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CHAPTER 5 Environmental Consequences

Chapter 5 assesses impacts and identifies mitigation measures for significant impacts. It addresses
the full range of environmental topics required by the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), as listed in Chapter 1, Project Purpose,
Need, and Objectives. The sections in this chapter evaluate effects of the Proposed Project and its
alternatives on the on the physical environment described in each section of Chapter 4, Affected
Environment, and assess significance and whether such effects are adverse or beneficial.

This section of Chapter 5 describes the general approach and methodology used to apply the criteria
in evaluating the impacts of the Proposed Project and alternatives. The methodology provides the
basis for the impact analysis, which could be either qualitative or quantitative, relative to the
significance criteria. The methodology identifies applicable regulatory guidelines, thresholds, or
standards, or in some cases, accepted professional practices or protocols used to assess the nature
and severity of environmental impacts. This section also describes if and why any of the significance
criteria do not apply to the Proposed Project and alternatives; those significance criteria are not
discussed further.

5.1 APPROACH TO THE ANALYSIS

The analytical approach for assessing the environmental effects of the Proposed Project and its
alternatives is based upon the requirements of CEQA and its implementing regulations and NEPA
and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations. CEQA (Section 21000 et seq.) and
CEQA Guidelines (Section 15000 et seq.) require state and local agencies to identify the significant
environmental impacts of their actions and to avoid or mitigate those impacts, when feasible. Public
Resources Code (PRC) Section 21100(b)(3) provides that an EIR shall include a statement setting
forth the mitigation measures proposed to minimize the significant impacts on the environment.

NEPA requires the consideration of potential environmental impacts in the evaluation of any
proposed federal agency action. NEPA also obligates federal agencies to consider the environmental
consequences and costs in their projects and programs as part of the planning process. General
NEPA procedures are set forth in the CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508). The U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) implements NEPA through its regulations at 24 Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 58: Environmental Review Procedures for Entities Assuming HUD

Environmental Responsibilities.

The requirements of CEQA and NEPA are not necessarily the same; similar requirements found in
both statutes may have different levels of stringency, and some provisions that appear in one statute
may not appear in the other. In addition, the Proposed Project is subject to federal and state
environmental statutes and regulations that are separate from CEQA and NEPA but which require
analyses that must be incorporated into the EIR/EIS. In circumstances where more than one

Case No. 2010.0515E 5.1 Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan
SCH No. 2010112029 Final EIR/EIS



CHAPTER 5 Environmental Consequences
SECTION 5.1 Approach to the Analysis June 2016

regulation or statute might apply, this joint EIR/EIS has been prepared in compliance with the more
stringent or inclusive set of requirements, whether federal or state.

Each section of this Chapter is organized in the following way:

5.1.1 Regulatory Framework

This subsection describes the relevant laws, regulations and policies that apply to protection of the
environmental resources within the Project area and the governmental agencies responsible for
enforcing those laws and regulations. As required by HUD, specific statutory requirements of
federal laws and authorities and other requirements discussed in 24 CFR Sections 58.5 and 58.6 were
considered and are addressed in the various sections of this chapter. (For ease of reference, these
applicable laws and regulations are grouped together in Chapter 6, Other CEQA/NEPA
Considerations, Section 6.7, Other Federal Laws/Executive Orders.)

5.1.2 Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Significance Criteria under CEQA. The significance criteria provide thresholds to define the level
at which an impact would be considered significant in accordance with CEQA. Thresholds may be
quantitative or qualitative. They may be based on examples found in CEQA regulations or the
CEQA Guidelines; scientific and factual data relative to the lead agency’s jurisdiction; legislative or
regulatory performance standards of federal, state, regional, or local agencies relevant to the impact
analysis; City goals, objectives, and policies (e.g., the City’s General Plan); views of the public in the
affected area; the policy/regulatory environment of affected jurisdictions; or other factors.

Context and Intensity Evaluation Guidelines under NEPA. CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1508.27)
define significance of effects in terms of context and intensity. Context refers to the affected
environment in which a proposed project occurs. The “contextual” review means that the
significance of an action must be analyzed in one or more of the various contexts of a proposed
action, such as society as a whole (human, national), the affected region, the affected interests, and
the locality. Intensity refers to the severity of the effect, which is examined in terms of the type,
quality, and sensitivity of the resource involved; location and extent of the effect; duration of the
effect (short or long term); and other considerations of context.

Context of an Action. Agencies determine the context of an action by analyzing it in relation to its
setting—local, regional, and/or national —and the interests it affects. The context of an action is also
influenced by the short- and long-term nature of its effects. In assessing context for a proposed
action, the actual context may change depending upon the element under consideration. For
example, the context of the review for air quality is not the same as the context of the review for
cultural resources.

Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan 5.2 Case No. 2010.0515E
Final EIR/EIS SCH No. 2010112029



CHAPTER 5 Environmental Consequences
June 2016 SECTION 5.1 Approach to the Analysis

A project's locale plays a critical role in determining whether an environmental effect is significant.
Locale is determined by the geography of an area and the nature of an action. The condition of the
site where the activity will take place is also relevant.

Intensity. Intensity refers to the severity of an effect. CEQ regulations require that the following
factors be considered in evaluating intensity:

m  Whether effects are beneficial or adverse

m  Degree of public health or safety effects

m  Unique resource characteristics of the geographic area

m  Degree of controversy

m  Uncertainty and unknown risks of effects

m  Degree to which action may set a precedence

m  Cumulative effects

m Effects on scientific, cultural, or historic resources

m Effects to endangered or threatened species or habitat(s)

m  Violation of federal, state, or local environmental regulations
While some federal agencies publish further guidance on defining when an action is significant,
these guidelines are in addition to the Section 1508.27 factors to be considered in assessing intensity

of an action. Agency guidelines do not replace the contextual analysis or consideration of other
factors specified by Section 1508.27 for intensity, such as degree of controversy.

HUD, the federal agency whose approval of this project is sought, has not established thresholds of
significance. It has, however, chosen to set regulatory standards for various aspects of the human
environment, such as exposure to noise and toxic contaminants. These standards are incorporated
into the analysis of intensity in assessing significance. HUD has also issued guidance on assessing
effects of proposed actions for certain environmental factors, such as land development; scale and
urban design; socioeconomic conditions; and other factors. This guidance has been incorporated into
the discussion of intensity.

Where local or state authorities have chosen to regulate an area that would be considered in the
environmental review and such standards do not conflict with the federal standards, those
standards have been adopted in assessing intensity. These assessments may mirror the review under
CEQA and to the extent that they do, the NEPA analysis may match the CEQA analysis.

B Impact Evaluation

The Proposed Project analysis provides an assessment of the potential impacts of the Proposed
Project on the affected environment. The Proposed Project considerations used in this analysis are
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based on the information presented in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives and Project Description. This
assessment also specifies why impacts would be significant, less than significant, beneficial, or why
no environmental impact would occur. Some of the potential impacts that may result from
implementing the Proposed Project may be temporary and short-term effects resulting from
construction activities. However, other impacts could be permanent. An impact title precedes the
analysis of the impact as applicable to each alternative. The discussions that follow the impact title
include substantial evidence to support a significance conclusion, which is stated at the end of each
alternative’s impact analysis.

After each discussion of a significant impact, one or more mitigation measures are provided where
available and feasible, to avoid, minimize, or reduce the significant impacts to a less-than-significant
level. In accordance with Section 21081.6(b) of the California Public Resources Code, mitigation
measures must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, other legally binding
instruments, or by incorporating the measures into the project design. Unless noted otherwise, the
mitigation measures presented are recommended in the Draft EIR/EIS for the City’s consideration as
conditions of approval

Impacts and mitigation measures are numbered sequentially in each section, with mitigation
measures corresponding to the impact being addressed. For instance, impacts of the Proposed
Project and alternatives in Section 5.9, Air Quality, are numbered AQ-1, and the corresponding
mitigation measure would be designated M-AQ-1.

The Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 discussions present specific analysis of the impacts related to
Alternative 1, the Reduced Development Alternative, and Alternative 2, the Housing Replacement
Alternative. The impact numbering format is repeated from the analysis of the Proposed Project
section to allow for comparison of impacts among the Proposed Project and its alternatives. To
avoid repetition, especially in cases in which impacts would be similar to or less than those of the
Proposed Project, these analyses refer back to the analysis of the Proposed Project. Mitigation
measures are identified where applicable.

Alternative 3 describes the impacts associated with the No Project Alternative. Mitigation measures
are not required for impacts identified under the No Project Alternative because under this
alternative, no project would be approved, no activity would be undertaken by the project applicant
or the City, and none of these entities would be required to obtain permits, enter into agreements, or

expend federal grant funding associated with the Proposed Project.

This subsection concludes with a statement regarding whether the impacts, after implementation of
any mitigation measures and/or compliance with existing local, state, and federal laws and
regulations, would remain significant or be reduced to a less-than-significant level, as well as a
statement as to whether the effect is significant under NEPA, and to what degree.
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B Significance Determinations

The purpose of this EIR/EIS is to identify the significant effects on the environment of a project or its
alternatives, and to indicate the manner in which those significant effects can be mitigated or
avoided. The conclusion of each impact analysis provides a significance determination to indicate if
mitigation measures are warranted. This Draft EIR/EIS uses the following terminology to denote the

significance of environmental impacts of the Proposed Project or its alternatives:

m  No Impact. An impact is considered not applicable (no impact) if there is no potential for
impacts, or if the environmental resource does not occur within the project area or the area of
potential effect. For example, there would be no impacts related to grading if there is no
grading proposed at a particular project site. “No Impact” also includes instances in which
the project may have a beneficial impact under NEPA, but such beneficial impacts are not
specifically identified under CEQA.

m Less than Significant. This determination applies if there is a potential for some limited
adverse impact, but not a substantial adverse effect that qualifies under the significance
criteria as significant. No mitigation is required for impacts determined to be less than
significant.

m Less than Significant with Mitigation. This determination applies if the project would or
could potentially result in a significant adverse effect when evaluated with one or more
significance criteria, but feasible mitigation is available that would reduce the impact to a
less-than-significant level.

m Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation. This determination applies if the project
would result in a significant adverse effect when evaluated with one or more significance
criteria, but there is no feasible mitigation available to reduce the impact to a less-than-
significant level. There might be some feasible mitigation measure(s) that would lessen the
impact, but the residual effect after implementing the measure would remain significant, and
therefore the impact is considered significant and unavoidable.

m Significant and Unavoidable. This determination applies if the project would result in a
significant adverse effect when evaluated with one or more significance criteria, but there
appears to be no feasible mitigation available to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant
level, or implementation of the mitigation measure is not within the control of the project
sponsor(s). Therefore the impact is considered significant and unavoidable.

m Significant and Beneficial. This determination, which can occur only under NEPA, applies
if the project would result in a significant beneficial effect when evaluated with one or more
significance criteria. If the effect is not adverse, no mitigation is required.

B Cumulative Analysis

CEQA requires that EIRs discuss a project’s potential contributions to cumulative impacts, in
addition to project-specific impacts. CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a)(1) states that a “cumulative
impact consists of an impact which is created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated
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in the EIR together with other projects causing related impacts.” Other projects include past,
present, and reasonably probable future projects.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1) states that the approach to the cumulative impact analysis
may be based on either of the following approaches, or a combination thereof:

m A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts

m A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning
document designed to evaluate regional or areawide conditions

For the purposes of this Draft EIR/EIS, the analysis of the potential for the Proposed Project’s
incremental effects to be cumulatively considerable is primarily based upon existing planning
documents, and/or the Association of Bay Area Governments Projections 2009 (ABAG Projections
2009"), depending upon the specific impact being analyzed. Each technical section of this Draft
EIR/EIS designates the cumulative context for each cumulative impact analysis.

The EIR for the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan (EN EIR) is the planning document that provides
the foundation for much of the cumulative impacts analysis in this Draft EIR/EIS. The EN EIR
evaluated rezoning options for approximately 2,200 gross acres on the eastern side of San Francisco,
including the East SoOMA, the Mission, the Central Waterfront, and Showplace Square/Potrero Hill
neighborhoods. The Project site is geographically located within the boundaries of the EN EIR, but
the Project itself was not included in the EN EIR. The EN EIR provides the main reference point for
assessing potential cumulative impacts of foreseeable land use change and development in the area
immediately surrounding the Project site.

