
development density established for the project site in the Mission Area Plan, the UMU land use
requirements, as well as the height and bulk requirements of the 68-X height and bulk district.3° The project
is seeking a height waiver pursuant to the state density bonus law to exceed the applicable 68-X height
limit. The project proposes 24 dwelling units, 42 percent of which would be two-bedroom units. The project
would add 27,017 square feet of office space that would be subject to the Small Cap Office Allocation
pursuant to Planning Code section 321 and within the allowable floor area ratio. The proposed project is
consistent with Mission Plan Objective 1.1, which calls for strengthening the mixed-use character of the
neighborhood while maintaining the neighborhood as a place to live and work.

The proposed project is consistent with the development density established in the Eastern Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area Plans, and therefore would not conflict with applicable land use plans or policies
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.

7 Preserve Poway v. City of Poway, 245 Cal.App.4~ 560.

8 San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Evaluation Eligibility Determination, Citywide Planning and Policy
Analysis, 2300 Harrison Street, October 4, 2018.

9 San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Evaluation Eligibility Determination, Current Planning Analysis, 2300
Harrison Street, February 12, 2018.
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Cumulative Analysis

While the proposed project would indirectly contribute to the significant cumulative land use impact
related to the loss of PDR space that was identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, for the reasons
stated above the proposed project would not result in new or more severe impacts than were disclosed in
the PEIR. The proposed project would have no impact with respect to physically dividing a community or
conflicting with an applicable land use plan and therefore would not have the potential to contribute to
significant cumulative impacts related to land use or land use planning.

Conclusion

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant project-level or cumulative land use
impacts. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant physical environmental land use
impacts that were not already disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR related to land use and land
use planning.

No Significant
Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR
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 O O O
housing units or create demand for additional
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, n n n

necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

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 assessed how the rezoning actions would affect housing supply and location options for businesses
in the Eastern Neighborhoods and compared these outcomes to what would otherwise be expected without
the rezoning, assuming a continuation of development trends and ad hoc land use changes (such as
allowing housing within industrial zones through conditional use authorization on a case-by-case basis,
site-specific rezoning to permit housing, and other similar case-by-case approaches). The PEIR concluded
that adoption of the rezoning and area plans “would induce substantial growth and concentration of
population in San Francisco.” The PEIR states that the increase in population expected to occur as a result
of the proposed rezoning and adoption of the area plans would not, in itself, result in adverse physical
effects, and 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
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anticipated increase in population and density would not directly result in significant adverse physical
effects on the environment. However, the PEIR identified significant cumulative impacts on the physical
environment that would result indirectly from growth afforded under the rezoning and area plans,
including impacts on land use, transportation, air quality, and noise. The PEIR contains detailed analyses
of these secondary effects under each of the relevant resource topics, and identifies mitigation measures to
address significant impacts where feasible.

The PEIR determined that implementation of the rezoning and area plans would not have a significant
physical environmental impact from the direct displacement of existing residents, and that each of the
rezoning options considered in the PEIR would result in less displacement as a result of unmet housing
demand than would be expected under the no-project scenario because the addition of new housing would
provide some relief to housing market pressure without directly displacing existing residents. However,
the PEIR also noted that residential displacement is not solely a function of housing supply, and that
adoption of the rezoning and area plans could result in indirect, secondary effects through gentrification
that could displace some residents. The PEIR discloses that the rezoned districts could transition to higher-
value housing, which could result in gentrification and displacement of lower-income households, and
states moreover that lower-income residents of the Eastern Neighborhoods, who also disproportionally
live in crowded conditions and in rental units, are among the most vulnerable to displacement resulting
from neighborhood change. The PEIR found, however, that gentrification and displacement that could
occur under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans would not result in increased physical
environmental impacts beyond those disclosed in the PEIR.

The proposed project would not displace any existing housing units as the site is currently in use as office
and an associated surface parking lot. The proposed project would demolish the surface parking lot to
construct a horizontal and vertical addition, including 24 dwelling units, 2,483 square feet of retail, an
addition of 27,017 square feet of office, and 1,117 square feet of arts activities or retail.’® The proposed
project would result in an increase of about 56 residents and 136 new employees (126 office employees and
10 retail and arts activity or retail employees).!-12

The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) prepares projections of employment and housing
growth for the Bay Area. The latest projections were prepared as part of Plan Bay Area 2040, adopted by
ABAG and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission in 2017. The growth projections for San Francisco
County anticipate an increase of 137,800 households and 295,700 jobs between 2010 and 2040.13

The project’s 24 units and 30,617 square feet of commercial space would contribute to growth that is
projected by ABAG. As part of the planning process for Plan Bay Area, San Francisco identified priority
development areas, which are areas where new development will support the day-to-day needs of residents

10 For the purposes of increased employees on site, the square footage for non-residential artisan uses were calculated using office
square footage.

11U.S. Census Bureau, San Francisco County, California, Families and Living Arrangements, Households, 2013-2017. Available
online at: https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/san franciscocountycalifornia. Accessed April 10, 2019. Estimated number of new
residents based on average household size (2.35) of occupied housing units in San Francisco and the proposed project’s 24 new
dwelling units [24 * 2.35 = 56.4 residents].

12 Estimated number of new employees based on City and County of San Francisco, SF Planning Transportation Impact Analysis
Guidelines 2019 update. [27,017 square feet of new office space / 214 employees per square foot = 126 office employees] +[3,600
square feet of gross floor area of new retail space / 350 employees per square foot = 10 employees] = 136 employees.

13 Metropolitan Transportation Commission and Association of Bay Area Government, Plan Bay Area 2010 Final Supplemental Report:
Land Use and Modeling Report. July 2017. This document is available online at: http://2040.planbayarea.org/reports. Accessed November
7,2018.
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and workers in a pedestrian-friendly environment served by transit. The project site is located within the
Eastern Neighborhoods priority development area; thus, it would be implemented in an area where new
population growth is anticipated.

The project would also be located in a developed urban area with available access to necessary
infrastructure and services (transportation, utilities, schools, parks, hospitals, etc.). Since the project site is
located in an established urban neighborhood and is not an infrastructure project, it would not indirectly
induce substantial population growth. Therefore, the housing and employment growth generated by the
project would not result in new or more severe impacts than were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR. The physical environmental impacts resulting from housing and employment growth generated by
the project are evaluated in the relevant resources topics in this initial study.

The proposed project would not displace any residents or housing units since no housing units currently
exist on the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would have no direct impact related to the
displacement of housing units or people and would not necessitate the construction of replacementhousing
elsewhere that could result in physical environmental effects.

Cumulative Analysis

The cumulative context for the population and housing topic is the City and County of San Francisco. The
proposed project would provide housing units and commercial space but would not result in growth that
would exceed ABAG projections. The proposed project would provide housing units and commercial space
that would result in increases in population (households and jobs). Between 2010 and 2017, San Francisco’s
population grew by approximately 13,000 households and 137,200 jobs, leaving approximately 124,839
households and 158,486 jobs projected for San Francisco through 2040.1415 As of the fourth quarter of 2018,
approximately 70,960 net new housing units are in the pipeline, i.e., are either under construction, have
building permits approved or filed, or applications filed, including remaining phases of major multi-
phased projects.’é The pipeline also includes projects with land uses that would result in an estimated
94,600 new employees.'”!8 As such, cumulative household and employment growth is below the ABAG
projections for planned growth in San Francisco. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to
any cumulative environmental effects associated with inducing population growth or displacing
substantial numbers of people necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

Conclusion

The proposed project would contribute a small portion of the growth anticipated within the Eastern
Neighborhoods plan area under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans. The project’s
incremental contribution to this anticipated growth would not result in a significant individual or
cumulative impact related to population and housing. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in

14U.S. Census Bureau, American Fact Finder, 2010 Demographic Profile Data and 2010 Business Patterns, San Francisco County.
Available online at: https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jst/pages/programs.xhtml?program=dec. Accessed April 10, 2019.
15U.S. Census Bureau, Quick Facts, San Francisco County, California, Population Estimates July 1, 2017 and Households 2013-2017.
Available online at: https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/sanfranciscocountycalifornia. Accessed April 10, 2019.

16 San Francisco Planning Department, 2018 Q4. Housing Development Pipeline. Available online at:
https://sfplanning.org/project/pipeline-report.Accessed April 10, 2019.

17 Ibid.

18 San Francisco Planning Department, Citywide Division, Information and Analysis Group, Scott Edmundson, March 19, 2019.
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significant physical environmental impacts related to population and housing that were not identified in
the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

No Significant
Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR

3. CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL
RESOURCES—Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the n n n
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 n n n
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 O O O
interred outside of formal cemeteries?

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 historical resources and on historical
districts within the Plan Areas. The PEIR determined that approximately 32 percent of the known or
potential historical 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 existing office building was determined to not be a historic resource in the Showplace
Square/Northeast Mission Historic Resource Survey.!? A rehabilitation of the building retained the frame
only of the 1913 industrial building. For this reason, the existing structure was determined to no longer
retain integrity, and it is not a historic resource for the purpose of CEQA. The project site is bounded by
streets on all sides; there are no adjacent historic buildings on the same block as the project. Therefore, the
proposed project would not affect a historic resource on the project site and would not contribute to the

19 San Francisco Planning Department, Showplace Square/Northeast Mission Historic Resource Survey, June 2011. Available at https://sf-
planning.org/showplace-squarenortheast-mission-historic-resource-survey, accessed November 8, 2018.
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significant historic resource impact identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 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.

Archeological Resources

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that implementation of the Area Plan 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. No prior
archeological research design and treatment plan has been prepared for the 2300 Harrison Street parcel,
and the project site is not within the Mission Dolores Archeological District.