CEQA requires that an EIR discuss cumulative impacts to determine whether they are significant. If
the cumulative impact is significant, a project’s incremental effects must be analyzed to determine if
the project’s contribution to the cumulative impact is cumulatively considerable. In accordance with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15065(a)(3), this determination is based on an assessment of the project’s
incremental effects viewed in combination with the effects of past, present, and probable future
related projects. The existence of a significant cumulative impact does not necessarily mean that the
project’s contribution to that impact must be significant. Instead, a project’s contribution to a
significant cumulative impact is significant only if its contribution is cumulatively considerable.

As noted above, NEPA similarly requires an analysis of the cumulative effects of a proposed project.
Under NEPA, cumulative impact is the impact on the environment that results from the incremental
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions.

1 Association for Bay Area Governments. 2009. Projections and Priorities 2009, San Francisco Bay Area Population,
Household, and Job Forecasts. Data from Projections 2009 were included in Part I of the 2009 City of San Francisco
Housing Element.
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Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking
place over a period of time.
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5.2 LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING

5.2.1 Regulatory Framework

Please refer to Chapter 3, Plans and Policies, for a discussion of relevant plans and their respective
applications to the implementation of the Proposed Project and alternatives. Relevant plans and
policies are discussed in Chapter 3 and, to the extent any conflicts are identified that could have
environmental impacts, such conflicts are discussed in the relevant section of this Draft EIR/EIS.

5.2.2 Impacts and Mitigation Measures

B Significance Criteria under CEQA

The thresholds for determining the significance of impacts in this analysis are consistent with the
environmental checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, which has been adopted and
modified by the San Francisco Planning Department. For the purpose of this analysis, the following
applicable thresholds were used to determine whether implementing the Proposed Project and
alternatives would result in a significant impact on land use, under CEQA. Implementation of the
Proposed Project and alternatives would have a significant effect on land use if it would:

m  Physically divide an established community;

m  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect; or

m Have a substantial adverse impact on the existing character of the vicinity.

B Context and Intensity Evaluation Guidelines under NEPA

A significant adverse land use impact would result if the Proposed Project would be:

m Inconsistent with applicable land use plans and policies; or

m Incompatible with surrounding development.

B Approach to Analysis

A conflict between a proposed project and a general plan policy or planning code requirement does
not necessarily indicate a significant effect on the environment under CEQA. The staff report for the
Planning Commission will analyze the Proposed Project’s consistency with General Plan policies
and zoning, and will discuss any exceptions requested or modifications required. As a result, the
impact analysis below does not evaluate inconsistencies between the Proposed Project and General
Plan policies and/or Planning Code requirements that do not relate to physical environmental
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impacts, although relevant sections of this Draft EIR/EIS analyze physical environmental impacts

that could result from such conflicts.

As noted in Chapter 3, Plans and Policies, the density of the Proposed Project could be approved
through a Height and Map Amendment to change the height and bulk designations for portions of
the site that are proposed to include development above 40 feet. In addition, the Proposed Project
would require Board of Supervisors approval, with recommendation from the Planning
Commission, of a Special Use District (SUD) to allow the transfer of densities across newly created
lots and the retail uses, and a rezoning of the San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) site
from P (Public) to an RM-2 District. Other entitlement paths are possible to enable the project.
Sections 4.3 and 5.3, Aesthetics, describe the effect of proposed buildings that would be up to 65 feet
high with the proposed height district change (under NEPA only). Alternatives 2 and 3, the Housing
Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative, respectively, would not require any land
use amendments, while Alternative 1, the Reduced Development Alternative, would require the
rezoning of the SFUSD site from P (Public) to an RM-2 District as well as approval of an SUD.

Table 5.2-1 - Zoning Changes for the Proposed Project and Alternatives

Special Use District Rezoning from P to RM-2
Proposed Project ° °
Alternative 1 (Reduced Development Alternative) ° °
Alternative 2 (Housing Replacement Alternative) No rezoning required
Alternative 3 (No Project Alternative No rezoning required

As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives and Project Description, the Design Standards and
Guidelines (Design Guidelines) provides further description for the Proposed Project and would
become an exhibit to the SUD. This document sets forth the requirements and recommendations for
site planning, street and open space design, building controls, and design and sustainability
controls. In addition, the Proposed Project is subject to a Development Agreement, which would be
executed between the project applicant and City agencies, if the Project is approved. The
Development Agreement would provide a broad framework for the Proposed Project’s overall
zoning and would address delivery of community benefits and new infrastructure, public parks,
and associated community facilities.
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B Impact Evaluation

Proposed Project

Impact LU-1 Effects Related to Physical Division

CEQA: The Proposed Project would not physically divide an established
community. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: This impact criterion is not applicable under NEPA. Please see
Section 5.4, Socioeconomics and Community, for an analysis of
socioeconomic effects related to physical barriers of a particular group.

As discussed in Section 4.2, Land Use and Land Use Planning, the Project site and the surrounding
area are considered an established community. The Project site was constructed in the 1940s and
1950s and has since served as a location for a residential neighborhood. Land uses to the north and
west include multi-family residences, single-family residences, Star King Elementary School, and the
Potrero Hill Recreation Center. Residential and industrial uses are located to the east and south of
the Project site. Together, these uses comprise the southern slope of the Potrero Hill neighborhood.
However, as discussed in more detail below, the existing Project site is generally isolated from the
rest of the Potrero Hill community due to the street pattern, land development, and topography.

The construction phase for the Proposed Project would likely include some temporary off-site
relocation of some existing residents. Prior to the relocation and as required by the Uniform
Relocation Act (URA), residents would be given a minimum of 90 days’ notice, receive relocation
assistance, and would be offered new housing on-site upon its completion. Therefore, although the
relocation of some existing residents may disrupt the existing on-site community, this is a temporary
effect. The Proposed Project would replace the aging, dilapidated structures on the site, which are
currently physically disconnected from surrounding neighborhoods, and would develop up to 1,700
mixed-income units. In addition, the Proposed Project would include ground-floor neighborhood-
serving commercial space, open space, and community facilities.! These uses would be a general
continuation of the land use pattern that currently exists on-site and in the immediate vicinity.
Although the proposed buildings would be taller than existing conditions (see Section 5.3,
Aesthetics), these buildings would not create any new physical barriers within the Project area. As
such, the existing residential communities at the Project site and in the surrounding neighborhoods
would not be divided by inconsistent land uses or new physical project features.

The Proposed Project would realign roadways within the Project site to create better connectivity
and continuity between the Potrero Terrace and Annex and the rest of the existing Potrero Hill
neighborhood. The existing on-site street pattern would be reconfigured to connect to the street grid
surrounding the Project site. Currently, streets surrounding the Project site travel in east/west and

1 The Project would replace the existing 606 residential units with public housing. An additional 14 units, which are
currently used for daycare uses, would be replaced in the proposed community center.
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north/south directions, which is typical of streets in San Francisco. As shown in Figure 1-1 in
Chapter 1, Project Purpose, Needs, and Objectives, the existing streets within the Project site travel in a
curvilinear (northwest/southeast) direction or end in a cul-de-sac, which is not consistent with the
street network of the surrounding neighborhood. As a result of the existing street configuration, the
Project site is generally isolated from the larger Potrero Hill neighborhood and does not directly
connect to the immediate neighbors.

Under the Proposed Project, several streets would be extended and realigned through the Project
site, and pedestrian paths would be provided. Reconfiguring the roadways would not physically
divide the community. Rather, the pedestrian and vehicular circulation would improve access to
and from the site. See Figure 2-1 in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives and Project Description, for an
illustration of the proposed roadway system. As shown in Figure 2-1, the revised street grid
removes existing connectivity barriers, such as cul-de-sacs and steep, curvilinear roads, and
connects the Project site to the street configuration and pedestrian paths in the existing
neighborhood. Further, the Proposed Project would relocate the existing bus stops, create several
new stops, and provide access to additional bus lines. These changes would improve access to
public transit for residents at the Project site by creating more stops within the area but also by
providing access to additional bus lines.

The proposed street realignment would improve access and enhance traffic, transit, and pedestrian
circulation to and from the Project site. It would remove existing physical barriers and would
connect the street grid to the existing neighborhood. Thus, reconfiguring the roadways would
improve the physical connection between the Project site and the surrounding neighborhood.
Therefore, under CEQA, reconfiguring the roadways and adding new buildings would not
physically divide a community, and implementation of the Proposed Project would result in a less-
than-significant impact.

Impact LU-2 Effects Related to Plan Consistency

CEQA: The Proposed Project would not conflict with any applicable land use
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project would not be inconsistent with applicable land
use plans and policies. (Less than Significant)

Applicable plans that direct or regulate development on the Project site include the City’s General
Plan, Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan of the General Plan, the Planning Code, the Sustainability
Plan, the Climate Action Plan, San Francisco Bicycle Plan, and other relevant City policies discussed in
Chapter 3, Plans and Polices. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan is discussed in Sections 4.7 and 5.7,
Transportation and Circulation. The City’s Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan, which is part of the
General Plan, would be the guiding policy document for the Proposed Project. Many of this Plan’s
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objectives and policies relate to the overarching goals of providing a stable future for plan area
businesses and providing new affordable housing options.

As discussed in Chapter 3, Plans and Policies, the Proposed Project would generally be consistent
with the General Plan, the Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan, Sustainability Plan, Climate Action
Plan, Better Streets Plan, San Francisco Bicycle Plan, Transit First Policy, and the San Francisco Green
Building Ordinance. This Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan anticipated that the Project site could
be rezoned at the conclusion of the community engagement process. Nevertheless, the Proposed
Project would not meet some specific requirements and/or restrictions of the Planning Code as the
Planning Code would be applied to the site as currently zoned.

As noted in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives/Project Description, the Proposed Project includes proposed
land use amendments, including (1) Height and Map Amendment to change the height and bulk
designations for portions of the site that are proposed above 40 feet; (2) approval of an SUD to allow
the transfer of densities across newly created lots and the retail uses; and (3) the rezoning of the
SFUSD lot from P to an RM-2 District. The inconsistency with existing zoning does not, by itself,
constitute a significant environmental impact. However, the proposed increase in height and bulk
could result in impacts related to a variety of physical impacts such as those related to aesthetics,
wind, or shadow. With regard to aesthetics, as discussed in Section 5.3, Visual Quality/Aesthetics,
aesthetics may no longer be considered in determining the significance of this Project’s physical
environmental effects under CEQA and aesthetic impacts under NEPA were determined to be less
than significant. As discussed in Section 5.11, Wind and Shadow, impacts related to wind and shadow
were also determined to be less than significant. The environmental analysis in this Draft EIR/EIS, as
presented throughout Chapter 5, Environmental Consequences, does not indicate that increases in
height and bulk above existing zoning controls at the Project site would result in significant physical
impacts.

Furthermore, as stated previously, the conflict between a project and a general plan policy or
planning code regulation is not, in and of itself, a significant impact on the environment within the
context of CEQA. The staff report for the Planning Commission will contain the Planning
Department’s full analysis of the Proposed Project’s consistency with the Planning Code and will
discuss any exceptions requested or modifications required. Upon consideration of this report,
decision-makers will consider potential conflicts between the Proposed Project and applicable plans,
policies, and regulations as part of their deliberation on whether or not to approve the Proposed
Project. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant under CEQA.

Similarly, given that the Proposed Project includes the necessary land use amendments to provide
consistency with the Planning Code, and with applicable policies and objectives, this impact would
be less than significant under NEPA.
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Impact LU-3 Effects on Existing Character

CEQA: The Proposed Project would not have an adverse impact on the
existing land use character of the Project site and vicinity. (Less than
Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project would not be incompatible with surrounding
development. (No Impact)

As discussed in Section 4.2, Land Use and Land Use Planning, the existing land use character of the
Project site is residential. The vicinity is primarily residential, recreational, and institutional to the
north and west, and residential and industrial to the east and south. There is an abrupt topographic
change on the eastern and southern boundary of the Project site that disrupts the connectivity to the
land uses to the east and south.

The Proposed Project would demolish the existing 620 public housing units, 606 of which are used
for residential purposes? and develop up to 1,700 mixed-income units, including replacement of
existing public housing units on a one-for-one basis subsidized by HUD but under management and
ownership of the project applicant or related entities. In addition, the Proposed Project would
include off-street parking, ground-floor neighborhood-serving commercial space, open space, and
community facilities. The proposed uses are shown in Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-2, in Chapter 2, Project
Alternatives and Project Description. In addition to the proposed residential and commercial
development, the project proposes to reconfigure the existing roadways in the Project area, as
discussed under Impact LU-1.

The Proposed Project would introduce a modest amount of new land uses to the site (commercial
and community facilities), but the majority of the Proposed Project would be residential uses.
Existing land uses in the immediate vicinity that contribute to the neighborhood character are
residential uses, Potrero Hill Health Center, and Starr King Elementary School to the west and
northwest, residential uses and Potrero Hill Recreation Center to the north, residential and
industrial uses to the east, and light industrial uses to the south. Development of the Proposed
Project would be a continuation and intensification of existing uses surrounding the site.

While there would be a change in the type of land uses on the site from largely residential to more
mixed use, the Proposed Project would be consistent with the character of the surrounding
neighborhood and with the character of the southern slope of Potrero Hill. Mixed-use development
is common for typical residential neighborhoods in Potrero Hill and throughout San Francisco;
therefore, the Proposed Project would not conflict with existing land uses. Thus, the introduction of
new mixed-use development on the site would not be considered adverse and development of the

2 This Draft EIR/EIS states throughout that there are 620 units at the Project site. Due to a change in the use of units
(i.e., formerly residential units being used for daycare), there are currently 606 units available for occupancy at the
Project site. The analysis in this Draft EIR/EIS assumes that 620 residential units are present.
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Proposed Project would result in less-than-significant impacts on the land use character of the site
or vicinity under CEQA.

Because the Proposed Project would not be incompatible with surrounding development, there
would be no impact under NEPA.

Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

Impact LU-1 Effects Related to Physical Division

CEQA: The Reduced Development Alternative would not physically divide an
established community. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: This impact criterion is not applicable under NEPA. Please see
Section 5.4, Socioeconomics and Community, for an analysis of
socioeconomic effects related to physical barriers of a particular group.

Alternative 1 would develop the site with mixed-income units, including replacement of existing
public housing units on a one-for-one basis subsidized by HUD but under management and
ownership of the project applicant or related entities. In addition, the Proposed Project would
include ground-floor, neighborhood-serving commercial space, open space, and community
facilities. These uses would be a continuation of the land use pattern that currently exists on-site and
in the immediate vicinity and would not create any new physical barriers within the Project area.
Additionally, Alternative 1 would not introduce any physical barriers that would physically divide
the existing neighborhood. Instead, the reconfigured roadways, as shown in Figure 2-6 in Chapter 2,
Project Alternatives and Project Description, would realign the Project site’s existing street network to
connect with the surrounding neighborhood. The realignment would improve access and enhance
traffic, transit, and pedestrian circulation to and from the Project site. Development under
Alternative 1 would provide a physical connection between the Project site and the surrounding
neighborhood and would establish uniformity with the existing urban character of the vicinity. In
addition, Alternative 1 would reintegrate the community at the Project site with the surrounding
neighborhoods, from a socioeconomic standpoint by providing both below market-rate and market
rate housing. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant under CEQA.

Impact LU-2 Effects Related to Plan Consistency

CEQA: The Reduced Development Alternative would not conflict with any
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Reduced Development Alternative would not be inconsistent with
applicable land use plans and policies. (Less than Significant)

Applicable plans that direct or regulate development on the Project site include the General Plan,
the Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan, the Planning Code, the Sustainability Plan, the Climate Action
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Plan, San Francisco Bicycle Plan, and other relevant City policies discussed in Chapter 3, Plans and
Polices. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan is discussed in Sections 4.7 and 5.7, Transportation and
Circulation. As discussed in Chapter 3, Plans and Policies, Alternative 1 would generally be consistent
with the General Plan, the Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan, Sustainability Plan, Climate Action
Plan, Better Streets Plan, San Francisco Bicycle Plan, Transit First Policy and the San Francisco Green
Building Ordinance. Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 includes an amendment to the
Planning Code to rezone the SFUSD site from P to an RM-2 District. As discussed under Impact LU-2,
for the Proposed Project, inconsistency with existing zoning would not result in adverse physical
environmental impacts related to aesthetics, wind or shadow. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant under CEQA.

Similarly, given that Alternative 1 would not conflict with applicable policies and objectives, this
impact would be less than significant under NEPA.

Impact LU-3 Effects on Existing Character

CEQA: The Reduced Development Alternative would not have an adverse
impact on the existing land use character of the Project site and vicinity.
(Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Reduced Development Alternative would not be incompatible
with surrounding development. (No Impact)

Impacts under Alternative 1 would be less than those identified for the Proposed Project, above.
Alternative 1 would not introduce new land uses, but would replace the existing public housing
units with up to 1,280 units of market rate and below market rate housing and retail uses, which
would intensify and change the character of land uses at the Project site. This would be a change in
land use character from strictly residential to a mix of residential, commercial, and community
facility uses. However, this change would not be a substantial adverse land use effect because the
proposed uses would be compatible with surrounding uses on the southern slope of Potrero Hill. In
addition, residential neighborhoods throughout San Francisco generally feature mixed use, similar
to those proposed under Alternative 1. Thus, the introduction of new mixed-use development on
the site would not be considered adverse and the Reduced Development Alternative would result in

less-than-significant impacts on the land use character of the site or vicinity under CEQA.

Because Alternative 1 would not be incompatible with surrounding development, there would be no
impact under NEPA.
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Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

Impact LU-1 Effects Related to Physical Division

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative would not have an impact on
the existing character of the Project site and vicinity and would not
physically divide an established community. (No Impact)

NEPA: This impact criterion is not applicable under NEPA. Please see
Section 5.4, Socioeconomics and Community, for an analysis of
socioeconomic effects related to physical barriers of a particular group.

Alternative 2 would replace all existing residential units one-for-one and would build on the same
footprint as the existing development. As a result, the existing character and physical connection
between the Project site and the surrounding neighborhood would remain the same, and there
would be no impact under CEQA.

Impact LU-2 Effects Related to Plan Consistency

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative would not conflict with
applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. (No Impact)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative would not be inconsistent with
applicable land use plans and policies. (No Impact)

Applicable plans that direct or regulate development on the Project site include the Showplace
Square/Potrero Area Plan of the General Plan, the Planning Code, San Francisco Bicycle Plan, the
Sustainability Plan, the Climate Action Plan, and other relevant City policies discussed in Chapter 3,
Plans and Polices. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan is discussed in Sections 4.7 and 5.7, Transportation and
Circulation. As discussed in Chapter 3, Plans and Policies, the alternatives would generally be
consistent with the Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan, Sustainability Plan, Climate Action Plan,
Better Streets Plan, San Francisco Bicycle Plan, Transit First Policy, and the San Francisco Green
Building Ordinance. Alternative 2 would not conflict with any of the above mentioned plans and,
therefore, there would be no impact under CEQA.

Similarly, given that Alternative 2 would not conflict with applicable policies and objectives, there
would be no impact under NEPA.
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Impact LU-3 Effects on Existing Character

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative would not have an adverse
impact on the existing land use character of the Project site and vicinity.
(Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative would not be incompatible with
surrounding development. (Less than Significant)

Alternative 2 would not introduce new land uses and would replace the existing public housing
units with the same number of units in the same building footprints. The existing administrative
office at the Terrace and the Family Resource Center/childcare center at the Annex would be
demolished and rebuilt at the same size and location. This would not be a change in land use
character at the Project site. As such, since land uses would remain the same as existing conditions,
Alternative 2 would result in less-than-significant impacts on the land use character of the site or
vicinity under CEQA.

Because Alternative 2 would not be incompatible with surrounding development, there would be
less-than-significant under NEPA.

Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

Under Alternative 3, construction and operation of the Proposed Project would not occur. The
existing buildings and roadway configuration would remain the same. No land use changes would
occur under this alternative; accordingly, there would be no impact on the existing character and
vicinity under CEQA, and there would be no impact under NEPA. Furthermore, this alternative
would not physically divide an established community, since no new development would take
place and existing connections would remain; therefore, no impact would occur under CEQA. There
would be no beneficial effect with regard to physical division of an established community. Instead,
the effect of this alternative would be less than significant under NEPA.

As explained above, the HOPE SF program proposes to revitalize distressed public housing
developments in San Francisco by rebuilding every housing unit, providing homes for current
residents, adding new housing at different income levels, and redesigning the community with new
buildings, streets, parks, and landscaping. The No Project Alternative would not rebuild distressed
public housing units, add additional housing, or redesign the Potrero community. As such, this
alternative would not be consistent with Policy 2.2.5 of the Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan
and, therefore, would conflict with the City’s General Plan. However, a conflict between a Proposed
Project and a General Plan policy does not necessarily indicate a significant effect on the
environment. Since the conflict between the No Project Alternative and General Plan policy would
not result in a physical environmental impact, this impact would be less than significant under
CEQA, and the impact would be less than significant under NEPA. The No Project Alternative

would not result in land use changes on the Project site. Therefore, there would be no impact under
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CEQA on the existing land use character of the Project site and vicinity. Similarly, this would result
in a less-than-significant impact under NEPA.

B Cumulative Impacts

The geographic context for evaluation of cumulative land use impacts associated with land use
changes is past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in proximity to the Project Site,
including growth under the Eastern Neighborhoods (EN) Plan area as described in Section 5.1,
Introduction to the Analysis.

For the purpose of NEPA review, the geographic boundary for cumulative land use compatibility
impacts includes the Project site and its immediate surroundings. When considering the consistency
of the alternatives with applicable land use plans, the geographic boundary is limited to the Project
site; consequently, consistency with applicable land use plans is not a cumulative issue under NEPA
and will not be discussed further.

Impact C-LU-1 Cumulative Effects on Land Use
CEQA: The Proposed Project or its alternatives, in combination with other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result
in significant adverse cumulative land use impacts. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: This impact criterion is not applicable under NEPA.

The EN Plan encourages new housing while preserving sufficient lands for necessary production
distribution and repair (PDR) (generally, light industrial) businesses and activities which involve
changes in the Planning Code (zoning) controls, as well as amendments to the General Plan, for an
approximately 2,200-acre area on the eastern side of San Francisco. The EN Plan is intended to
permit housing development in some areas currently zoned for industrial use while protecting an
adequate supply of land and buildings for PDR employment and businesses. A key attribute of the
proposed rezoning effort is the introduction of new use (zoning) districts, including districts that
would permit at least some PDR uses in combination with commercial uses, districts mixing
residential and commercial uses, residential and PDR uses, and new residential-only districts.
Ultimately, the EN Program EIR determined that the Plan would not divide an established
community or result in a significant impact on plan consistency. However, the EN Plan would result
in significant effects on existing neighborhood character related to the cumulative loss of PDR in
historically industrial districts. Cumulative impacts related to land use character were, therefore,
considered significant in the EN EIR.

Effects Related to Physical Division

The Proposed Project and its alternatives would not physically divide an established community, as
discussed above. Instead, the reconfigured roadways under the Proposed Project and Alternative 1,
as shown in Figure 2-6, in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives and Project Description, would realign the
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Project site’s existing street network to connect with the surrounding neighborhood. The
realignment would improve access and enhance traffic, transit, and pedestrian circulation to and
from the Project site. In addition, the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would provide a mix of
below market rate and market rate housing, integrating the Project site with the surrounding
neighborhood. Implementation of the Proposed Project or its alternatives, in combination with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, including growth under the EN Plan, is not
expected to result in the construction of any physical barriers to neighborhood access or the removal
of any existing means of access, either of which would physically divide the established community.
Thus, the Proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to impacts
related to the physical division of an established community.

Effects Related to Plan Consistency

The Proposed Project and its alternatives would not result in significant physical effects related to
plan inconsistency. As discussed, the inconsistency with existing zoning does not, by itself,
constitute a significant environmental impact. However, the proposed increase in height and bulk
could result in impacts related to a variety of physical impacts such as those related to aesthetics,
wind, or shadow, all of which have been found to be less than significant.

The Proposed Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects,
including growth under the EN Plan, would be consistent with local and regional growth
projections, such as Projections and Priorities 2009, published by the Association of Bay Area
Governments, and adopted planning documents, such as the 2009 Update of the Housing Element
of the General Plan, and the EN Plan. This cumulative development is not expected to conflict with
any land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. While the Proposed Project and its alternatives would conflict with the
existing zoning and height and bulk limits, no reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity,
including those within the EN Plan, would involve development exceeding existing height and bulk
limits. Therefore, the proposed project and alternatives would not combine with other cumulative
development in the vicinity to cause a significant cumulative impact related to conflicts with plans
adopted to avoid an environmental effect.