Therefore, PEIR Mitigation Measure ]-2 is applicable to the proposed project. PEIR Mitigation Measure J-2
states that any project resulting in soils disturbance for which no archeological assessment report has been
prepared or for which the archeological document is incomplete or inadequate shall be required to conduct
a preliminary archeological sensitivity study prepared by a qualified archeological consultant having
expertise in California prehistoric and urban historical archaeology. Based on the study, a determination
shall be made if additional measures are needed to reduce potential effects of a project on archeological
resources to a less-than-significant level. In accordance with this measure, the Planning Department’s
archeologist conducted a preliminary review of the project site in conformance with the study requirements
of Mitigation Measures J-2, in order to recommend appropriate further action. 2

The project site is located along the historic shoreline of Mission Creek, where there is a moderate potential
for buried prehistoric archeological resources based on proximity to known sites, depth of fill, and
prehistoric settlement modeling conducted for the Planning Department. The construction of the proposed
project would involve excavation of up to 15 feet in depth, and the removal of approximately 5,500 cubic
yards of material. On this basis, the Planning Department archeologist determined that the Planning
Department’s third standard archeological mitigation measure (archeological testing) should be
implemented for the proposed project.2! Therefore, Project Mitigation Measure 1: Archeological Testing
(implementing PEIR Mitigation Measure J-2) is applicable to the project and is discussed in the Mitigation
Measures section below. In accordance with this measure, an Archeological Testing Plan shall be developed
by a qualified archeological consultant for review and approval by the Planning Department prior to the
start of construction and shall be implemented during or prior to construction. Full text of this mitigation
measure is provided in the Mitigation Measures section below.

20 San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Preliminary Archeological Review, 2300 Harrison Street, July 23,
2018.
2 Ibid.
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The potential of the project to adversely affect archeological resources would be reduced to less than
significant by implementation of the Project Mitigation Measure 1: Archeological Testing. For these
reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on archeological resources that were
not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Paleontological Resources

Paleontological resources include fossilized remains or traces of animals, plants, and invertebrates,
including their imprints, from a previous geological period. Construction activities are not anticipated to
encounter any below-grade paleontological resources. The proposed project includes a basement parking
level that would require excavation to a depth of 15 feet below grade surface. The proposed foundation
would include torque-down piles or auger cast-in-place piles, extending to a depth of 45 to 55 feet. The
project site is underlain by undocumented fill to a depth of approximately 15 to 25 feet, which itself is
underlain by soft to medium stiff, highly compressible clay to a depth of 40 feet. Both soil types have low
potential for paleontological resources. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant impact on
paleontological resources.

Cumulative Analysis

As discussed above, the proposed project would have no effect on on-site or off-site historic architectural
resources and therefore would not have the potential to contribute to any cumulative historic resources
impact.

The cumulative context for archeological resources, paleontological resources, and human remains are site
specific and generally limited to the immediate construction area. For these reasons, the proposed project,
in combination with reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable
impact on archeological resource, paleontological resources or human remains.

Conclusion

The proposed project would not result in significant impacts to historic architectural resources or
paleontological resources and impacts to archeological resources would be mitigated to less than significant
levels with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIRs. The
project sponsor has agreed to implement Project Mitigation Measure 1 (Archeological Testing). Therefore,
the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on cultural resources that were not identified
in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.
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No Significant
Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR

4. TRANSPORTATION AND
CIRCULATION—Would the project:

a) Conflictwith a program, plan, ordinance or policy ] ] ]

addressing the circulation system, including
transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian
facilities?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 or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? m m m 2

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a n n n
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses?

d) Resultininadequate emergency access? n n n

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes would not
result in significant impacts related to pedestrians, bicyclists, loading, or construction traffic. The PEIR
states that in general, the analyses of pedestrian, bicycle, loading, emergency access, and construction
transportation impacts are specific to individual development projects, and that project-specific analyses
would need to be conducted for future development projects under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning
and Area Plans.

The PEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes could result in significant and
unavoidable with mitigation impacts on automobile delay and transit (both delay and ridership). The PEIR
identified Mitigation Measures E-1 through E-11 to address these impacts. The city, and not developers of
individual development projects, is responsible for implementing these measures. At the time of the PEIR,
the city could not guarantee the future implementation of these measures. Since the certification of the
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR in 2008, the city has implemented some of these measures (e.g., Transit
Effectiveness Project, increased transit funding, and others listed under “Regulatory Changes”). In
addition, the state amended CEQA to remove automobile delay as a consideration (CEQA section
21099(b)(2). In March 2016, Planning Commission resolution 19579 implemented this state-level change in
San Francisco. Lastly, in February 2019, the department updated its Transportation Impact Analysis
Guidelines (2019 guidelines). With that update, the department deleted the transit capacity criterion to be
consistent with state guidance regarding not treating addition of new users as an adverse impact and to
reflect funding sources for and policies that encourage additional ridership.?2 Accordingly, this initial study
does not evaluate the project’s impact on automobile delay or transit capacity. The planning department

2 San Francisco Planning Department, “Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines Update: Summary of Changes Memorandum”,
February 14, 2019.
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conducted project-level analysis of the pedestrian, bicycle, loading, and construction transportation
impacts of the proposed project.??

Trip Generation

Localized trip generation that could result from the project was calculated using a trip-based analysis and
information in the 2019 Transportation Impacts Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review (SF Guidelines)
developed by the San Francisco Planning Department.? The proposed project would generate an estimated
1,117 person trips (inbound and outbound) on a weekday daily basis, consisting of 358 person trips by
automobile (272 vehicle trips accounting for vehicle occupancy data), 60 for-hire person trips (40 vehicle
trips accounting for vehicle occupancy data), 172 trips by transit, 436 trips by walking, and 33 trips by
bicycling, and 58 trips by other modes.?s

During the p.m. peak hour, the proposed project would generate an estimated 100 person trips, consisting
of 32 person trips by automobile (24 vehicle trips accounting for vehicle occupancy data), 5 for-hire person
trips (4 vehicle trips accounting for vehicle occupancy data), 15 trips by transit, 39 trips by walking, and 3
trips by bicycling, and 5 trips by other modes. For background and reference information, the existing office
use generates an estimated 96 person trips during the p.m. peak hour, consisting of 36 person trips by
automobile (32 vehicle trips accounting for vehicle occupancy data), 11 for-hire vehicle trips (7 vehicle trips
account for vehicle occupancy data), 18 trips by transit, 16 trips by walking, 3 trips by bicycling and 12 by
other modes.

The department used this information to inform the analysis of the project’s impacts on transportation and
circulation during both construction and operation. The following considers effects on potentially
hazardous conditions, accessibility (including emergency access), public transit delay, vehicle miles
traveled, and loading.

Construction

The 2019 guidelines set forth screening criteria, based on project site context and construction duration and
magnitude, for types of construction activities that would typically not result in significant construction-
related transportation effects. Project construction would last approximately 18 months. During
construction, the project may result in temporary closures of the public right-of-way. The project would
require up to 5,500 cubic yards of excavation. Street space surrounding the site may be needed for
construction staging. The project sponsor would apply for permits from the SFMTA and/or San Francisco
Public Works if use of street space is needed. Based on this information, the project meets the screening
criteria.

Further, the project would be subject to the San Francisco Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets
(the blue book). The blue book is prepared and regularly updated by the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency, under the authority derived from the San Francisco Transportation Code. It serves

2 San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Study Determination, Case No. 2016-010589ENV, 2300 Harrison 5t/3101 19t
Street, January 8, 2018.

2 San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Calculations for 2300 Harrison Street, April 10, 2019. It was assumed that the
arts activity or retail space would generate a similar rate of person trips as retail use and the combined square footage of the retail
and arts activity or retail uses were calculated together.

% TNC stands for transportation network company. Also known as ride-sourcing, it is a mobility service where a trip is requested
typically using a phone, internet, or phone/computer application. Regulated by the California Public Utilities Commission as a
“transportation network company.” San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, February

2019. Available at http://default.sfplanning.org/publications reports/TIA Guidelines.pdf. Accessed April 10, 2019.
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as a guide for contractors working in San Francisco streets. The blue book establishes rules and guidance
so that construction work can be done safely and with the least possible interference with pedestrians,
bicycle, transit and vehicular traffic. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant construction-
related transportation impact.

Potentially Hazardous Conditions and Accessibility

The project would remove three curb cuts (a 17-foot-wide curb cut on Treat Avenue and two curb cuts on
Harrison Street, 17-foot-4-inch-wide and 18-foot-6-inch-wide, respectively) and add two new 14-foot curb
cuts and driveways for below and at-grade parking garage access on Treat Avenue and Mistral Street,
respectively. The vehicle access for the office garage is immediately across Treat Avenue from a 39.5-foot-
long commercial loading zone at 620 Treat Avenue. On this segment, Treat Avenue is a low volume, two-
way street that dead ends at Mistral Street. The project would add 28 p.m. peak hour vehicle trips (private
passenger vehicles and for-hire vehicles), and there are 39 p.m. peak vehicle trips associated with the
existing office use. These vehicle trips would likely start from or end at project’s driveways or convenient
loading zones and be dispersed along nearby streets. The number of vehicles entering and exiting the
project site at this location would be reduced from existing conditions due to the reduced number of
available parking spaces within the office and residential garages and the locations of proposed loading
zones.?® As described in the project description and shown on the site plan in Appendix B, the project
sponsor would request that the SFMTA remove 19 on-street parking spaces and install five no-parking
zones (red curb) to support emergency vehicle access to the project site. Additional vehicles along this street
shared by emergency services would not be substantial. A 74-foot combined commercial and passenger
loading zone is proposed along 19t Street and commercial vehicles would be able to pull into and out of
the Treat Avenue loading zone as under existing conditions.

People driving into the project site’s driveways would have adequate visibility of people walking and
bicycling. Both proposed driveways would be on side streets and the speed at which drivers entering and
exiting the driveway would be slow enough given the width of the curb cut (14 feet, respectively) to avoid
potentially hazardous conditions. In addition, the design of the project’'s driveway would be able to
accommodate the anticipated number of vehicle trips without blocking access to a substantial number of
people walking within the sidewalk. There are no bicycle lanes on Treat Avenue or Mistral Street, and the
project would remove two curb cuts adjacent to the Harrison Street bicycle lanes. Further, the project would
include several changes to the public right-of-way that would lessen impacts, including removing three
curb cuts along Treat Avenue and Harrison Street, widening the sidewalk along the north side of Mistral
Street, between Harrison Street and Treat Avenue, from 5 feet to 8-feet-8-inches. Additionally, a 9-foot bulb
out at the corner of Harrison and Mistral streets would support pedestrian safety crossing Harrison Street.
Therefore, the project would have less-than-significant potentially hazardous conditions and accessibility
impacts.

Public Transit Delay

The 2019 guidelines set forth a screening criterion, based on the number of inbound project vehicle trips,
for projects that would typically not result in significant public transit delay effects. The project would add
10 inbound p.m. peak hour vehicle trips, which is less than the screening criterion of 300. Therefore, the

%]t is anticipated that some project-generated vehicles would travel on Treat Avenue to access the entrance to the residential
parking on Mistral Street.
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project meets the screening criterion and the project would have a less-than-significant public transit delay
impact.