Effects on Existing Character

While there would be an introduction of new retail and community land use types at the Project site
it would remain largely residential. The Proposed Project or its alternatives would be consistent
with the character of the surrounding neighborhood and with the character of the southern slope of
Potrero Hill. Mixed-use development is common for typical residential neighborhoods in Potrero
Hill and throughout San Francisco; therefore, the Proposed Project or its alternatives would not
conflict with existing land uses. Implementation of the proposed project, in combination with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, including growth under the EN Plan would
intensify land uses in the project vicinity, but this intensification and growth is not expected to
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introduce any land uses that do not already exist in the area. As a result, the character of the vicinity
would not undergo any substantial adverse changes related to land use. For these reasons, the
proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects,
would have less-than-significant cumulative land use impacts. As the EN EIR found significant
cumulative impacts to land use character in relation to the loss of PDR uses, the Proposed Project
would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to this significant cumulative land use
impact, as is would not remove or displace PDR uses. Cumulative land use impacts would be less
than significant under CEQA because the Proposed Project or its alternatives, in combination with
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant
adverse cumulative land use impacts.

Cumulative land use impacts would be less than significant under NEPA because the Proposed
Project or its alternatives, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative land use impacts.
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5.3 VISUAL QUALITY/AESTHETICS

5.3.1 Regulatory Framework

Please refer to Chapter 3, Plans and Policies, for a complete discussion of relevant plans and their
respective applications to the implementation of the Proposed Project and alternatives. Policies most
relevant to this analysis are presented below.

B Federal

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has issued guidance on assessing the
impact of a proposed action on scale and urban design. In accordance with the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 1508.27, this guidance
should be used in assessing the intensity of a proposed action and is discussed further below.

B State
Senate Bill 743 and Public Resources Code 21099

On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (S5B) 743, which became effective on
January 1, 2014. Among other provisions, SB 743 added Section 21099 to the Public Resources Code
and eliminated the analysis of aesthetics impacts for certain urban infill projects under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Proposed Project meets the definition of a mixed-use
residential project on an infill site located within a transit priority area as specified by Section 21099.
Accordingly, from a CEQA perspective, aesthetics impacts are discussed for informational purposes.
Regardless, since the Proposed Project and alternatives are subject to NEPA, aesthetics effects are
considered in this analysis.

B Local
San Francisco General Plan

The San Francisco General Plan (General Plan), adopted by the Planning Commission and the Board
of Supervisors, is the embodiment of the City’s collective vision for the future of San Francisco. The
General Plan is comprised of a series of elements that applies Citywide. The element that applies to
visual quality is the Urban Design Element; however, the Environmental Protection, and Recreation
and Open Space Elements also contain applicable objectives and policies, as outlined in Chapter 3,
Plans and Policies.

San Francisco Planning Code

The Planning Code, which incorporates by reference the City’s zoning maps, implements the General
Plan and governs permitted uses, densities, and configuration of buildings within the City. Permits
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to construct new buildings (or to alter or demolish existing ones) may not be issued unless (1) the
Proposed Project conforms to the Planning Code, (2) allowable exceptions are granted pursuant to
provisions of the Planning Code, or (3) amendments to the Planning Code are approved as part of the
project. The Planning Code provides location-specific development and use regulations that govern
density and configuration of buildings.

Per the Planning Code, the Project site is currently zoned RM-2. Under Section 206.2 of the Planning
Code, RM-2 is defined as Residential, Mixed-Use — Moderate Density. RM-2 Districts are generally
similar to RM-1 Districts, which contain a mixture of dwelling types including those found in the
RH (Residential, House) Districts and apartment buildings in a variety of structures and a range of
unit sizes. RM-2 Districts tend to be greater in unit density and the variety of building types and
unit sizes are often more pronounced than RM-1 Districts. The Project site is within a 40-X Height
and Bulk District which sets building height limits at 40 feet, with no bulk restriction. Properties in
the Project vicinity (several blocks to the east, west, and north of the Project site, with some
exceptions) are also in the 40-X Height and Bulk District, which follows the pattern of residential
uses. Properties to the south are in the 65-] Height and Bulk Districts, which follows the pattern of
industrial/commercial uses.

Public Works Code Article 16, Urban Forestry Ordinance

The Urban Forestry Ordinance establishes protections for the City’s trees. The two categories
receiving the highest protection are the City’s Significant and Landmark Trees. The City currently
considers Significant Trees to be street trees and private trees that meet certain criteria under
Section 810A of the Public Works Code. Removal of any of these trees requires a permit. Landmark
Trees have the highest level of protection in the City. These are trees that meet criteria for age, size,
shape, species, location, historical association, visual quality, or other contribution to the City’s
character and have been found worthy of Landmark status after public hearings at both the Urban
Forestry Council and the Board of Supervisors. Temporary landmark status is also afforded to
nominated trees currently undergoing the public hearing process.

Additional Applicable Provisions

The San Francisco Planning Code contains a number of provisions to reduce or prevent light and
glare in the City. This includes Section 311 and the Residential Design Guidelines, Section 312, and
the Neighborhood Commercial Design Guidelines, as well as the Industrial Area Design Guidelines.
Moreover, Planning Commission Resolution 9212 prohibits the use of mirrored or reflective glass.
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5.3.2 Impacts and Mitigation Measures

B Significance Thresholds
Significance Criteria under CEQA

The Proposed Project is subject to SB 743 and Section 21099 of the Public Resources Code, which
eliminated the analysis of aesthetics impacts for certain urban infill projects under CEQA.

Accordingly, this section does not provide CEQA conclusions regarding aesthetics.

Context and Intensity Evaluation Guidelines under NEPA

The following thresholds for determining the significance of visual quality impacts in this analysis
are consistent with NEPA. Implementation of the Proposed Project and its alternatives would have a

significant effect on visual quality if it would:

m  Block or disrupt views of scenic resources or reduce public opportunities to view scenic
resources.
m Introduce elements that are out of character or scale with the existing physical environment
or that detract from the aesthetic appeal of the surrounding area. Specifically:
* Conform to the surrounding and established built environment, in terms of overall
scale, density, size, and mass.
* Introduce elements out of character or scale with the existing physical environment.
* Introduce elements that represent a significant change in size, scale, placement, or
height in relation to neighboring structures in an inappropriate manner.
* Introduce changes to building density in the community.
* Introduce changes resulting from induced development regarded by the community
as beneficial or negative.
» Affect the relationship of Project design to the context of its surroundings
* Reduce or detrimentally increase levels of activity and enhancement of street-level
activity and community interaction.
* Propose signage and street furniture that is inconsistent with existing architectural
styles.
m  Alter the land form by demonstrably destroying or altering the natural or man-made
environment.
m  Not conform to locally adopted design guidelines.

M Approach to Analysis

This analysis focuses on the visual effects of the Proposed Project and its alternatives. Most
alternatives (with the exception of the No Project Alternative) include removal of the existing
Terrace and Annex buildings and construction of new buildings. The analysis includes the impacts
associated with height and density increases, tree removal, and changes in views to and from the
Project site. The section assesses the potential visual effects based on field reconnaissance and the
review of photographs of existing conditions from key viewpoints.
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Pursuant to NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508), project effects are evaluated based on the criteria
of context and intensity. Context means the affected environment in which a proposed project
occurs. The severity of the effect is examined in terms of the type, quality, and sensitivity of the
resource involved; the location and extent of the effect; the duration of the effect (short- or long-
term) and other consideration of context. Intensity means the degree or magnitude of an impact that
is thus determined to be no impact, less than significant, or less than significant with mitigation. In
identifying visual resources and analyzing project effects on the visual environment, the analysis
considers the HUD guidance (as discussed above) in determining context and intensity and analyzes

the change in visual conditions as well as the viewer’s response to the change.

Visual simulations have been prepared and employed to determine potential effects. The visual
simulations are based on a massing study. Building articulation is demonstrative, and the
simulations provide existing and representative post-construction views from nine selected vantage
points, as shown in Figure 4.3-1. The Planning Department selected the nine vantage points based
on those identified during the scoping process and considered to be sensitive viewer locations,
which include parks, publicly accessible buildings, and sidewalks that offer a view of the urban and
natural landscapes making up a viewshed. As described below, Viewpoints 1 and 2 represent views
from a scenic vista, in this case, from the Potrero Hill Recreation Center. Viewpoints 3 through 8
represent public views of the Project site from outside the Project site. Viewpoint 9 represents a view

from a state scenic highway, in this case 1-280.

The following analysis includes visual simulations for both the Proposed Action and Alternative 1.
Visual simulations were not prepared for Alternative 2 because this alternative would result in the
same density, height, and bulk as existing conditions. Although the existing housing units would be
demolished and replaced with new units, the same site plan and building pattern would result. As
such, visual simulations were only prepared for the Proposed Action and Alternative 1.

However, several of the vantage points would result in relatively similar views under both the
Proposed Project and the Housing Replacement since the building heights in these areas would be
the same. Or, if the building heights differ slightly, due to distance and topography from these
vantage points, the difference in a 10-foot reduction is barely perceptible. As such, Table 5.3-1
summarizes the vantage point locations that would result in the same views and are included as one
figure for both scenarios, and the vantage points that have different views and, therefore, are
presented in different figures.
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Table 5.3-1 Existing Residential Units

Viewpoint Location Bi?";’gc‘gs;{:;? Figure #

1 220 St Trail Yes Figure 5.3-1 through 5.3-3

2 Potrero Hill Recreation Center, looking south No Figure 5.3-5 through 5.3-7/Figure 5.3-16
3 231 St at Wisconsin St, looking east Yes Figure 5.3-9

4 Wisconsin St at 231 St, looking south Yes Figure 5.3-10

5 24 St at Wisconsin St, looking east No Figure 5.3-11/Figure 5.3-17

6 Wisconsin St at 25th St, looking east Yes Figure 5.3-12

7 Wisconsin St at 25t St, looking south Yes Figure 5.3-13

8 Connecticut St at Cesar Chavez St, looking north No Figure 5.3-14/Figure 5.3-18

9 [-280, looking northwest No Figure 5.3-15/Figure 5.3-19

To provide additional clarity Table 5.3-2 includes a summary of the figures and associated

viewpoints discussed in this section.

Table 5.3-2 List of Figures and Viewpoints

Figure ID Location Description
Existing looking north

531 1A
Proposed looking north
Existing looking southeast

5.3-2 1B 221 Street Trail
Proposed looking southeast
Existing looking south

533 1C
Proposed looking south
Existing looking east

5.3-4 1D Bench below tennis courts
Proposed looking east
Existing looking south from northern edge of playfields

5.3-5 2A Proposed looking south from northern edge of playfields
Mitigated looking south from northern edge of playfields
Existing looking south from middle of playfields

5.3-6 2B Proposed looking south from middle of playfields
Mitigated looking south from middle of playfields

Potrero Hill Recreation Center — : :
Existing looking south from southern edge of playfields
5'53 ?ng d 2C Proposed and Alternative 1 looking south from southern edge of playfields
Mitigated looking south from southern edge of playfields
2D Proposed looking east from eastern edge of playfields
5.3-8 2E Proposed looking east from middle of playfields
2F Proposed looking east from northwestern edge of playfields

Case No. 2010.0515E 5.3.5 Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan
SCH No. 2010112029 ' Final EIR/EIS



CHAPTER 5 Environmental Consequences
SECTION 5.3 Visual Quality/Aesthetics June 2016

Table 5.3-2 List of Figures and Viewpoints
Figure ID Location Description
Existing looking east
5.3-9 3 .
231 Street and Wisconsin Proposed looking east
Street Existing looking south
5.3-10 4 .
Proposed looking south
5.3-11 and 5.3 5 24t Street and Wisconsin Existing looking east
17 Street Proposed and Alternative 1 looking east
Existing looking east
5.3-12 6 .
25 Street and Wisconsin Proposed looking east
Street Existing looking south
5.3-13 7 _
Proposed looking south
5.3-14and 5.3- 8 Connecticut Street at Cesar Existing looking north
18 Chavez Street Proposed and Alternative 1 looking north
5.3-15 and 5.3 o 1280 Existing looking west
19 Proposed and Alternative 1 looking west

B Impact Evaluation

Proposed Project

Impact AE-1 Effects on Scenic Views
CEQA: This topic is not applicable under CEQA for the Proposed Project.
NEPA: The Proposed Project would not block or disrupt views of scenic

resources or reduce public opportunities to view scenic resources. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)

For the purposes of this analysis, a view of scenic resources is defined as a public view that is broad
and expansive (i.e., a scenic vista view) and of a significant landscape feature (e.g., a mountain
range, lake, or coastline), of a significant historic or architectural feature (e.g., views of a historic
tower), or includes landscape features that enhance visual quality such as mature trees and
vegetation, rock outcrops, and natural or well-maintained landscapes and development. A view of
scenic resources is a location that offers high visual quality and a harmonious and visually
interesting view. As described in Chapter 1, Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives, existing buildings at
the Project site are two to three stories and up to 24 to 34 feet in height.

View of the Bay, East Bay Hills, and San Bruno Mountain are available from the Project site. Existing
residents are considered to have moderately high viewer sensitivity to changes occurring at the
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Project site. Viewer response to the changes to the views resulting from the Proposed Project would
be low, because scenic views out to the surrounding landscape from the Project site would be
largely maintained. In addition, while some views may be lost, the visual quality of the Project site
would be greatly improved from moderately low to moderate or moderately high, which would be
a beneficial visual change at the Project site.

The Project site is visible from surrounding locations, such as from the edges of the Potrero Hill
Recreation Center and along 23t Street. However, the Project site is located on the side slopes of
Potrero Hill and the heights of the existing buildings at the Project site allow for panoramic scenic
vistas over the tops of the buildings and beyond to the Bay, East Bay Hills, and San Bruno
Mountain. The tops of existing buildings can be seen from the edges of the Potrero Hill Recreation
Center and along 23 Street, but views from these locations are focused on the panoramic vistas and
not on the Project site itself. Changes to these scenic views, as a result of the Proposed Project, are
discussed below using the representative viewpoints.

22 Street Trail (Viewpoint 1). As shown in Figure 4.3-2, the existing view from the eastern terminus
of the 22nd Street Trail affords nearly panoramic views of the San Francisco downtown area, the Bay
Bridge, the Bay, and the East Bay Hills. Viewer sensitivity is considered high from this location and
the view is also considered to be of high quality given the high vividness, intactness, and relative
unity of this viewpoint. Under the Proposed Project, as depicted in Figure 5.3-1, Viewpoint 1A, the
Project would slightly open up the vista by removing the existing buildings at Potrero Annex
currently visible from this viewpoint. The proposed new building would be located on the steep
downslope and would not extend into the viewshed from this location. Thus, the Project as seen
from View 1A would not introduce new height and bulk into the existing vista and would not
substantially block the views to the northeast. Looking southeast from this vantage point, as shown
in Figure 5.3-2, Viewpoint 1B, the proposed building at Block O would be visible. The building at
Block O would add more height and slightly more mass and bulk than the existing structures on
site. While the proposed building at Block O would add height and some mass into the viewshed, it
would not introduce elements into a currently unobstructed view. As shown in Figure 5.3-2,
Viewpoint 1B, existing buildings at the Annex site are currently present in the views from this
location and the terrain near the trail, existing buildings, and mature trees along the trail restrict the
view. The existing mature trees and terrain along the trail would remain and continue to obscure
views from the trail when looking in this direction. The proposed buildings would follow the side
slope of the hill and step down, but would not substantially block views beyond what is present
under existing conditions.
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? The addition of the building at Block O would not substantially obstruct this view and changes to
this viewshed are considered less than significant. The majority of the panoramic views of the Bay
and the East Bay Hills would still be visible from the trail and would not be substantially obscured
by the proposed buildings.

As shown in Figure 5.3-3, Viewpoint 1C, the proposed building at Block O would be visible from the
22nd Street Trail looking south along the eastern edge of the Recreation Center. Block O would be
taller and be slightly larger in mass and bulk than the existing buildings on-site. But the building at
Block O would not introduce elements into a currently unobstructed view. Existing views looking
south are mostly limited to the foreground by existing residential development located on the
Project site and dense vegetation along the edges of the trail. Middleground and background views
of the Bay and the East Bay Hills beyond, are not available looking in this direction. Foreground,
middleground, and background views would be similar under the Proposed Project.

As shown in Figure 5.3-4, Viewpoint 1D, the existing development at Potrero Annex is not readily
visible in views looking east from the bench below the tennis courts. While the proposed Building
Block R would be visible, because it would taller than the existing buildings at that location,
middleground and background views of the surrounding Bay and East Bay Hills would remain the
focal point. These views are available through gaps in the hillside vegetation, and these views
would be maintained under the Project, even with the taller buildings. In addition, the proposed
buildings would not stand out in this view because of the vegetative screening and because

development is a common visual element in this view.

Potrero Hill Recreation Center (Viewpoint 2). Figures 5.3-5 through 5.3-7 shows the existing view from

the southern portion of the Recreation Center at the baseball field. Distant views of the higher

elevations to the south, including McLaren Ridge and San Bruno Mountain, are seen from this

location, are partially obscured by the chain-linked fence, dense vegetation along the perimeter of

the Recreation Center, and utility pole and wires. Viewer sensitivity would be high from this

location and the view would be of moderately high visual quality, as described in Section 4.3.2,
‘ Environmental Setting.
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? As shown in Figure 5.3-5 through 5.3-7, the proposed buildings, which would be approximately 40
to 50 feet in height, would obscure a portion of the view of the ridgeline. Although limited
channelized views of the McLaren Ridge and San Bruno Mountain would be provided between the
proposed buildings, the height and mass of the proposed buildings would significantly change the
existing view from the southern area of the Recreation Center from one that features predominantly
natural landscapes to one that features a built environment. The existing relatively intact views of
the McLaren Ridge and San Bruno Mountain would be significantly obscured by the height of the
proposed buildings and the visual quality would be reduced to moderate. As shown in Figure 5.3-8,
views looking east from the Potrero Hill Recreation Center playfields would not be affected by the
Project due to the steep slopes adjacent to the park. Furthermore, these views are dominated by
existing dense vegetation that obscures views to the east. The vegetation would remain following

Project implementation.

In summary, from Viewpoint 1, viewer sensitivity is considered high and the proposed buildings
would add some bulk into an already obstructed view to the southeast. Because the overall existing
panoramic views of the San Francisco Downtown area, the Bay Bridge, the Bay, and the East Bay
Hills would remain visible, the impact at Viewpoint 1 would not be significant. At Viewpoint 2, the
Proposed Project would add buildings that are up to 15 feet taller than the existing buildings
adjacent to the Recreation Center, and these new buildings would alter views of scenic vistas.
Although channelized views of the ridgeline would be provided between the proposed buildings,
these views would be limited and would still significantly block views and reduce public
‘ opportunities to view McLaren Ridge and the San Bruno Mountain.
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Local Streets Surrounding the Project Site (Viewpoints 3 through 8). The Proposed Project would obscure
and/or alter some existing private views from neighborhoods to the west of the Project site along
23 Street and Wisconsin Street Currently, background views of the Bay and distant hills and
ridgelines facing east (refer Figures 5.3-9, 5.3-11, and 5.3-12) and south (refer Figures 5.3-10 and 5.3-
13) are available and enjoyed by local residents. As shown in the simulations of the Proposed
Project, the proposed buildings would be located across the street from existing residences, similar
in height to the existing buildings, and would replace longer-range public views from local
roadways that are available across the site with shorter-range views of the proposed new buildings.
The proposed change in public views from local streets could be experienced as an undesirable
consequence for affected persons who have grown accustomed to existing visual conditions. The
nature and experience of this change for each affected viewer would vary depending on the nature
of the existing view across the Project site, the position and proximity of the proposed new
buildings, and the subjective sensitivity of the viewer. The existing scenic vista views of the
McLaren Ridge and San Bruno Mountain would be significantly obscured by the height of the
proposed buildings along portions of 23 Street and Wisconsin Street where such views currently
exist. However, the alteration or interruption of views from public roadways is a commonly
expected and experienced consequence of new construction within a densely populated urban
setting. Although the Proposed Project would obstruct scenic views, it would redevelop and
transform a visually deteriorating area within the Project vicinity and improve visual conditions at
the site. In addition, while not depicted in the simulations, street trees would be planted that would
soften and reduce the apparent scale of proposed buildings so that the new development appears to
be a visual extension of existing development. Lastly, view corridors down local streets would be
maintained and improved, in some cases, by reducing the amount of visible utilities and framing
views, as shown in Figures 5.3-9 through 5.3-12. In some cases, the Proposed Project would obscure
views of industrial areas near I-280 (refer to Figure 5.3-12), which may be deemed desirable to some
viewers. The Proposed Project would also introduce new view corridors by adopting a grid pattern
consistent with surrounding areas.

Private Views Surrounding the Project Site. Private views are not considered scenic under the City’s
significance criteria, but are discussed here for informational purposes. As described above under
Local Streets Surrounding the Project Site, the Proposed Project would obscure and/or alter some
existing private views from neighborhoods to the west of the Project site located along 23+ Street
and Wisconsin Street, to the extent that such views are now available from residences. Currently,
these residences have some background views of the Bay and distant hills and ridgelines facing east
and south. The Proposed Project would block some of these views. The Proposed Project would
replace longer-range private views across the site with shorter-range views of the proposed new
buildings. The proposed change in private views could be experienced as an undesirable
consequence for affected persons who have grown accustomed to existing visual conditions. The
nature and of this change for each affected viewer would vary depending on the nature of the
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existing view across the Project site, the position and proximity of the proposed new buildings
within the private view, and the subjective sensitivity of the viewer. The alteration or interruption of
private views is a commonly expected and experienced consequence of new construction within a
densely populated urban setting. A project would only be considered to have a significant effect on
views of scenic resources if it were to substantially degrade or obstruct public scenic views observed
from public areas. The changes to private views resulting from the Proposed Project would not be
considered an adverse aesthetic effect under NEPA.

In general, the Proposed Project would result in a significant impact to the views of scenic resources
and would generally reduce public opportunities to view scenic resources. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure M-AE-1 would reduce this significant impact to a less-than-significant level as
it would reduce heights on Blocks J, K, and L by 10 feet. Buildings along 234 Street would be
reduced as follows: Block | from 40 feet to 30 feet, Block K from 40 feet to 30 feet, and Block L from
50 feet to 40 feet. Scenic vista views from 23t Street and Wisconsin Street would be obscured by the
height of the proposed buildings. However, as described above, infill development and the
alteration of views from public roadways is a commonly expected and experienced consequence of
new construction within a densely populated urban setting. In addition, the Project would
redevelop and transform a visually deteriorating area and introduce street trees that would soften
and reduce the apparent scale of proposed buildings so that the new development appears to be a
visual extension of existing development. In addition, view corridors down local streets would be
maintained and improved, in some cases, by reducing the amount of visible utilities and framing
views. The Proposed Project would also introduce new scenic vista view corridors through the
adopting a grid pattern consistent with surrounding local roadway patterns. Therefore, changes to
scenic vista views from local roadways is not considered significant. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure M-AE-1 would allow views of the ridgeline to remain largely visible from the most
sensitive public viewpoints near the Potrero Hill Recreation Center. Figures 5.3-5 through 5.3-7
depict visual simulations of the modified reduced height scenario as prescribed by Mitigation
Measure M-AE-1. Although the built elements of the Proposed Project would be introduced into the
foreground and would block some middleground urban development views, long-range views of
the McLaren Ridge and the San Bruno Mountain scenic resources would still be visible from this
viewpoint with the reduced building heights. Thus, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-
AE-1, the Proposed Project would not substantially block or disrupt views of scenic resources or
reduce public opportunities to view scenic resources. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AE-
1 would result in a reduction of 21 units and no previously unidentified impacts would occur as a
result of this mitigation measure.

Mitigation Measure M-AE-1 — Reduce Heights of Buildings Along 24% Street. The project
developer shall reduce heights of buildings along 24 Street in order to preserve views of the
McLaren Ridge and San Bruno Mountain from the Potrero Hill Recreation Center.
Specifically, the height of Block ] along 24t Street shall not exceed 30 feet; the height of Block
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K along 24" Street shall not exceed 40 feet; and the northwest portion of Block L shall not
exceed 40 feet.

Impact AE-2 Effects on Visual Character during Construction
CEQA: This topic is not applicable under CEQA for the Proposed Project.

NEPA: The Proposed Project would potentially introduce elements that are
out of character or scale with the existing physical environment or detract
from the aesthetic appeal of the surrounding area during construction. (Less
than Significant)

For the purposes of this analysis, a substantial degradation of the existing visual character or quality
of the Project site would occur if the Proposed Project would introduce a new visible element that is
inconsistent with the overall quality, scale, and character of the site or surrounding development.
The analysis considers the degree of contrast between the proposed features and existing features,
the sensitivity of viewers of the site, the quality of the existing view, and how the Proposed Project
would contribute to the area’s aesthetic value. This analysis examines the changes in visual character
and quality of the site itself during construction and operation, and also examines how the Proposed
Project would change the existing visual character and quality as seen from surrounding vantage
points, as identified in Section 4.3.

During the construction phases of the Proposed Project, construction vehicle and equipment staging
areas, exposed building pads, storage trailers, open trenches, debris piles, and roadway bedding and
equipment would be visible on or near the Project site. Construction equipment such as backhoes
and dump trucks would be visible from certain perimeter roadways around the Project site,
particularly Wisconsin Street, 234 Street, 25t Street, Pennsylvania Avenue, and Connecticut Street.