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)

The 2019 guidelines set forth screening criteria, based on project site location and characteristics, for types
of projects that would typically not result in significant vehicle miles traveled impacts. The project site is
an area where existing vehicle miles traveled per capita is more than 15 percent below the existing regional
per capita and per employee averages. Therefore, the project meets this screening criterion, and the project
would have a less-than-significant vehicle miles traveled impact. Furthermore, the project site meets the
proximity to transit screening criterion, as it is within one-half mile of an existing major transit stop or an
existing stop along a high-quality transit corridor, among other requirements. This screening criterion also
indicates the project’s uses would not cause substantial additional VMT.

Loading
Commercial Loading

The commercial loading demand of the existing 68,538-square-foot office building is for one commercial
loading space at peak hour, which is usually at midday.® Existing commercial loading activities occur
within the parking spaces along the building’s Harrison Street frontage or in the parking spaces along 19th
Street. Additionally, some freight loading occurs onsite within the existing surface parking lot.

The proposed project would increase loading demand at the site by one additional loading space, for an
onsite demand of two loading spaces in the peak hour. The project sponsor would request that the SFMTA
install a 74-foot-long loading zone along the building’s 19t Street frontage, near the intersection with Treat
Avenue (see Site Plan in Appendix B, Sheet A111). Based on the off-site freight loading mentioned above,
the project’s commercial loading demand would be met.

Passenger Loading

Currently, passenger loading at the project site is uncoordinated as there are no white zones adjacent to the
site. The project sponsor would request the SEMTA install a 45-foot-long white passenger loading zone
along Harrison Street, just north of the proposed bulbout, for office use passenger loading. In addition, a
portion of the 74-foot loading zone on 19t Street near Treat Avenue may be used for passenger loading.
These spaces would accommodate anticipated demand, and there would be no significant passenger
loading impact.

Overall, the project would have a less-than-significant loading impact. The requested loading zones would
be implemented by SFMTA based on conditions at the time of building occupancy and with input from the
fire department, as applicable.

Cumulative Analysis

Construction
Construction impacts are generally limited to the immediate vicinity of the project site. Additionally,
construction activities are temporary and cease once the project becomes operational. Based on the list of

% San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA section 21099 — Modernization of Transportation Analysis for
2300 Harrison St/3101 19t Street, April 11, 2019.

2 San Francisco Planning Department, Existing Travel Demand for Peak Freight Loading, April 10, 2019.

2 San Francisco Planning Department, Proposed Travel Demand for Peak Freight Loading, April 10, 2019.
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cumulative projects provided, there are no reasonably foreseeable projects close enough or of a scale such
that the impacts would combine with the project’s to result in significant cumulative construction impacts.
Therefore, this project would not contribute to a significant cumulative construction impact.

Potentially Hazardous Conditions and Accessibility

The PEIR disclosed that vehicular and other ways of travel (e.g., walking, bicycling) volumes would
increase in the Eastern Neighborhoods as a result of the plan and other cumulative projects. This volume
increase would result in a potential for more conflicts between various ways of travel. None of the
cumulative projects listed in the cumulative projects section of this initial study would overlap with the
project’s vehicle trips near the project site, as none are within the project block or study area intersections.
Therefore, the project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not result in significant cumulative
potentially hazardous conditions and accessibility impacts. There are no cumulative projects in the
immediate vicinity that would have effects related to hazards or emergency access such that a significant
cumulative impact could occur.

Public Transit Delay

Public transit delay typically occurs from traffic congestion, including transit reentry, and passenger
boarding delay. The PEIR used transit delay as significance criterion and identified significant and
unavoidable with mitigation traffic congestion impacts on streets that public transit travels upon (e.g., 7t
8™, and Townsend streets) and significant transit ridership impacts which would delay transit (e.g., 22-
Fillmore and 27-Bryant). The PEIR identified mitigation measures to be implemented by the city: E-6, E-10,
and E-11 (traffic congestion and transit delay) and E-5 to E-8 (ridership and transit delay).

The project would add 28 p.m. peak hour vehicle trips and 15 p.m. peak hour transit trips, respectively.
These trips would be dispersed along Treat Avenue, and Harrison, 19%, and Mistral streets and among
Muni routes 12 Folsom and 27 Bryant in addition to 22 Fillmore, 33 Ashbury-18t Street, and 55 16t Street
with potential connections to BART. These trips would not contribute considerably to cumulative transit
delay. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in new or more severe transit delay impacts than
were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Vehicle Miles Traveled

VMT by its nature is largely a cumulative impact. As described above, the project would not exceed the
project-level quantitative thresholds of significance for VMT. Furthermore, the project site is an area where
projected year 2040 vehicle miles traveled per capita is more than 15 percent below the future regional per
capita and per employee averages. Therefore, the project, in combination with cumulative projects, would
not result in a significant cumulative vehicle miles traveled impact.

Loading

The cumulative projects listed in the Cumulative Setting section of this initial study would not overlap with
the project’s loading demand — the closest cumulative project would not be on the project block or adjacent
intersections. Given the cumulative projects would not result in a loading deficit, the project, in
combination with cumulative projects, would not result in a significant cumulative loading impact.

Conclusion

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant transportation impacts that were
not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR related to transportation and circulation and would not
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contribute considerably to cumulative transportation and circulation impacts that were identified in the
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

No Significant
Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR

5. NOISE—Would the project:

a) Result in exposure of persons to or generation O O O
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 n n n
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic N n n
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 O O O
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?

f)  For a project located in the vicinity of a private O O O
airstrip, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

g) Be substantially affected by existing noise O O O
levels?

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 traffic-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 development
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projects.®® These mitigation measures would reduce noise impacts from construction and noisy land uses
to less-than-significant levels.

Construction Noise

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures F-1 and F-2 relate 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 (including pile-driving).
Construction of the proposed project would result in temporary elevated noise levels at nearby residences
and schools, which are noise sensitive receptors for the analysis. John O’Connell Technical High School is
located about 30 feet southwest of the project site across Mistral Street. Residential uses, which are also
considered noise sensitive receptors, are located about 85 feet across Harrison Street and on the south side
of 19t Street. Additional residential uses are located two blocks—about 300 feet—to the east of the project
site. The geotechnical investigation (discussed further in the Geology and Soils section below) recommends
either a deep foundation system with torque-down piles or auger cast-in-place piles or a mat foundation
supported on soil improved by drilled displacement columns. The proposed foundation system would be
installed with a drill rig, which would not result in vibration or pile-driving.3’ As these construction
methods are drilled, not driven, Mitigation Measure F-1: Pile Driving would not apply to the proposed
project. During the construction period, a generator would likely be used on-site. The proposed project
would not include use of heavy impact tools in close proximity to sensitive receptors, but would result in
an increase in noise for the approximately 18 month construction period. As the final foundation design,
reinforcement, and construction methods would be determined by the project engineers, this analysis
conservatively assumes that due to the close proximity of noise sensitive receptors to the proposed
construction, Mitigation Measure F-2 would apply to the proposed project and would be considered
Project Mitigation 2: Construction Noise. Project Mitigation Measure 2 requires the identification and
implementation of site-specific noise attenuation measures.

Project construction phases would include demolition, site preparation, grading, building construction,
architectural coating, and paving, and would take approximately 18 months. These activities would be
subject to the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code). The noise
ordinance 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 must have intake and exhaust mufflers that
are approved by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection (building department) to best
accomplish maximum noise reduction; and (3) if the 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 8:00 p.m.

30 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:
http://www.courts.ca.gov/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 significant, 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).

31 Rockridge Geotechnical, Preliminary Geotechnical Report, Proposed Mixed-Use Building 2300 Harrison Street, San Francisco,
California, October 5, 2017.
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and 7:00 a.m. unless the director of the building department authorizes a special permit for conducting the
work during that period.

The building department is responsible for enforcing the noise ordinance for private construction projects
during normal business hours (8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.). The police department is responsible for enforcing
the noise ordinance during all other hours. Nonetheless, during the construction period for the proposed
project of approximately 18 months, occupants of the nearby properties could be disturbed by construction
noise. Times may occur when noise could interfere with indoor activities in nearby residences and other
businesses near the project site. The increase in noise in the project area during project construction could
be a significant impact of the proposed project. Therefore, the contractor would be required to comply with
the Noise Ordinance and Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F-2, which would reduce
construction noise impacts to a less-than-significant level. Mitigation Measure F-2 is included as Project
Mitigation Measure 2 in the Mitigation Measures section below.

Operational Noise

Increases in ambient noise levels could result from increases in traffic and/or noise-generating equipment
or activities. A potentially significant increase in the ambient noise level due to traffic resulting from a
proposed project is unlikely unless the project would cause a doubling of existing traffic levels, which is
generally assumed to result in a 3 dBA increase in the existing ambient noise environment.3 An increase
of less than 3 dBA is generally not perceptible outside of controlled laboratory conditions.® The proposed
project would generate 312 daily vehicle trips (including private passenger vehicles and for-hire vehicles).
These vehicle trips would be dispersed along the local roadway network and would not result in a doubling
of vehicle trips on roadways in the vicinity of the project site. Therefore, traffic noise impacts resulting from
the project would be less than significant. Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure F-5 addresses
impacts related to individual projects that include uses that would be expected to generate noise levels in
excess of ambient noise in the project vicinity. The proposed project’s residential, office, and retail uses
would be similar to that of the surrounding vicinity and are not expected to generate noise levels in excess
of ambient noise, therefore PEIR Mitigation Measure F-5 would not apply.

The proposed project would be subject to the following interior noise standards, which are described for
informational purposes. The California Building Standards Code (Title 24) establishes uniform noise
insulation standards. The Title 24 acoustical requirement for residential structures is incorporated into
Section 1207 of the San Francisco Building Code and requires these 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. Title 24 allows the project sponsor to choose between a
prescriptive or performance-based acoustical requirement for non-residential uses. Both compliance
methods require wall, floor/ceiling, and window assemblies to meet certain sound transmission class or
outdoor-indoor sound transmission class ratings to ensure that adequate interior noise standards are
achieved. In compliance with Title 24, DBI would review the finalbuilding plans to ensure that the building
wall, floor/ceiling, and window assemblies meet Title 24 acoustical requirements. If determined necessary
by DB], a detailed acoustical analysis of the exterior wall and window assemblies may be required.