The Proposed Project would degrade the existing visual character of the Project site during
construction phases. Construction is anticipated to occur over an approximately ten-year period.
During the construction stage, there would be temporary visual impacts from the demolition of
existing buildings, the assembly of new structures, and equipment staging. Construction materials
on the Project site during construction phases of the Proposed Project would introduce elements that
are out of character with the existing environment, such as materials stockpiles. Construction
equipment generally would not be located or extend to a height that would obstruct any scenic
views. The exception would be if cranes are utilized, but given the nature of this piece of equipment
(tall and very narrow in appearance), it would not substantially obstruct any scenic views. However,
the aesthetic effect during construction would be temporary, and thus would be less than
significant.

Although construction-related aesthetic impacts would be temporary, given the ten-year duration of
the construction period, an improvement measure has been included to further reduce less-than-
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significant aesthetic impacts under CEQA. Implementation of Improvement Measure I-AE-2a would
ensure that all construction staging areas would not be visible from street level; ensure cleanliness of
the construction site, surrounding streets, and construction equipment that would be stored or
driven beyond the construction area; and that the City would review and approve a plan for
construction staging, access, and parking prior to issuance of a building permit. With
implementation of Improvement Measure IM-AE-2a, construction-related impacts would continue
to be less than significant.

Improvement Measure IM-AE-2a — Construction Period Screening and Cleaning. Prior to
the issuance of any site activity or building permits, construction documents shall be
prepared to require all contractors to strictly control the staging and cleanliness of
construction equipment stored or driven beyond the limits of the work area. Construction
equipment shall be parked and staged on the Project site, and staging areas shall be screened
from view at the street level. Before building permits are issued, the project applicant
(through the construction contractors) shall submit a construction staging, access, and
parking plan to the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection for review and
approval. Construction workers shall be prohibited from parking their vehicles on the street
outside of the Project site. Vehicles shall be kept clean and free of mud and dust before
leaving the Project site. Each week, the project contractors shall be required to sweep
surrounding streets used for construction access to maintain them free of dirt and debris.

Impact AE-3 Effects on Visual Character during Operation
CEQA: This topic is not applicable under CEQA for the Proposed Project.

NEPA: The Proposed Project would not introduce elements that are out of
character or scale with the existing physical environment or that detract
from the aesthetic appeal of the surrounding area during operation. (Less
than Significant)

Impacts on On-Site Character. The Proposed Project would replace the existing aging structures
with new, visually improved buildings. With implementation of the Proposed Project, the Terrace
site and the Annex site would be developed with up to 1,700 residential units that would consist of
townhomes, townhomes over flats, and stacked flats. The buildings would be between three and six
stories and would range in height from 32 to 65 feet. The building heights would vary within the
Project site, with the taller buildings generally down-gradient and not adjacent to existing
residential development. Commercial uses and community facilities would also be developed.

In addition, open space elements would be incorporated into the Project site. Currently, limited
open space is provided between the existing buildings in the form of patchy lawns and walkways.
Under the Proposed Project, public open space would include a large park on 24" Street, a pocket
park at 25" Street and Connecticut, an overlook area on 25% Street and 26" Street, a community
garden on Texas Street, a pocket park at the confluence of Missouri Street and Texas Street, and a
Texas Street overlook park. Public and private open spaces across the Project site would total
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approximately 7 acres. Landscaping would also be included in the public and private open spaces,
between buildings, along the streets, and in parking areas. All 254 existing trees on the Project site
would be removed. There are no landmark trees or street trees at the site.! Any removal of these
trees associated with the Proposed Project would require a permit as provided in Article 16,
Section 806. Compliance with the Public Works Code would require replacement of all removed trees.

The existing curvilinear streets would also be realigned under the Proposed Project to provide a grid
pattern, consistent with surrounding streets and the general pattern of streets in the neighborhood.
Texas Street and Missouri Street would be extended and would connect at the northern border of
the Project site. Arkansas Street would be extended from 23t Street south to 26 Street. Instead of
traveling northwest/southeast, Connecticut Street would be realigned to travel north/south and
would terminate at 24 and Y% Street. Two new streets are proposed for an east/west alignment: a 24"
Street extension and 24 and %2 Street. Dakota Street, Turner Terrace, and Watchman Way would be
eliminated. The grid pattern street system would visually enhance the Project site and allow it to
blend and connect with its surroundings.

The Proposed Project would enhance street-level activity and community interaction by providing
pedestrian connections. Sidewalks would be included along all blocks of the Project site for
pedestrian safety, walking comfort, and convenience. In addition, pedestrian bulb-outs and
sidewalks would be provided at intersections to improve the pedestrian experience. Other
pedestrian connections would link residents to proposed onsite neighborhood amenities such as the
proposed Community Center, open spaces, and parks, and offsite uses such as the Potrero Hill
Recreation Center and Starr King Elementary. Since the proposed open spaces and parks would be
accessible to the public, the Proposed Project would promote interaction with the existing
surrounding neighborhoods and the future residents of the Project site. Realignment of the existing
streets to a grid pattern would also link the Project site with the rest of the neighborhood. Since the
Project site is not currently visually connected and does not contain useful pedestrian links with the
rest of the neighborhood, the increase of street-level activity and community interaction would be
beneficial.

While the Proposed Project would increase on-site building heights and density of development, the
Proposed Project would improve the current visual setting. Currently, the Project site consists of
older, unkempt buildings and vegetation that are inconsistent with the existing residential
development and open spaces to the north and west. The Proposed Project would replace the
existing decrepit buildings with enhanced landscaping, bicycle/pedestrian amenities, and modern
structures that would complement the existing surroundings. The proposed development design
would relate to the context of its surroundings by creating contiguous landscape areas and buildings
that reflect modern, current architectural design. The potential signage and street furniture to be
installed as part of the Proposed Project is currently unknown. However, the final Design Standards

1 GLS Landscape/Architecture, Tree Disclosure Statement (June 23, 2010).
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and Guidelines prepared for the Proposed Project and ultimately approved by the City would
ensure that that these features would be in character with existing architectural styles and would not
differ in materials, color, or style in an inappropriate manner. Therefore, the impacts on the
character of the Project site would be less than significant.

Impacts on Public View Corridors. Existing view corridors include views of the Project site from
nearby streets, adjacent residential neighborhoods, and Starr King Elementary School. The streets
bordering the Project site that could be impacted by the Proposed Project include 23t Street, 24
Street, 25" Street, Wisconsin Street, and Connecticut Street. According to the Urban Design Element
of the General Plan, views from streets and other public areas should be preserved, created, and
improved where they include water, open spaces, large buildings, and other major features of the
City pattern.?

In order to determine the impacts on public view corridors, especially where such corridors afford
views of the Bay, several massing simulations were prepared from nine vantage points. The vantage
point locations were selected as representative of the various views that could be held in the Project
area. It should be noted that views from Viewpoints 1 and 2 are analyzed in Impact AE-1 as impacts
on scenic views. This analysis focuses on views from public streets in the Project area that have been
identified as having views of scenic resources and that could be affected by implementation of the
Proposed Project. The moderate-scale development and open space between the existing buildings
on the Project site are inconsistent with its surroundings, which include industrial uses to the east
and south and gridded streets with dense housing to the north and west. This contrast contributes to
an incoherent visual pattern with limited unity between the Project site and its surroundings.

The addition of proposed trees, formal landscaping, and streetscape/sidewalks would improve the
aesthetics of the overall area and create a more pedestrian-friendly environment that would visually
link the surrounding neighborhood. The taller buildings would be visible to the surrounding uses;
however, the existing development is inconsistent with its surroundings and does not offer visual
unity between the residential units to the north and west, industrial/warehouse uses to the east and
south, and the Project site. Although the long-term visual characteristics of the Project site would be
altered with implementation of the Proposed Project, the Proposed Project would provide more
design continuity with the adjacent neighborhood by creating buildings that reflect modern
architectural design, contiguous landscaping, and grid-pattern streets. Therefore, the relationship of
the Proposed Project’s design to the context of its surroundings would be improved over existing
conditions.

To further reduce the impacts of views of the proposed development from adjacent areas, the project
applicant would install landscaping that would serve to soften some of the views of the proposed
buildings. Consistent with the Urban Design Element and the Planning Code, landscaping should

2 City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan, Urban Design Element (adopted December 7, 2010),
<http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General Plan/I5 Urban Design.htm> (accessed May 7, 2012).
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enhance view corridors and should be planted along streets. At maturity, the vegetation planted at
the Project site could mask a portion of the buildings and make the structures more subordinate and

harmonious with their surroundings.

Intersection of 23" Street and Wisconsin Street (Viewpoint 3). As shown in Figure 5.3-9 Photo A
(Viewpoint 3), the existing foreground view facing east on 23" Street consists of multi-family
residential units to the north of 23t Street, street pavement, overhead utility wires and poles, and a
chain-link fence surrounding the Project site. The middleground views encompass mature trees at
the Recreation Center, minimal vegetation at the Project site, and the roofs of the existing buildings
at the Project site. Background views of the Bay (Viewpoint 3) and ridgelines (Viewpoint 4) are
limited due to intervening vegetation and structures. The views from Viewpoint 4 of the distant
ridgelines open up and become more expansive as a motorist or pedestrian travels south, but
because the views would be of short duration, viewer response to changes in views from
Viewpoint 3 would be low to moderate. Currently, there is little visual unity between the Project site

and its surroundings, as noted.

However, the Proposed Project, as shown in Figure 5.3-9 Photo B, would construct multi-family
residential buildings that would be visually compatible with the existing residences on the other
side of 23 Street. Although these buildings would be approximately 40 feet, which is taller than the
existing structures, they would be stepped downhill to follow the slope of the terrain, making them
appear to be approximately of equal height. In addition, the existing utility wires and poles on-site
would be removed and undergrounded with implementation of the Proposed Project, which would
further improve visual conditions. The density associated with the Proposed Project would be
consistent with the multi-family residential units to the north of 23 Street.

Intersection of Wisconsin Street and 23 Street (Viewpoint 4). Figure 5.3-10 Photo A depicts the existing
view facing south on Wisconsin Street. Foreground views include multi-family residential units to
the west of Wisconsin Street, street pavement, and overhead utility wires and poles. The
middleground view mainly consists of mature vegetation and some industrial/warehouse buildings,
while there are channelized background views of distant ridgelines and hills. The views from
Viewpoint 4 of the distant ridgelines open up and become more expansive as a motorist or
pedestrian travels south, but because the views would be of short duration, viewer response to
changes in views would be low to moderate from Viewpoint 4.

The Proposed Project, as shown in Figure 5.3-10 Photo B, would add new multi-family residential
buildings to the east of Wisconsin Street and would underground the overhead wires and utility
poles. Although the Proposed Project would add new height and mass to this area, the uses and the
heights of the buildings would be visually compatible and consistent with the context of the existing
setting. In addition, the density associated with the Proposed Project would be consistent with the
multi-family residential units to the west of Wisconsin Street. The Proposed Project would provide
unity between the existing residential uses to the east of Wisconsin Street and the Project site.
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Intersection of 24 Street and Wisconsin Street (Viewpoint 5). As depicted in Figure 5.3-11 Photo A, the
existing view from the intersection of 24% Street and Wisconsin Street (adjacent to Starr King
Elementary School) consists of the buildings and mature vegetation at the Project site and limited
channelized views of the Bay. The Proposed Project (Figure 5.3-11 Photo B) would construct two
50-foot-tall buildings to the north of 24 Street, which would step up to 65 feet set back from the
street. This would result in visual changes and an increase in density from existing conditions by
adding greater mass and bulk at this corner.

However, the existing middleground view from this location includes mature vegetation and the
current buildings at the Project site, which do not comprise a significant view. In addition, since the
Proposed Project would grade the existing site and realign the existing curvilinear streets into grid
streets, new view corridors of the Bay would be provided from this location. Although the buildings
to the north of 24t Street would increase mass and bulk in this location, the buildings to the south of
24" Street would be stepped downhill, making them appear smaller. The proposed buildings would
continue to allow for intermittent views of the Bay all along the street.