32 Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, November 2009. Available at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/env/noise/docs/tens-sep2013.pdf .
Accessed: December 18, 2017.

3 California Department of Transportation, Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, pp. 2-44 to 2-45,
September 2013. Available: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/env/noise/pub/TeNS Sept 2013B.pdf. Accessed July 30, 2017.
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The proposed project would not be subject to the Noise Regulations Relating to Residential Uses Near
Places of Entertainment, Chapter 116 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. The intent of these
regulations is to address noise conflicts between residential uses in noise critical areas, such as in proximity
to highways and other high-volume roadways, railroads, rapid transit lines, airports, nighttime
entertainment venues or industrial areas. For new residential development within 300 feet of a place of
entertainment, the Entertainment Commission may require acoustical measurements and a hearing
regarding noise issues related to the proposed project and nearby places of entertainment. Regardless of
whether a hearing is held, the Entertainment Commission may make recommendations regarding noise
attenuation measures for the proposed development.

During the environmental review process for the proposed project, a concern was raised regarding conflicts
between residential use proposed by the project and entertainment uses in the project vicinity. The brewery
at 620 Treat Avenue across the street from the project site became a registered place of entertainment in
December 2018. Pursuant to the regulations outlined in Chapter 116, the San Francisco Entertainment
Commission process does not apply to places of entertainment that were registered less than 12 months
prior to the filing of the first complete application for a Development Permit for construction of the Project
structure. The first complete application for the proposed project’s development permit was received by
the planning department December 14, 2017. Therefore, these code provisions are not applicable to the
proposed project. As stated above, the proposed building would be required to comply with interior noise
insulation standards in Title 24.

In addition, in the California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District case
decided in 2015, the California Supreme Court held that CEQA does not generally require lead agencies
to consider how existing hazards or conditions might impact a project’s users or residents, except where
the project would significantly exacerbate an existing environmental hazard. Therefore, CEQA does not
apply to the potential noise effects in the project vicinity on the residents of the proposed project, and this
initial study does not include such analysis. The concern is acknowledged and may be considered by the
decisionmakers when considering whether to approve, disapprove, or modify the proposed project.

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, topics 5e and f above are not applicable.

Cumulative Analysis

The cumulative context for traffic noise analyses are typically confined to the local roadways nearest the
project site. As project-generated vehicle trips disperse along the local roadway network, the contribution
of traffic noise along any given roadway segment would similarly be reduced. As discussed above, the
proposed project would not result in a perceptible increase in traffic noise. Therefore, the proposed project
would not result in a considerable contribution to ambient noise levels from project traffic.

The cumulative context for point sources of noise, such as building heating, ventilation and air conditioning
systems and construction noise are typically confined to nearby noise sources, usually not further than

3 San Francisco Administrative Code. Chapter 116: Compatibility and Protection For Residential Uses and Places of Entertainment.
Section 116.2(4).

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter1l6compatibilityand protectionforr?f=templates$fn=def
ault.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco ca$anc=[D 116.2. Accessed on April 10, 2019.

% California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 62 Cal.4th 369. Opinion Filed

December 17, 2015.
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about 900 feet from the project site.* Based on the list of projects under the cumulative setting section
above, there are two reasonably foreseeable projects within 900 feet of the project site that could combine
with the proposed project’s noise impacts, located at793 South Van Ness and 2750 19t Street, respectively.
However, these two projects are required to comply with the Noise Ordinance, which because it establishes
limits for both construction equipment and for operational noise sources would ensure that no significant
cumulative noise impact would occur.

Conclusion

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area
Plans and Rezoning would result in significant noise impacts during construction activities. The proposed
project would implement a mitigation measure identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR to reduce
construction noise, referred to as Project Mitigation Measure 2. With implementation of the mitigation
measure identified in the PEIR, the proposed project would not result in new or more severe noise impacts
than were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

No Significant
Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR

6. AIR QUALITY—Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the N n n
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 n n n
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 O O O
pollutant concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people? O O O

% This distance was selected because typical construction noise levels can affect a sensitive receptor at a distance of 900 feet if there
is a direct line-of-sight between a noise source and a noise receptor (i.e., a piece of equipment generating 85 dBA would attenuate to
60 dBA over a distance of 900 feet). An exterior noise level of 60 dBA will typically attenuate to an interior noise level of 35 dBA
with the windows closed and 45 dBA with the windows open.

37793 South Van Ness Avenue (Case No. 2015-001360ENV) and 2750 19th Street (Case No. 2014.0999ENV).
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The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified potentially significant air quality impacts resulting from
construction activities and impacts to sensitive land uses® as a result of exposure to elevated levels of diesel
particulate matter (DPM) and other toxic air contaminants (TACs). 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 DPM and other TACs.

Construction Dust Control

Eastern 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 so as 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 in order to
protect the health of the general 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. In compliance with the
Construction Dust Control Ordinance, the project sponsor and contractor responsible for construction
activities at the project site would be required to control construction dust on the site through a combination
of watering disturbed areas, covering stockpiled materials, street and sidewalk sweeping and other
measures.

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 incorporate and expand on the
dust control provisions of PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1. Therefore, compliance with the dust control
ordinance would ensure that the proposed project would not result in substantial amounts of fugitive dust,
including particulate matter, during construction activities and portions of PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1
that address construction dust are not required.

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 that
“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 BAAQMD's quantitative thresholds for

3 The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) 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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individual projects.”® The BAAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (Air Quality Guidelines) provide
screening criteria* 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. Criteria air
pollutant emissions during construction and operation of the proposed project would meet the Air Quality
Guidelines screening criteria. The project would entail the demolition of a surface parking lot and
horizontal and vertical addition of a six-story-over-basement, 75-foot-tall mixed-use building with 24
dwelling units, 27,017 square feet of office, 2,483 square feet of retail, and 1,117 square feet of arts activity
or retail use. Criteria air pollutant emissions during construction and operation of the proposed project
would meet the Air Quality Guidelines screening criteria. Therefore, the project would not have a
significant impact related to criteria air pollutants, and a detailed air quality assessment is not required.

Health Risk

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)(article 38). 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 the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. The Air Pollutant Exposure Zone as
defined in article 38 are areas that, based on modeling of all known air pollutant sources, exceed health
protective standards for cumulative particulate matter 2.5 (PM2s) concentration, 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 project site is not located within an identified Air Pollutant
Exposure Zone. Therefore, the project’s residential units are not subject to article 38.

Construction

Because the project site is not located within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, the ambient health risk from
project construction activities to sensitive receptors from air pollutants is not considered substantial, and
the remainder of Mitigation Measure G-1 that requires the minimization of construction exhaust emissions
isnot 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 is not applicable. In addition, the
proposed project would not include any sources that would emit DPM or other TACs. A generator would
likely be used during construction, but the proposed project would not include an emergency generator

40 San Francisco Planning Department, Eastern Neighborhood’s Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report. See
page 346. Available online at: http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4003. Accessed June 4, 2014.
4 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, updated May 2017. Available online at:
http://www.baagmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa guidelines may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en. Accessed April 25,
2019. See pp. 3-2 to 3-3.
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for operational purposes. Therefore, Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-4 isnot applicable
and impacts related to siting new sources of pollutants would be less-than-significant.

Cumulative Analysis

As discussed above, regional air pollution is by its nature a cumulative impact. Emissions from past,
present, and future projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality on a cumulative basis. No single
project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in regional nonattainment of ambient air quality
standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative adverse air quality
impacts.®2 The project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants are based on levels by which new sources
are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria
air pollutants. Therefore, because the proposed project’s construction and operational emissions would not
exceed the project-level thresholds for criteria air pollutants, the proposed project would not be considered
to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality impacts.

Conclusion

For the above reasons, none of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR air quality mitigation measures are
applicable to the proposed project and the proposed project would not result in significant air quality
impacts that were not identified in the PEIR.

No Significant
Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR
7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS—
Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either N n n
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?
b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or n n n

regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR assessed the GHG 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 GHG emissions on the order of 4.2, 4.3 and 4.5 metric tons of CO2E# per
service population,* respectively. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that the resulting GHG
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.

2BAAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017, page 2-1.

4 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.

4 Memorandum from Jessica Range to Environmental Planning staff, Greenhouse Gas Analyses for Community Plan Exemptions in
Eastern Neighborhoods, April 20, 2010. This memorandum provides an overview of the GHG 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.
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The BAAQMD has prepared guidelines and methodologies for analyzing GHGs. These guidelines are
consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 150644 and 15183.5 which address the analysis and
determination of significant impacts from a proposed project’s GHG emissions and allow for projects that
are consistent with an adopted GHG reduction strategy to conclude that the project’s GHG impact is less
than significant. San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions® presents a comprehensive
assessment of policies, programs, and ordinances that collectively represent San Francisco's GHG
reduction strategy in compliance with the BAAQMD and CEQA guidelines. These GHG reduction actions
have resulted in a 23.3 percent reduction in GHG emissions in 2012 compared to 1990 levels,* exceeding
the year 2020 reduction goals outlined in the BAAQMD’s 2017 Clean Air Plan,* Executive Order S-3-05%,
and Assembly Bill 32 (also known as the Global Warming Solutions Act).#% In addition, San Francisco’s
GHG reduction goals are consistent with, or more aggressive than, the long-term goals established under
Executive Orders S-3-05°! and B-30-15.52% Therefore, projects that are consistent with San Francisco’s GHG
Reduction Strategy would not result in GHG emissions that would have a significant effect on the
environment and would not conflict with state, regional, and local GHG reduction plans and regulations.

The proposed project would increase the intensity of use of the site by introducing residential uses (24
dwelling units), 2,483 square feet of retail use, and 1,117 square feet of arts activity or retail use and adding
27,017 square feet of office use to the existing 68,538 square feet of office use. The proposed project would
reduce the amount of vehicle parking provided onsite from the current 66 spaces to 41 total: 31 for the
combined existing and proposed office use and 10 spaces for residential use. Overall, the project would
result in an increase in daily person and vehicle trips to the project site. Therefore, the proposed project
would contribute to annual long-term increases in GHGs as a result of increased vehicle trips (mobile
sources) and residential, office and commercial 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 GHG emissions.

The proposed project would be subject to regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions as identified in
the GHG reduction strategy. As discussed below, compliance with the applicable regulations would reduce

% San Francisco Planning Department, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco, July 2017. Available at
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/ GHG/GHG Strategy October2017.pdf, accessed November 8, 2018.

46 JCF International, Technical Review of the 2012 Community-wide Inventory for the City and County of San Francisco, January 21,
2015.

4 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Clean Air Plan, April 2017. Available at http://www.baagmd.gov/plans-and-climate/air-
quality-plans/current-plans, accessed November 8, 2018.

48 Office of the Governor, Executive Order 5-3-05, June 1, 2005. Available at https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=1861, accessed
March 3, 2016.

4 California Legislative Information, Assembly Bill 32, September 27, 2006. Available at http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/05-
06/bill/asm/ab 0001-0050/ab 32 bill 20060927 chaptered.pdf, accessed March 3, 2016.

50 Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan set a target of reducing GHG emissions to below
1990 levels by year 2020.

51 Executive Order S-3-05 sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs need to be progressively reduced,
as follows: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels (approximately 457 million MTCO:2E); by 2020, reduce emissions to 1990
levels (approximately 427 million MTCO:zE); and by 2050 reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85
million MTCO2E).

%2 Office of the Governor, Executive Order B-30-15, April 29, 2015. Available at https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938, accessed
March 3, 2016. Executive Order B-30-15 sets a state GHG emissions reduction goal of 40 percent below 1990 levels by the year 2030.
53 San Francisco’s GHG reduction goals are codified in Section 902 of the Environment Code and include: (i) by 2008, determine City
GHG emissions for year 1990; (ii) by 2017, reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels; (iii) by 2025, reduce GHG
emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels; and by 2050, reduce GHG emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 29



Community Plan Evaluation
Initial Study Checklist 2300 Harrison Street/3101 19t Street
2016-010589ENV

the project’'s GHG emissions related to transportation, energy use, waste disposal, wood burning, and use
of refrigerants.

Compliance with the City’s Commuter Benefits Program, Transportation Sustainability Fee, Jobs-Housing
Linkage Program, and bicycle parking requirements would reduce the proposed project’s transportation-
related emissions. These regulations reduce GHG emissions from single-occupancy vehicles by promoting
the use of alternative transportation modes with zero or lower GHG 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, Water Conservation and Irrigation ordinances,
which would promote energy and water efficiency, thereby reducing the proposed project’s energy-related
GHG emissions.>* Additionally, the project would be required to meet the renewable energy criteria of the
Green Building Code, further reducing the project’s energy-related GHG 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 GHGs emitted by landfill operations. These regulations also promote reuse of materials,
conserving their embodied energys and reducing 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 those limiting refrigerant emissions and the Wood Burning Fireplace
Ordinance would reduce emissions of GHGs and black carbon, respectively. Regulations requiring low-
emitting finishes would reduce volatile organic compounds (VOCs).* Thus, the proposed project was
determined to be consistent with San Francisco’s GHG reduction strategy.”

Therefore, the proposed project’s GHG emissions would not conflict with state, regional, and local GHG
reduction plans and regulations. Furthermore, the proposed project is within the scope of the development
evaluated in the PEIR and would not result in impacts associated with GHG emissions beyond those
disclosed in the PEIR. For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant GHG
emissions that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and no mitigation measures are
necessary.

5 Compliance with water conservation measures reduce the energy (and GHG emissions) required to convey, pump and treat water
required for the project.

5% Embodied energy is the total energy required for the extraction, processing, manufacture and delivery of building materials to the
building site.

% While not a GHG, VOCs 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 VOC emissions would reduce the
anticipated local effects of global warming.

57 San Francisco Planning Department, Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance Checklist for 2300 Harrison Street, February 7, 2019.
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No Significant
Significant Significant Impact not
Significant Impact Impact not Impact due to Previously
Peculiar to Project Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: or Project Site PEIR Information PEIR
8. WIND AND SHADOW—Would the
project:
a) Alter wind in a manner that substantially affects O O O
public areas?
b) Create new shadow in a manner that n n n

substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities
or other public areas?

Wind

Based upon experience of the planning department in reviewing wind analyses and expert opinion on other
projects, it is generally (but not always) the case that projects under 80 feet in height do not have the
potential to generate significant wind impacts. The existing building on the project site is 42 feet tall. As
part of the proposed project, the new horizontal addition will be 75 feet tall with a 10-foot-tall elevator
overrun and stairs to access the roof. The proposed stair penthouse and elevator overrun would be setback
about 25 feet from the Mistral Street fagade of the building and about 30 feet from the Treat Avenue fagade
of the building. Given the small footprints of these two structures and their locations away from the west
and south facades of the building, any overhead winds that they intercept would be redirected onto the
roof of the building. Overhead winds thatare intercepted and redirected by these two penthouse structures
would not reach the sidewalk. For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in any significant
wind impacts beyond those identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Shadow

Planning 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 of the planning code because certain parks are not subject to
section 295 of the planning code (i.e., under 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.

The proposed project would construct a 75-foot-tall building (approximately 85 feet with roof
appurtenances); therefore, the planning department prepared a shadow fan analysis to determine whether
the project would have the potential to cast new shadow on nearby parks or public open spaces.’® The
shadow fan modeled both the 75-foot-tall proposed building and the additional 10 feet of roof

5 San Francisco Planning Department, Shadow Fan, 2300 Harrison Street, July 3, 2018.
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appurtenances. In both scenarios, no new shade would fall on public open space or parks under the
jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Commission as a result of the horizontal and vertical
additions.”

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 less-than-significant effect under CEQA. Although
occupants of nearby properties may regard the increase in shadow in the project vicinity as undesirable,
the limited increase in shading of private properties as a result of the proposed project is not considered a
significant impact under CEQA.

Cumulative Analysis

As discussed above, structures that are less than 80 feet in height typically do not result in wind impacts.
The proposed project would be under 80 feetin height, and thus it would therefore not result in a significant
wind impact. None of the nearby projects considered in the cumulative projects list above is above 80 feet
in height, and none are located close enough to result in combined wind effects with the proposed project.
Therefore, the proposed project would not combine with other projects to create, or contribute to, a
cumulative wind impact.

As discussed above, the proposed project would not shade any nearby public parks or open spaces.
Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to any potential cumulative shadow impact on parks
and open spaces. The sidewalks in the project vicinity are already shaded for periods of the day by the
densely developed, multi-story buildings. Although implementation of the proposed project and nearby
cumulative development projects would add net new shadow to the sidewalks in the project vicinity, these
shadows would be transitory in nature, would not substantially affect the use of the sidewalks, and would
not increase shadows above levels that are common and generally expected in a densely developed urban
environment.

For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with reasonably foreseeable future projects in
the project vicinity to result in a significant cumulative shadow impact.

Conclusion

For the reasons stated above, the proposed project would not result in significant wind or shadow impacts,
either at a project level or cumulatively. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant
impacts related to wind or shadow that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

% Some schoolyards participate in the San Francisco Shared Schoolyard Project, a partnership that opens schoolyards for recreation
and open space on the weekends when schools are not in session. John O’Connell Technical High School is located south of the
project, but its schoolyard is listed as ineligible for participation in this program. Thus, this schoolyard was not included in the
shadow analysis for this project. Information on this program is available online at:

http:/lwww.sfsharedschoolyard.org/participating schools, accessed February 1, 2019.
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No Significant
Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR

9. RECREATION—Would the project:

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and N n n
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 n n n
construction or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

c) Physically degrade existing recreational O O O
resources?

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 adoption, the City adopted impact fees for development in Eastern
Neighborhoods that goes 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 San Francisco 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. Daggett Park at Daggett Street between 7th and
16th streets opened on April 19, 2017 and In Chan Kaajal Park at 17th and Folsom streets opened on June
23, 2017. In addition, the amended ROSE identifies the role of both the Better Streets Plan (refer to
“Transportation” 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

6 San Francisco Planning Department. Green Connections. https://sfplanning.org/project/green-connections. Accessed April 10,
2019.
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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). As shown on Map 7 of the ROSE, the project site is not located in an area with a
greater need of open spaces.®!

There are three open space and recreation facilities in the project vicinity including Jose Coronado
Playground at 21stand Folsom streets, Alioto Park at 20t and Capp streets, and In Chan Kaajal Park at 17t
and Folsom streets. The proposed project would be located 700 feet directly north of the Mission Arts
Center on Treat Avenue and 900 feet northeast of Jose Coronado Playground on 21st Street between
Shotwell and Folsom streets. Furthermore, the Planning Code requires a specified amount of new usable
open space (either private or common) for each new residential unit and other proposed uses. Some
developments are also required to provide privately owned, publicly accessible open spaces. The proposed
project includes 112 square feet of retail open space, 4,220 square feet of residential open space in the form
of common and private terraces, and 544 square feet of office open space. Although the proposed project
would introduce a new permanent population to the project site, the number of new residents and
employees projected would not be large enough to increase demand for, or use of, neighborhood parks or
recreational facilities, such that substantial physical deterioration would be expected. The Planning Code
open space requirements would help offset some of the additional open space needs generated by increased
residential and employee population to the project area.

The permanent residential population on the site and on-site daytime population growth that would result
from the proposed building’s other uses (office and retail) would not require the construction of new
recreational facilities or the expansion of existing facilities, nor would the population increase physically
degrade or accelerate the physical deterioration of any existing recreational resources in the neighborhood.

Cumulative Analysis

Cumulative development in the project vicinity would result in an intensification of land uses and an
increase in the use of nearby recreational resources and facilities. The Recreation and Open Space Element
of the General Plan provides a framework for providing a high-quality open space system for its residents,
while accounting for expected population growth through year 2040. In addition, San Francisco voters
passed two bond measures, in 2008 and 2012, to fund the acquisition, planning, and renovation of the City’s
network of recreational resources. As discussed above, there are several parks, open spaces, or other
recreational facilities within a quarter-mile of the project site, and two new parks have recently been
constructed within the Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas. It is expected that these existing recreational
facilities would be able to accommodate the increase in demand for recreational resources generated by the
project and nearby cumulative development projects without resulting in physical degradation of those
resources. For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with reasonably foreseeable future
projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative impact on recreational resources or
facilities.

Conclusion

Therefore, the proposed project would not create a substantial increase in the use of open space and
recreation facilities such that physical deterioration or degradation of existing facilities would occur, and

61 San Francisco General Plan Recreation and Open Space Element, Map 07 High Needs Areas: Priority Acquisition & Renovation Areas,
April 2014.
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there would be no additional impacts on recreation beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR.