Intersection of 25" Street and Wisconsin Street (Viewpoint 6). Figure 5.3-12 Photo A shows the existing
view from the intersection of 25% Street and Wisconsin Street facing east. Foreground views include
existing single-family and multi-family residences, street pavement, and overhead utility lines and
poles. Middleground views include mature vegetation and the cranes of the shipyard with
background views of the Bay. The Proposed Project (Figure 5.3-12 Photo B) would add new
buildings along 25% Street with heights up to 40 feet. The height and mass of these new buildings
would appear consistent with the surrounding development, due to the site topography and the
stepped placement of structures downhill. As shown, the utility wires and poles would be removed,
reducing visual clutter. While the Proposed Project would reduce the amount of the Bay that is
visible from this vantage point, some channelized views of the Bay facing east would be retained.

Intersection of Wisconsin Street and 25" Street (Viewpoint 7). Figure 5.3-13 Photo A depicts the existing
view from the intersection of 25" Street and Wisconsin Street facing south. As shown, the view
mainly consists of dense vegetation to the west of Wisconsin Street (with intermittent views of the
existing single-family residential units in the Parkview Heights development) and sparse
landscaping at the Project site. Channelized views of distant hills are seen. With implementation of
the Proposed Project (Figure 5.3-13 Photo B), new housing would be added to the west of Wisconsin
Street at a height of up to 40 feet. These multi-family buildings would be similar in height and
massing as the existing single-family residential development in the area. A substantial portion of
the existing channelized background view would be retained and no other major views would be
obscured from this location. Although the Proposed Project, as viewed from this location, would
represent a significant increase in density in the area, these changes, while noticeable, would not be
expected to diminish the visual quality or character of the Project site.

Case No. 2010.0515E 5.3.97 Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan
SCH No. 2010112029 ‘ Final EIR/EIS



EXISTING

B. PROPOSED

SOURCE: Van Meter Williams Pollack LLP, 2015

POTRERO HOPE SF MASTER PLAN (CASE NO. 2010.0515E)
@® FIGURE 5.3-11: (REVISED) PROPOSED PROJECT, 24TH STREET AT WISCONSIN STREET, LOOKING EAST
(VIEWPOINT 5)




A. EXISTING

L
W

=
-~
=
-
-
=~
=
b

(L
nzenin

I/

B. PROPOSED

SOURCE: Van Meter Williams Pollack LLP, 2015

POTRERO HOPE SF MASTER PLAN (CASE NO. 2010.0515E)
@ FIGURE 5.3-12: (REVISED) PROPOSED PROJECT, 25TH STREET AT WISCONSIN STREET, LOOKING EAST
(VIEWPOINT 6)




A. EXISTING

B. PROPOSED

SOURCE: Van Meter Williams Pollack LLP, 2015

POTRERO HOPE SF MASTER PLAN (CASE NO. 2010.0515E)
@ FIGURE 5.3-13: (REVISED) PROPOSED PROJECT, WISCONSIN STREET AT 25TH STREET, LOOKING SOUTH
(VIEWPOINT 7)




CHAPTER 5 Environmental Consequences
June 2016 SECTION 5.3 Visual Quality/Aesthetics

Intersection of Cesar Chavez Street and Connecticut Street (Viewpoint8). As shown in Figure 5.3-14
Photo A, foreground views from the intersection of Cesar Chavez Street and Connecticut Street
include light industrial and warehouse buildings and some of the existing structures at the Project
site. Middleground views include the vegetation and buildings at the Project site and the mature
trees at the Recreation Center. No long-distance views are provided due to the steep topography.

Figure 5.3-14 Photo B represents the view from this location with implementation of the Proposed
Project. As shown, the Proposed Project would add substantial height, bulk, and massing to the
Project site. Although the new structures would be highly visible from this location, viewer response
to changes in views from Viewpoint 8 would be considered low to moderate given that views of the
site would be of short duration for motorists and pedestrians traveling along Cesar Chavez Street,
and the existing industrial uses would not be considered sensitive viewers. The Proposed Project, as
seen from this location, would result in an increase in building density compared to existing
conditions. However, the Proposed Project would improve the visual quality of the site by
constructing architecturally cohesive modern structures and landscaping that would provide more
visual unity on the site and replace deteriorated buildings.

[-280 (Viewpoint 9). Figure 5.3-15 Photo A shows the existing view of the Project site from I-280.
Viewer response to changes in views from Viewpoint 9 would be low, although viewer awareness of
the Proposed Project would be moderate to high given the scale, massing, and density of the
proposed structures, which would be increased compared to existing conditions. Figure 5.3-15
Photo B depicts the proposed buildings, which would range between 40 feet and 55 feet in height in
this area. Industrial and warehouse buildings and storage units are located at the base of Potrero
Hill. The hill rises almost vertically above the industrial parcels and the proposed housing units
would be perched atop the hillside, similar to existing conditions. The height, massing, and density
under the Proposed Project would increase, but would not block views of or damage any scenic
resources as seen from I-280. The Project site is already developed with multi-colored, old housing
stock on a site with a design layout that is inconsistent with its surroundings. The Proposed Project
would replace these structures with new housing units and a street layout that is compatible with
the neighborhoods that border the Project site.

Scenic resources that are visible from I-280 include the Bay, local hills, and distant ridgelines. The
Proposed Project would not damage scenic resources of the built or natural environment that
contribute to a scenic public setting within I-280. Motorists on I-280 traveling by the Project site do
not have a view of any scenic resources, and do not have a high quality view of the Project site
under existing conditions. In any event, motorists would be travelling through the area and the
views are short-term. The intensity of the change would be less than significant given the low
viewer sensitivity in the Project area. In addition, the Project site is already developed with similar
uses as proposed under the Proposed Project.
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Overall Impacts on Neighborhood Character and Public View Corridors. In general, the
development of the new buildings and the addition of new landscaping would not be considered a
substantial degradation of the existing visual character or quality of the Proposed Project and its
surroundings. The Proposed Project would not substantially impact public views from the
representative vantage points. New buildings would partially obstruct some public views that
currently exist, but these views are of short duration given that motorists and pedestrians would be
moving through the area.

The existing development pattern of the Project site is incoherent and includes outdated buildings in
differing states of disrepair. The Proposed Project would add new, visually enhanced buildings that,
at some vantage points, would be consistent with the height, bulk, and massing of residential uses to
the north and west of the Project site. At other vantage points, as discussed above, the Proposed
Project would introduce greater density than the immediately adjacent development. As a whole,
the Proposed Project would add height, bulk, massing, and density to the Project site, which
currently includes limited development relative to the size of the property.

Although not shown in the visual simulations, the Proposed Project would include street trees and
landscaping that would buffer and soften visual impacts from the new structures. The Proposed
Project would also underground existing utility wires and poles and would realign the streets into a
grid pattern, similar to adjacent streets. Enhanced pedestrian and vehicular connections would
increase street-level activity in the area and improve community interaction between the residents
on the Project site and the surrounding community. With regard to view corridors, the effect would
not be significant because views from the identified view corridors are of low to moderate quality
and would be of short duration for motorists and pedestrians traveling along Project area streets. In
addition, the Proposed Project would be required to adhere to the final Design Standards and
Guidelines prepared for the Proposed Project and ultimately approved by the City would to ensure
design consistency with existing development. The Proposed Project would improve onsite
landscaping, remove existing utility wires, and provide enhanced linkages that would visually
connect the Project site to the surrounding neighborhood.

In general, the Proposed Project would noticeably alter the visual character of the Project site
compared to existing conditions; however, this impact would not be significant. While changes to
the street grid, building configurations, landscaping, and other related elements would vastly alter
its appearance, the visual quality of the Project site would generally be considered an improvement
compared to existing conditions. Therefore, although the scale and residential density would
increase at the Project site, the Proposed Project would not substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site or the area or impact public view corridors. For the reasons stated
above, the Proposed Project would result in less-than-significant impacts related to the character or
scale of the existing physical environment and the aesthetic appeal of the surrounding area.
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Impact AE-4 Alteration of the Land Form or Existing Features
CEQA: This topic is not applicable under CEQA for the Proposed Project.
NEPA: The Proposed Project would not substantially alter the land form or

demonstrably destroy or alter the natural or man-made features. (Less than
Significant)

The Project site is characterized by steep slopes and several rock outcroppings. When Potrero
Terrace and Potrero Annex housing developments were originally developed, a substantial amount
of excavation, fill, and grading was performed to establish building foundations and the road
network that serves the Project site. As such, the existing topography of the Project site is
significantly modified from its original natural, undeveloped state. The Proposed Project would
require the grading of existing slopes at the Project site in order to realign the streets into a grid
pattern. Grading of the Project site would alter the existing land form. However, the grid pattern
street system and resulting development would visually enhance the Project site and allow it to
blend with its surroundings.

Construction of the Proposed Project would remove all 254 existing trees at the Project site. There
are no landmark trees or street trees at the site> Any removal of these trees associated with the
Proposed Project would require a permit as provided in Article 16, Section 806. Compliance with the
Public Works Code would require replacement of all removed trees. Landscaping would also be
included in the public and private open spaces, between buildings, along the streets, and in parking
areas. Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in less-than-significant impacts on the alteration
of existing land forms.

Impact AE-5 Conformance to Locally Adopted Design Guidelines
CEQA: This topic is not applicable under CEQA for the Proposed Project.

NEPA: The Proposed Project would conform to locally adopted design
guidelines. (Less than Significant)

As discussed above, the San Francisco Planning Code contains a number of provisions to ensure that
Proposed Project design would protect the existing character of surrounding neighborhoods. These
include Section 311 and the Residential Design Guidelines as well as Section 312 and the
Neighborhood Commercial Design Guidelines. The Proposed Project would be subject to design
principles contained in the General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and applicable Area Plans, which are in
effect to ensure that development in the City is of a high architectural standard, is compatible with
its surroundings, and does not introduce substantial new sources of light and glare that could
significantly impact sensitive receptors. During the design review process, the Proposed Project
would be refined so that the development would not be out of character or scale with the

3 GLS Landscape/Architecture, Tree Disclosure Statement (June 23, 2010).
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surrounding neighborhood and would not significantly detract from the existing natural or man-
made surroundings. The Proposed Project would be required to conform to the design guidelines
outlined in the Planning Code, resulting in less-than-significant impacts.

Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

Impact AE-1 Effects on Scenic Views

CEQA: This topic is not applicable under CEQA for the Reduced
Development Alternative.

NEPA: The Reduced Development Alternative would not block or disrupt
views of scenic resources or reduce public opportunities to view scenic
resources. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Visual simulations have been prepared for the Reduced Development Alternative (Alternative 1). In
the vicinity of the Project site, the views from portions of the Potrero Hill Recreation Center are
considered scenic views with high viewer sensitivity due to the nature of the use and the views of
the Bay, East Bay Hills, McLaren Ridge, and San Bruno Mountain from certain public areas of the
park. Views from the Potrero Hill Recreation Center are of high visual sensitivity. Although these
views although are undesignated, they are protected or popularly used or appreciated areas of
aesthetics or recreational significance at the local level. The Project site is visible from surrounding
locations, such as from the edges of the Potrero Hill Recreation Center and along 23t Street.
However, the Project site is located on the side slopes of Potrero Hill and the heights of the existing
buildings at the Project site allow for panoramic scenic vistas over the tops of the buildings and
beyond to the Bay, East Bay Hills, and San Bruno Mountain. The tops of existing buildings can be
seen from the edges of the Potrero Hill Recreation Center and along 23+ Street, but views from these
locations are focused on the panoramic vistas and not on the Project site itself. Changes to these
scenic views, as a result of the Alternative 1, are discussed below using the representative

viewpoints.

22n Street Trail (Viewpoint 1). As shown in Figure 5.3-1 and 5.3-2, the existing view from the northern
portion of the Recreation Center at the eastern end of the 227 Street Trail affords nearly panoramic
views of the San Francisco downtown area, the Bay Bridge, the Bay, and the East Bay Hills. Viewer
sensitivity would is considered high from this location and the view is considered to be of high
quality given the high vividness, intactness, and relative unity of this viewpoint. Under Alternative
1, as depicted in Figure 5.3-1, Viewpoint 1A, the roof of the proposed building on Block R would be
visible from this view at the eastern end of the 22nd Street Trail. However, due to the steep
topography of the Project site, the proposed building would be located downslope and would not
extend into the viewshed from this location. Thus, the Alternative 1 as seen from View 1A would
not introduce new height and bulk into the existing vista and would not substantially block the
views to the northeast. However, it would act to slightly open up the vista by removing the existing
Potrero Annex building that is further upslope. Looking southeast from this vantage point, as
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shown in Figure 5.3-2, Viewpoint 1B, the proposed building at Block O would be visible and would
partially block portions of the horizon currently visible from this viewer location. The building at
Block O would comparatively add more height, mass, and bulk than the existing structures on site
and the building would extend above eyelevel of a typical user of the trail. However, while the
proposed building at Block O would add height into the viewshed, it would not introduce elements
into a currently unobstructed view. As shown in Figure 5.3-2, Viewpoint 1B, existing buildings at
the Annex site are currently present in the views from this location and the terrain near the trail,
existing buildings, and mature trees along the trail block what would otherwise be a nearly
panoramic view. The existing mature trees and terrain along the trail would remain and continue to
obscure views from the trail when looking in this direction. The proposed buildings would follow
the side slope of the hill and step down, but would not substantially block views beyond what is
present under existing conditions. Since the introduction of the building at Block O would not
substantially increase the amount of this view that is currently unobstructed, changes to this
viewshed are not considered significant. The majority of the panoramic views of the Bay and the
East Bay Hills would still be visible from the trail terminus and would not be substantially obscured
by the proposed buildings.