No Significant
Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR

10. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS—
Would the project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of N n n
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new n n n
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 O O O
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 O O O
the project from existing entittements and
resources, or require new or expanded water
supply resources or entitlements?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater O O O
treatment provider that would serve the project
that it has inadequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

f)  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted N N N
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes O] O O
and regulations related to solid waste?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population as a result of
development under the area plans 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 (public utilities commission)
adopted the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) for the City and County of San Francisco.®2The
2015 UWMP estimates that current and projected water supplies will be sufficient to meet future retail
demand through 2035 under normal year, single dry year and multiple dry years conditions; however, if a
multiple dry year event occurs, the SFPUC would implement water use and supply reductions through

62 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 2015 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San Francisco, June
2016, https://sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=9300, accessed June2018.
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their drought response plan and a corresponding retail water shortage allocation plan. In addition, the
proposed project would incorporate water-efficient fixtures as required by Title 24 of the California Code
of Regulations and the city’s Green Building Ordinance. For these reasons, there would be sufficient water
supply available to serve the proposed project from existing water supply entitlements and resources, and
new or expanded resources or entitlements would not be required. Therefore, environmental impacts
relating to water use and supply would be less than significant.

The public utilities 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.

The proposed project would not substantially increase the amount of stormwater entering the combined
sewer system because the project would not increase impervious surfaces at the project site. Compliance
with the city’s Stormwater Management Ordinance and the Stormwater Management Requirements and
Design Guidelines would ensure that the design of the proposed project includes installation of appropriate
stormwater management systems that retain runoff on site, promote stormwater reuse, and limit
discharges from the site from entering the city’s combined stormwater/sewer system. Under the
Stormwater Management ordinance, stormwater generated by the proposed project is required to meet a
performance standard that reduces the existing runoff flow rate and volume by 25 percent for a two-year
24-hour design storm and therefore would not contribute additional volume of polluted runoff to the city’s
stormwater infrastructure.

Although the proposed project would add approximately 56 new residents and 136 employees to the
project site, the combined sewer system has capacity to serve projected growth through year 2040.
Therefore, the incremental increase in wastewater treatment resulting from the project would be met by
the existing sewer system and would not require expansion of existing wastewater facilities or construction
of new facilities.

The City disposes of its municipal solid waste at the Recology Hay Road Landfill, and that practice is
anticipated to continue until 2025, with an option to renew the agreement thereafter for an additional six
years. San Francisco Ordinance No. 27-06 requires mixed construction and demolition debris to be
transported to a facility that must recover for reuse or recycling and divert from landfill at least 65 percent
of all received construction and demolition debris. San Francisco’s Mandatory Recycling and Composting
Ordinance No. 100-09 requires all properties and persons in the city to separate their recyclables,
compostables, and landfill trash.

The proposed project would incrementally increase total city waste generation; however, the proposed
project would be required to comply with San Francisco ordinance numbers 27-06 and 100- 09. Due to the
existing and anticipated increase of solid waste recycling in the city and the requirements to divert
construction debris from the landfill, any increase in solid waste resulting from the proposed project would
be accommodated by the existing Hay Road landfill. Thus, the proposed project would have less-than-
significant impacts related to solid waste.
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Cumulative Analysis

As explained in the analysis above, existing service management plans for water, wastewater, and solid
waste disposal account for anticipated citywide growth. Furthermore, all projects in San Francisco would
be required to comply with the same regulations described above which reduce stormwater, potable water,
and waste generation. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with reasonably foreseeable future
projects would not result in a cumulative utilities and service systems impact.

Conclusion

As discussed above, the proposed project would not result in a significant individual or cumulative impact
with respect to utilities and service systems. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a
significant utilities and service system impact that was not disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

No Significant
Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR
11. PUBLIC SERVICES—Would the
project:
a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts N n n

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 performance objectives for any public
services such as fire protection, police
protection, schools, parks, or other services?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population would not result
in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of or need for new or physically
altered public services, including fire protection, police protection, and public schools. No mitigation
measures were identified in the PEIR.

Project residents and employees would be served by the San Francisco Police Department and Fire
Department. The closest police station to the project site is the Mission Station, about 0.5 miles northwest
of the project site. The closest fire station to the project site is Station 7, one block west of the project site at
19t and Folsom streets. The increased population at the project site could result in more calls for police,
fire, and emergency response. However, the increase in demand for these services would not be substantial
given the overall demand for such services on a citywide basis. Moreover, the proximity of the project site
to police and fire stations would help minimize the response time for these services should incidents occur
at the project site.
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The San Francisco Unified School District (school district) maintains a property and building portfolio that
has capacity for almost 64,000 students.®* A decade-long decline in district enrollment ended in the 2008-
2009 school year at 52,066 students, and total enrollment in the district has increased to about 54,063 in the
2017-2018 school year, an increase of approximately 1,997 students since 2008.%¢65 Thus, even with
increasing enrollment, school district currently has more classrooms district-wide than needed.¢ However,
the net effect of housing development across San Francisco is expected to increase enrollment by at least
7,000 students by 2030 and eventually enrollment is likely to exceed the capacity of current facilities.¢

Lapkoff & Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc. conducted a study in 2010 for the school district that
projected student enrollment through 2040.% This study is being updated as additional information
becomes available. The study considered several new and ongoing large-scale developments (Mission Bay,
Candlestick Point, Hunters Point Shipyard/San Francisco Shipyard, and Treasure/Yerba Buena Islands,
Parkmerced, and others) as well as planned housing units outside those areas.® In addition, it developed
student yield assumptions informed by historical yield, building type, unit size, unit price, ownership
(rented or owner-occupied), whether units are subsidized, whether subsidized units are in standalone
buildings or in inclusionary buildings, and other site specific factors. For most developments, the study
establishes a student generation rate of 0.80 Kindergarten through 12th grade students per unit in a
standalone affordable housing site, 0.25 students per unit for inclusionary affordable housing units, and
0.10 students per unit for market-rate housing.

The Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998, or SB 50, restricts the ability of local agencies to deny land
use approvals on the basis that public school facilities are inadequate. SB 50, however, permits the levying
of developer fees to address local school facility needs resulting from new development. Local jurisdictions
are precluded under state law from imposing school-enrollment-related mitigation beyond the school
development fees. The school district collects these fees, which are used in conjunction with other school
district funds, to support efforts to complete capital improvement projects within the city. The proposed
project would be subject to the school impact fees.

The proposed project would be expected to generate approximately 3 school-aged children, some of whom
may be served by the San Francisco Unified School District and others through private schools in the
areas.” The school district currently has capacity to accommodate this minor increase in demand without

6 This analysis was informed, in part, by a Target Enrollment Survey the San Francisco Unified School District performed of all
schools in 2010.

64 San Francisco Unified School District, Facts at a Glance, 2018, http://www.sfusd.edu/en/assets/sfusd-staff/about-
SFUSD/files/sfusd-facts-at-a-glance.pdf, accessed April 11, 2019.

6 Note that Enrollment summaries do not include charter schools. Approximately 4,283 students enrolled in charter schools are
operated by other organizations but located in school district facilities.

66 San Francisco Unified School District, San Francisco

Bay Area Planning and Urban Research (SPUR) Forum Presentation, Growing Population,

Growing Schools, August 31, 2016, https://www.spur.org/sites/default/files/events_pdfs/SPUR%20Forum_August%2031%20201
6.pptx_.pdf, accessed October 5, 2018.

67 Lapkoff & Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc., Demographic Analyses and Enrollment

Forecasts for the San Francisco Unified School District, February 16, 2018, p. 2,
http://www.sfusd.edu/en/assets/sfusd-staff/about-SFUSD/files/demographic-analysesenrollment-

forecast.pdf, accessed October 5, 2018.

68 Ibid.

6 Ibid.

70 As the project is utilizing the state density bonus program, three (11%) of the 24 units would be made affordable for low income
residents. Thus, the estimated addition of school-aged children to the neighborhood as a result of this development would be
approximately 3. (21 units * 0.10 students per unit) + (3 units * 0.25 students per unit) = 2.85 students.
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the need for new or physically altered schools, the construction of which may result in environmental
impacts.

Impacts to parks and recreational facilities are addressed above in the Recreation section.

Cumulative Analysis

The proposed project combined with projected citywide growth through 2040 would increase demand for
public services, including police and fire protection and public schooling. The fire department, the police
department, the school district, and other city agencies have accounted for such growth in providing public
services to the residents of San Francisco. For these reasons, the proposed project would not combine with
reasonably foreseeable future projects to increase the demand for public services requiring new or
expanded facilities, the construction of which could result in significant physical environmental impacts.

Conclusion

As the proposed project is consistent with the development density established under the Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, the project would not result in new or substantially more severe
impacts on the physical environment associated with the provision of public services beyond those
analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

No Significant
Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR

12. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES—Would the
project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly O O O
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 n n n
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 N n n
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 N n n
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?
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No Significant
Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR
f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted N n n

Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

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 be
affected by the development anticipated under the Area Plan. In addition, development envisioned under
the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan 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 a developed site located within Mission Plan Area of the Eastern Neighborhoods and
therefore, 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.

Cumulative Analysis

Furthermore, the project vicinity does not support any candidate, sensitive, or special-status species, any
riparian habitat, or any other identified sensitive natural community. For these reasons, the proposed
project would not have the potential to combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects in the project vicinity to result in a significant cumulative impact related to biological resources.
Therefore, the project, in combination with other projects in the area, would not result in cumulative
impacts on biological resources.

Conclusion

As discussed above, the proposed project would not result in a significant individual or cumulative impact
with respect to biological resources. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant
biological resources impact that was not disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

No Significant
Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR
13. GEOLOGY AND SOILS—Would the
project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential n n n

substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:
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No Significant
Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in

Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR
i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as n n n

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 O O O

liquefaction?
iv) Landslides? O O O

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of O O O
topsoil?

c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is O O O
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?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in N N N
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code, X
creating substantial risks to life or property?

e) Have soails incapable of adequately supporting N N N
the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of wastewater?

f)  Change substantially the topography or any O O O

unique geologic or physical features of the site?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that implementation of the Plan would indirectly increase the
population that would be subject to an earthquake, including seismically induced ground-shaking,
liquefaction, and landslides. The 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 area plans would not result in
significant impacts with regard to geology and soils, and no mitigation measures were identified in the
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

A geotechnical investigation was prepared for the proposed project.” The geotechnical investigation
included four borings conducted in 1998 at the project site. The project site’s soil conditions consist of
undocumented fill to a depth of about 15 to 25 feet below ground surface of the fill varies from medium
stiff to stiff sandy clay overlaying primarily soft to medium stiff compressible clay up to 40 feet. Dense to
very dense native sands with varying silt and clay were found between 40 and 75 feet below ground
surface. Stiff to very stiff clay and sandy clay was found up to 88 feet, and bedrock is located at 150 feet

7t Rockridge Geotechnical, Preliminary Geotechnical Report, Proposed Mixed-Use Building 2300 Harrison Street, San Francisco,
California, October 5, 2017.
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below ground surface. Groundwater was encountered at 7 feet below ground surface in the 1998
measurements and the geotechnical engineer estimated that historic high groundwater may be at about 5
feet below existing grade. The project site is not located within the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault area,
but it is within a seismic hazard zone for liquefaction hazard. The geotechnical report recommends the
proposed development be supported on either a deep foundation system of torque-down piles or auger
cast-in-place piles or a mat foundation on improved soils.” The alternative to use a mat foundation would
include soil improvement by installing drilled displacement columns that would extend 20 to 25 feet below
the mat foundation (35 to 40 feet below existing grade).”

The project is required to conform to state and local building codes, which ensure the safety of all new
construction in the City. The building department will review the project construction documents for
conformance with the recommendations in the project-specific geotechnical report during its review of the
building permit for the project. In addition, the building department may require additional site-specific
soils report(s) through the building permit application process, as needed. The building department
requirement for a geotechnical report and review of the building permit application pursuant to building
department’s implementation of state and local building codes and local implementing procedures would
ensure that the proposed project would have no significant impacts related to soils, seismic or other
geological hazards.

The project site is occupied by an existing building with a paved parking area and is entirely covered with
impervious surfaces. For these reasons, construction of the proposed project would not result in the loss of
substantial topsoil. Site preparation and excavation activities would disturb soil to a depth of
approximately 15 feet below ground surface, creating the potential for windborne and waterborne soil
erosion. The project would be required to comply with the Construction Site Runoff Ordinance, which
requires all construction sites to implement best management practices to prevent the discharge of
sediment, non-stormwater and waste runoff from a construction site. For construction projects disturbing
5,000 square feet or more, a project must also submit an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan that details the
use, location and emplacement of sediment and control devices. These measures would reduce the
potential for erosion during construction. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant
impacts related to soil erosion or the loss of top soil.

The project would have no impact with regards to environmental effects of septic systems or alternative
waste disposal systems or unique geologic features, and topics 13e and f are not applicable.

Cumulative Analysis

Environmental impacts related to geology and soils are generally site-specific. All development within San
Francisco would be subject to the same seismic safety standards and design review procedures of the
California and local building codes and be subject to the requirements of the Construction Site Runoff
Ordinance. These regulations would ensure that cumulative effects of development on seismic safety,
geologic hazards, and erosion are less than significant. For these reasons, the proposed project would not

72 A torque-down pile is a steel pipe pile that can be installed with minimal vibration and noise, as compared to driven piles. An
auger cast-in-place pile is a hollow-stem auger drilled into the ground to a specified depth, which generates very little noise and
vibrations compared to driven piles. Rockridge Geotechnical, Preliminary Geotechnical Report, Proposed Mixed-Use Building 2300
Harrison Street, San Francisco, California, October 5, 2017.

73 Drilled displacement columns are installed by drilling a hollow-stem auger through which concrete is pumped under pressure as
the auger is recovered. The method reduces vibration from foundation work and generates very little excess soils for off-haul. Ibid.
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combine with reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a significant cumulative
impact related to geology and soils.

Conclusion

In light of the above, the proposed project would not result in a significant effect related to seismic and
geologic hazards, nor would it contribute to a cumulative impact. 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.

No Significant
Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR

14. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY—
Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste n N N
discharge requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or O O O

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 O O O
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 O] ] ]
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

O
O
O
X

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard O O] O]
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
authoritative flood hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures that would impede or redirect flood m m m X
flows?

i)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk n N N
of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam?
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No Significant
Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR
j)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk n N N

of loss, injury or death involving inundation by
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population 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.

Wastewater and stormwater from the project site would be accommodated by the city’s sewer system and
treated at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant to the standards contained in the city’s National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.”# Furthermore, as discussed in topic 13b in
Geology and Soils, the project is required to comply with the Construction Site Runoff Ordinance, which
requires all construction sites to implement best management practices to prevent the discharge of
sediment, non-stormwater and waste runoff from a construction site. The City’s compliance with the
requirements of its NPDES permit and the project’s compliance with Construction Site Runoff Ordinance
would ensure that the project would not result in significant impacts to water quality.

As discussed under Geology and Soils, groundwater is approximately 5 to 7 feet below the ground surface
at the project site and may be encountered during excavation. Therefore, dewatering is likely to be
necessary during construction. The project would not require long-term dewatering, and does not propose
to extract any underlying groundwater supplies. In addition, the project site is located in the Downtown
San Francisco Groundwater Basin. This basin is not used as a drinking water supply and there are no plans
for development of this basin for groundwater production.” For these reasons, the proposed project would
not deplete groundwater supplies or substantially interfere with groundwater recharge. This impact would
be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary.

The project site is currently occupied by an 14,000-square-foot paved surface parking lot and existing office
building; with the proposed project, the modified building would also occupy the entire project site, and
there would not be any change in the amount of impervious surface coverage. As a result, the proposed
project would not increase stormwater runoff. In addition, in accordance with the City’s Stormwater
Management Requirements and Design Guidelines,” the proposed project would be subject to develop a
Stormwater Control Plan to incorporate low impact design approaches and stormwater management
systems into the project. As a result, the proposed project would not increase stormwater runoff.

74 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Wastewater Discharge Permits, https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=498, accessed on
April 25, 2019.

75 The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) supplies water to all of San Francisco residents and businesses. The
SFPUC’s groundwater supply program includes two groundwater projects: one along the peninsula and the other supplying
groundwater from San Francisco’s Westside Groundwater Basin aquifer, approximately 400 feet below ground surface. For more
information see: https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=184. Accessed November 19, 2018.

76 The Stormwater Management Requirements apply to new and redevelopment projects that create and/or replace greater than or
equal to 5,000 square feet of impervious surface in the separate and combined sewer areas. San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission, Stormwater Management Requirements, https://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=1000, accessed April 11, 2019.
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There are no streams or rivers in the vicinity of the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not
alter the course of a stream or river, or substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the project site or
area.”

The project site is not located within a 100-year flood hazard zone, a dam failure area, or a tsunami or seiche
hazard area. No mudslide hazards exist on the project site because the site is not located near any landslide-
prone areas. Therefore, topics 14g, 14h, 14i, and 14j are not applicable to the proposed project.

Cumulative Analysis

The proposed project would have no impact with respect to the following topics, and therefore would not
have the potential to contribute to any cumulative impacts for those resource areas: location of the project
site within a 100-year flood hazard area or areas subject to dam failure, tsunami, seiche, or mudslide,
alterations to a stream or river or changes to existing drainage patterns. Additionally, the proposed project
and other development within San Francisco would be required to comply with the Stormwater
Management and Construction Site Runoff ordinances that would reduce the amount of stormwater
entering the combined sewer system and prevent discharge of construction-related pollutants into the
sewer system. As the project site is not located in a groundwater basin that is used for water supply, the
project would not combine with reasonably foreseeable projects to result in significant cumulative impacts
to groundwater. Therefore, the proposed project in combination with cumulative projects would not result
in significant cumulative impacts to hydrology and water quality.

Conclusion

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any significant project or cumulative impacts related
to hydrology and water quality that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

No Significant
Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR

15. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS—Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the n N N
environment through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the N n n
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous n n n
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

77 Rockridge Geotechnical, Preliminary Geotechnical Report, Proposed Mixed-Use Building 2300 Harrison Street, San Francisco,
California, October 5, 2017. The project site is within historic marsh area that bordered the former Upper Mission Creek, and the
geotechnical investigation accounts for the subsurface conditions at the site in making the recommendations for the proposed
development.
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No Significant
Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR
d) Belocated on a site which is included on a list of n N N
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 O O O
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?
f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private n n n
airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the
project area?
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere O O O
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk n n n

of loss, injury, or death involving fires?

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 existing regulations for facility closure, Under Storage Tank (UST) 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 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 Building Materials, as outlined below, would
reduce effects to a less-than-significant level. Because the proposed development includes demolition of
walls of the existing building to connect the two floors of office, Mitigation Measure L-1 would apply to
the proposed project and is included as Project Mitigation Measure 3 in the Mitigation Measures Section
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below. With implementation of Mitigation Measure L-1, there would be a less-than-significant impact on
the environment with respect to hazardous building materials.

Soil and Groundwater Contamination

Since certification of the PEIR, article 22 A 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 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 Maher Ordinance requires the project sponsor to retain the services of a qualified
professional to prepare a phase I environmental site assessment (site assessment) that meets the requirements
of health code section 22.A.6. The site assessment would determine the potential for site contamination and
level of exposure risk associated with the project. Based on that information, the project sponsor may be
required to conduct soil and/or groundwater sampling and analysis. Where such analysis reveals the
presence of hazardous substances in excess of state or federal standards, the project sponsor is required to
submit a site mitigation plan to the San Francisco Department of Public Health (public health department)
or other appropriate state or federal agency(ies), and to remediate site contamination in accordance with
an approved site mitigation plan prior to the issuance of any building permit.

The proposed project would involve soils disturbance of up to 55 feet below grade for installation of the
building foundation, and would involve approximately 15 feet of excavation and approximately 5,500 cubic
yards of soil removal on a site where hazardous substances could be present due to previous industrial
uses.” Therefore, the projectis subject to article 22 A of the health code, also known as the Maher Ordinance,
which is administered and overseen by the department of public health (health department). The Maher
Ordinance requires the project sponsor to retain the services of a qualified professional to prepare a site
assessment that meets the requirements of health code section 22.A.6.

A site assessment would determine the potential for site contamination and level of exposure risk associated
with the project. Based on that information, the project sponsor may be required to conduct soil and/or
groundwater sampling and analysis. Where such analysis reveals the presence of hazardous substances in
excess of state or federal standards, the project sponsor is required to submit a site mitigation plan to the
health department or other appropriate state or federal agency(ies), and to remediate any site
contamination in accordance with an approved site mitigation plan prior to the issuance of any building
permit.

In compliance with the Maher Ordinance, the project sponsor has submitted a Maher Application to the
health department and a site assessment has been prepared to assess the potential for site contamination.”%
The site assessment summarizes the historic use of the site and existing structure, which was constructed in
1913 and used as a storage, shipping, and experimenting facility for the American Can Company in 1914.

78 Golder Associates Inc., Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Commercial Property, 2300 Harrison Street, San Francisco,
California. October 2000.

7 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Maher Ordinance Application, 2300 Harrison Street, October 15, 2018.

80 Golder Associates Inc., Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Commercial Property, 2300 Harrison Street, San Francisco,
California. October 2000.
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The current building is shown on historical aerial maps from at least 1947 to 1965 and was connected to a
bottling plant adjacent to the south. A smaller rectangular building is visible on the southern part of the
subject property in 1982 and 1994. The site assessment found evidence of potential environmental issues
associated with the project site. In particular, groundwater samples collected near a former underground
storage tank that was removed from the project site in 1993 were not analyzed for fuel oxygenates.

The proposed project would be required to remediate potential soil or groundwater contamination
described above in accordance with article 22 A of the health code. Therefore, the proposed project would
not result in any significant impacts related to hazardous materials that were not identified in the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR.

Cumulative Analysis

Environmental impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials are generally site-specific. Nearby
cumulative development projects would be subject to the same regulations addressing use of hazardous
waste (article 22 of the health code), hazardous soil and groundwater (article 22b of the health code) and
building and fire codes addressing emergency response and fire safety. For these reasons, the proposed
project would not combine with reasonably foreseeable future projects in the project vicinity to create a
significant cumulative impact related to hazards and hazardous materials.

Conclusion

As documented above, the proposed project would not result in project level or cumulative significant
impacts related to hazards or hazardous materials that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR.

No Significant
Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR

16. MINERAL AND ENERGY
RESOURCES—Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known n N N
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 N n n
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 O ] ]
large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use
these in a wasteful manner?

The 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 buildings 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 department. The plan area does not

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 48



Community Plan Evaluation
Initial Study Checklist 2300 Harrison Street/3101 19t Street
2016-010589ENV

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 plan would not result in a significant impact on mineral and energy resources. No mitigation measures
were identified in the PEIR.

Energy demand for the proposed project would be typical of residential mixed-use projects and would
meet, or exceed, current state and local codes and standards concerning energy consumption, including
the Green Building Ordinance and Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. As documented in the
GHG compliance checklist for the proposed project, the project would be required to comply with
applicable regulations promoting water conservation and reducing potable water use. As discussed in topic
E.4, Transportation and Circulation, the project site is located in a transportation analysis zone that
experiences low levels of VMT per capita. Therefore, the project would not encourage the use of large
amounts of fuel, water, or energy or use these in a wasteful manner.

In 2002, California established its Renewables Portfolio Standard Program, with the goal of increasing the
percentage of renewable energy in the state’s electricity mix to 20 percent of retail sales by 2017. In
November 2008, Executive Order S-14-08 was signed requiring all retail sellers of electricity to serve 33
percent of their load with renewable energy by 2020. In 2015, Senate Bill 350 codifies the requirement for
renewables portfolio standard to achieve 50 percent renewable by 2030, and in 2018, Senate Bill 100 requires
60 percent renewable by 2030 and 100 percent by 2045.8!

San Francisco’s electricity supply is 41 percent renewable, and San Francisco’s goal is to meet 100 percent
of its electricity demand with renewable power® CleanPowerSF is the city’s Community Choice
Aggregation Program operated by the SFPUC, which provides renewable energy to residents and
businesses. GreenFinanceSF allows commercial property owners to finance renewable energy projects, as
well as energy and water efficiency projects, through a municipal bond and repay the debt via their
property tax account.

As discussed above, the project would comply with the energy efficiency requirements of the state and
local building codes and would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of city and State plans for
renewable energy and energy efficiency.

Cumulative

The proposed project would have no impact on mineral resources and therefore would not have the
potential to contribute to any cumulative mineral resource impact.

All development projects within San Francisco would be required to comply with applicable regulations
in the City’s Green Building Ordinance and Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations that reduce both
energy use and potable water use. The majority of San Francisco is located within a transportation analysis
zone that experiences low levels of VMT per capita compared to regional VMT levels. Therefore, the
proposed project, in combination with other reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects would not
encourage activities thatresult in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy or use these in a wasteful
manner.

81 California Energy Commission, California Renewable Energy Overview and Programs. Available at:
https://www.energy.ca.gov/renewables/. Accessed April 24, 2019.

82 San Francisco Mayor’s Renewable Energy Task Force Recommendations Report, September 2012. Accessed on April 24, 2019.
Available at: https:/sfenvironment.org/sites/default/files/fliers/files/sfe re renewableenergytaskforcerecommendationsreport.pdf.
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Conclusion

For the reasons stated above, there would be no additional project level or cumulative impacts on mineral
and energy resources beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

No Significant
Significant Significant Significant Impact not
Impact Peculiar Impact not Impact due to Previously
to Project or Identified in Substantial New Identified in
Topics: Project Site PEIR Information PEIR

17. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST
RESOURCES:—Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or n n n
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 n n n
Resources Code Section 12220(g)) or
timberland (as defined by Public Resources
Code Section 4526)?

d) Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of n n n
forest land to non-forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing n n n
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?

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that no agricultural resources exist in the Area Plan;
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.

The project site is within an urbanized area in the City and County of San Francisco that does not contain
any prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance; forest land; or land under
Williamson Act contract. The project site is not zoned for any agricultural uses. Topics 17 a-e are not
applicable to the proposed project, and the project would have no impact either individually or
cumulatively on agricultural or forest resources.

Conclusion

As the proposed project 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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MITIGATION MEASURES

Project Mitigation Measure 1 — Archeological Testing (Eastern Neighborhoods Programmatic
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) Mitigation Measure J-2). The project sponsor shall retain the
services of an archaeological consultant from the rotational Department Qualified Archaeological
Consultants List (QACL) maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist. 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 maximum 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 less than significantlevel 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 sites? associated with
descendant Native Americans, the Overseas Chinese, or other potentially interested descendant group an
appropriate representatives4of 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 Archaeological 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 resource(s) 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

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

84 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 should be determined in consultation with the Department archeologist.
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may be undertaken include additional archeological testing, archeological monitoring, and/or an
archeological data recovery program. No archeological data recovery shall be undertaken without the prior
approval of the ERO or the Planning Department archeologist. If the ERO determines that a significant
archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected by the proposed project,
at the discretion of the project sponsor 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 monitoring program shall be implemented the archeological monitoring program
shall minimally include the following provisions:

. 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 activities 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 archaeological 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 monitor(s) 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 or deep foundation activities (foundation, shoring, etc.),
the archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving or deep foundation
activities may affect an archeological resource, the pile driving or deep foundation activities
shall be terminated until an appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made in
consultation with the ERO. The archeological consultant shall immediately notify the ERO of
the encountered archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall make a reasonable
effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered archeological
deposit, and present the findings of this assessment to the ERO.

Whether or not significant archeological resources are encountered, the archeological consultant shall
submit a written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the ERO.
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Archeological Data Recovery Program. The archeological data recovery program shall be conducted in accord
with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO
shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP prior to preparation of a draft ADRP. The archeological
consultant shall submit a draft ADRP to the ERO. The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery
program will preserve the significant information the archeological resource is expected to contain. That
is, the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the expected
resource, what data classes the resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would
address the applicable research questions. Data recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of
the historical property that could be adversely affected by the proposed project. Destructive data recovery
methods shall not be applied to 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, 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, including immediate notification of the Coroner of the City and County
of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner’s determination that the human remains are Native American
remains, notification of the California State Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who shall
appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The ERO shall also be immediately
notified upon discovery of human remains. The archeological consultant, project sponsor, ERO, and MLD
shall have up to but not beyond six days after the discovery to make all reasonable efforts to develop an
agreement for the treatment of human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects with
appropriate dignity (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the
appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, curation, possession, and final disposition of the
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. Nothing in existing State regulations or in
this mitigation measure compels the project sponsor and the ERO to accept recommendations of an MLD.
The archeological consultant shall retain possession of any Native American human remains and associated
or unassociated burial objects until completion of any scientific analyses of the human remains or objects as
specified in the treatment agreement if such as agreement has been made or, otherwise, as determined by the
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archeological consultant and the ERO. If no agreement is reached State regulations shall be followed
including the reinternment of the human remains and associated burial objects with appropriate dignity on
the property in a location not subject to further subsurface disturbance (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98).

Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final Archeological
Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered
archeological resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods employed in the
archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. 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 Archaeological
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 Planning division of the Planning
Department shall receive one bound, one unbound and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD of the
FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation
for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In
instances of high public interest in or the high interpretive value of the resource, the ERO may require a
different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.

Project Mitigation Measure 2 — Construction Noise (Eastern Neighborhoods Programmatic
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) Mitigation Measure F-2). Where environmental review of a
development project undertaken subsequent to the adoption of the proposed zoning controls determines
that construction noise controls are necessary due to the nature of planned construction practices and the
sensitivity of proximate uses, the Planning Director shall require that the sponsors of the subsequent
development project 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:

e Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around a construction site, particularly where a site
adjoins noise-sensitive uses;

e Utilize noise control blankets on a building structure as the building is erected to reduce noise
emission from the site;

e Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receivers by temporarily improving the noise
reduction capability of adjacent buildings housing sensitive uses;

e Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking noise measurements; and

e 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.

Project Mitigation Measure 3 — Hazardous Building Materials (Eastern Neighborhoods Programmatic
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) Mitigation Measure L-1). The project sponsor or the project
sponsor’s Contractor shall ensure that any equipment containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) or di(2-
ethylhexyl) phthalate (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 tube fixtures, which could contain mercury, are similarly removed intact and properly
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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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MATERIALS KEY

1. METAL PANEL

2. CEMENT PLASTER

3. METAL CANOPY

4. STOREFRONT WINDOW SYSTEM
5. ALUMINUM WINDOW

6. METAL BASE

7. METAL GUARDRAIL

8. METAL COLUMN

9. MURAL AREAS
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