It is important to note that the views of Alternative 1 would change as the viewer walks towards the
site along the 227 Street Trail. The development would appear larger the further downhill one
travels and the view of the Bay and East Bay Hills would become increasingly obscured by
intervening existing development. Nonetheless, as the viewer approaches the proposed buildings,
the dense vegetation opens up and allows for some middleground and background views. As such,
although the proposed buildings” height and massing would increase over existing conditions, this
would not represent a substantial change to the overall vista from this location. The intensity of the
change would be less than significant as the viewer descends the trail.

Potrero Hill Recreation Center (Viewpoint 2). Figure 5.3-16 Photo A shows the existing view from the
southern portion of the Recreation Center at the baseball field. Distant views of the higher elevations
to the south, including McLaren Ridge and San Bruno Mountain, are seen from this location, are
partially obscured by the chain-linked fence, dense vegetation along the perimeter of the Recreation
Center, and utility pole and wires. Viewer sensitivity would be high from this location and the view
would be of moderately high visual quality as described in Section 4.3.2, Environmental Setting. As
shown in Figure 5.3-16 Photo B, the proposed buildings, which would be approximately 40 to 50 feet
in height, would obscure the view of the ridgeline. Although limited channelized views of the
McLaren Ridge and San Bruno Mountain would be provided between the proposed buildings, the
height and mass of the proposed buildings would significantly change the existing view from the
southern area of the Recreation Center from one that features predominantly natural landscapes to
one that features a built environment. The existing relatedly intact views of the McLaren Ridge and
San Bruno Mountain would be significantly obscured by the height of the proposed buildings under
Alternative 1 and the visual quality would be reduced to moderate.
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In summary, from Viewpoint 1, viewer sensitivity is considered high and the proposed buildings
would add some bulk into an already obstructed view to the southeast. Because the overall existing
panoramic views of the San Francisco Downtown area, the Bay Bridge, the Bay, and the East Bay
Hills would remain visible, the impact at Viewpoint 1 would not be significant. At Viewpoint 2, the
Alternative 1 would add buildings taller than the existing buildings adjacent to the Recreation
Center, and these new buildings would alter views of scenic vistas. Although channelized views of
the ridgeline would be provided between the proposed buildings, these views would be limited and
would still significantly block views and reduce public opportunities to view McLaren Ridge and
the San Bruno Mountain.

Local Streets Surrounding the Project Site (Viewpoints 3 through 8). Alternative 1 would obscure and/or
alter some existing private views from neighborhoods to the west of the Project site along 23 Street
and Wisconsin Street, to the extent that such views are now available from these roadway corridors.
The proposed buildings would be located across the street from existing residences, similar in height
to the existing buildings, and would replace longer-range public views from local roadways that are
available across the site with shorter-range views of the proposed new buildings. The proposed
change in public views from local streets could be experienced as an undesirable consequence for
affected persons who have grown accustomed to existing visual conditions. The nature and
experience of this change for each affected viewer would vary depending on the nature of the
existing view across the Project site, the position and proximity of the proposed new buildings, and
the subjective sensitivity of the viewer. The existing scenic vista views of the McLaren Ridge and
San Bruno Mountain would be partially obscured by the height of the proposed buildings along
portions of 23 Street and Wisconsin Street where such views currently exist. However, the
alteration or interruption of views from public roadways is a commonly expected and experienced
consequence of new construction within a densely populated urban setting. Although Alternative 1
would obstruct scenic views, it would redevelop and transform a visually deteriorating area within
the Project vicinity and improve visual conditions at the site. In addition, while not depicted in the
simulations, street trees would be planted that would soften and reduce the apparent scale of
proposed buildings so that the new development appears to be a visual extension of existing
development. Lastly, view corridors down local streets would be maintained and improved, in some
cases, by reducing the amount of visible utilities and framing views, as shown in Figures 5.3-16
through 5.3.19. In some cases, the Proposed Project would obscure views of industrial areas near I-
280 (refer to Figure 5.3-12), which may be deemed desirable to some viewers. Alternative 1 would
also introduce new view corridors by adopting a grid pattern consistent with surrounding areas.

Private Views Surrounding the Project Site. Private views are not considered scenic under the City’s
significance criteria, but are discussed here for informational purposes. Alternative 1 would obscure
and/or alter some existing private views from neighborhoods to the west of the Project site located
along 23 Street and Wisconsin Street, to the extent that such views are now available from
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residences. Currently, these residences have some background views of the Bay and distant hills and
ridgelines facing east and south. Alternative 1 would partially block these views. Alternative 1
would replace longer-range private views across the site with shorter-range views of the proposed
new buildings. The proposed change in private views could be experienced as an undesirable
consequence for affected persons who have grown accustomed to existing visual conditions. The
nature and experience of this change for each affected viewer would vary depending on the nature
of the existing view across the Project site, the position and proximity of the proposed new buildings
within the private view, and the subjective sensitivity of the viewer. The alteration or interruption of
private views is a commonly expected and experienced consequence of new construction within a
densely populated urban setting. A project would only be considered to have a significant effect on
views of scenic resources if it were to substantially degrade or obstruct public scenic views observed
from public areas. The changes to private views resulting from Alterative 1 would not be considered
an adverse aesthetic effect under NEPA.

As such, Alternative 1 would result in a significant impact to the views of scenic resources and
would generally reduce public opportunities to view scenic resources. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure M-AE-1 would reduce this significant impact to a less-than-significant level as it would
reduce heights on Blocks J and K by 10 feet. Implementation of this mitigation measure would allow
views of the ridgeline to remain largely visible. Figures 5.3-5 through 5.3-7 depict visual simulations
of the modified reduced height scenario as prescribed by Mitigation Measure M-AE-1. Although the
built elements of Alternative 1 would be introduced into the foreground and would block some
middleground urban development views, long-range views of the McLaren Ridge and the San
Bruno Mountain scenic resources would still be visible from this viewpoint with the reduced
building heights. Thus, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AE-1, Alternative 1 would
not substantially block or disrupt views of scenic resources or reduce public opportunities to view
scenic resources.

Impact AE-2 Effects on Visual Character during Construction

CEQA: This topic is not applicable under CEQA for the Reduced
Development Alternative.

NEPA: The Reduced Development Alternative would potentially introduce
elements that are out of character or scale with the existing physical
environment or detract from the aesthetic appeal of the surrounding area
during construction. (Less than Significant)

During the construction phases of Alternative 1, construction vehicle and equipment staging areas,
exposed building pads, storage trailers, open trenches, debris piles, and roadway bedding and
equipment would be visible on or near the Project site. Construction equipment would be visible
from certain perimeter roadways around the Project site, particularly Wisconsin Street, 23 Street,
25t Street, Pennsylvania Avenue, and Connecticut Street. Construction equipment would not be
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located or extend to a height that would obstruct any views of nearby natural resources or scenic
vistas. The exception would be if cranes are utilized, but given the nature of this piece of equipment
(tall and very narrow in appearance), it would not substantially obstruct any scenic views.

Construction of Alternative 1 is anticipated to occur over an approximately ten-year period. During
the construction stage for Alternative 1, there would be temporary visual impacts from the
demolition of existing buildings, the assembly of new structures, equipment staging, and from the
presence of out-of-character elements such as construction materials and materials stockpiles.
However, aesthetic effects during construction would be temporary and would be less than
significant.

Further, as under the Proposed Project, Implementation of Improvement Measure IM-AE-2a would
ensure that all construction staging areas would not be visible from street level; ensure cleanliness of
the construction site, surrounding streets, construction equipment that are stored or driven beyond
the construction area; and that the City would review and approve a plan for construction staging,
access, and parking prior to issuance of a building permit. With implementation of Improvement

Measure IM-AE-2a, construction-related impacts would continue to be less than significant.

Impact AE-3 Effects on Visual Character during Operation

CEQA: This topic is not applicable under CEQA for the Reduced
Development Alternative.

NEPA: The Reduced Development Alternative would not introduce elements
that are out of character or scale with the existing physical environment and
detract from the aesthetic appeal of the surrounding area during operation.
(Less than Significant)

Impacts on On-Site Character or Quality. For a detailed description of the existing visual character
of the Project site, please refer to Impact AE-4 for the Proposed Project. As with the Proposed
Project, Alternative 1 would replace the existing aging structures with new, visually improved
buildings. With implementation of Alternative 1, the Terrace site and the Annex site would be
developed with up to 1,280 residential units that would consist of townhomes, townhomes over
flats, and stacked flats. The buildings would not exceed 40 feet in height. Commercial uses and
community facilities would also be developed.

In addition, open space elements would be incorporated into the Project site. Under the
Alternative 1, public and private open space would be the same as the Proposed Project at
approximately 7 acres. All 254 existing trees at the Project site would be removed. There are no
landmark trees or street trees at the site.* Any removal of these trees associated with the Proposed
Project would require a permit as provided in Article 16, Section 806. Compliance with the Public

¢ GLS Landscape/Architecture, Tree Disclosure Statement (June 23, 2010).
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Works Code would require replacement of all removed trees. In addition, the existing curvilinear
streets would be replaced with a grid pattern street system that would visually enhance the Project
site.

Alternative 1 would increase on-site building height, massing, and bulk compared to existing
conditions. However, Alternative 1 would improve the current on-site visual setting. Alternative 1
would replace the existing older structures with enhanced landscaping, bicycle/pedestrian
amenities, and modern structures that would complement the existing surroundings. Design of this
alternative would relate to the context of its surroundings by creating contiguous landscape areas
and buildings that reflect a similar architectural design. The potential sighage and street furniture to
be installed as part of the Proposed Project is currently unknown. However, applying the City’s
Design Guidelines would ensure that that these features would be in character with existing
architectural styles and would not differ in materials, color, or style in an inappropriate manner.

Impacts on Public View Corridors. Existing view corridors include views of the Project site from
nearby streets, adjacent residential neighborhoods, and Starr King Elementary School. The streets
bordering the Project site that could be impacted by Alternative 1 include 23 Street, 24 Street, 25"
Street, Wisconsin Street, and Connecticut Street, similar to the Proposed Project. The massing
simulations presented in Figure 5.3-1 and 5.3-2 (Viewpoint 1), Figure 5.3-9 (Viewpoint 3),
Figure 5.3-10 (Viewpoint 4), Figure 5.3-12 (Viewpoint 6), and Figure 5.3-13 (Viewpoint 7), above,
would be generally the same under Alternative 1 as for the Proposed Project and are not reproduced
here for the Alternative 1. The heights of the buildings for Alternative 1 would not exceed 40 feet.
Due to distance and topography, the difference in a 10-foot height reduction is barely perceptible.
Therefore, the analysis for the Proposed Project for these identified vantage points would also be
applicable to Alternative 1 and the impacts would be less than significant. The following analysis
considers those vantage points where the impacts of Alternative 1 would be different from those of
the Proposed Project. These include Viewpoints 5, 8, and 9. Viewpoints 1 and 2 have been analyzed

under Impact AE-1 (scenic vistas).

Intersection of 24" Street and Wisconsin Street (Viewpoint 5). As depicted in Figure 5.3-17 Photo A, the
existing view from the intersection of 24" Street and Wisconsin Street (adjacent to Starr King
Elementary School) consists of the buildings and mature vegetation at the Project site and extremely
limited channelized views of the Bay. Implementation of Alternative 1 (Figure 5.3-17 Photo B)
would construct several 40-foot-tall buildings to the north of 24 Street. Alternative 1 at this vantage
point would consist of buildings with less height and bulk than the Proposed Project, which would
include two buildings at 65 feet in this area. Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would
grade the existing site and realign the existing curvilinear streets into grid streets; new view
corridors of the Bay would be provided from this location. Although the buildings to the north of
24" Street would increase mass and bulk in this location, the buildings to the south of 24t Street
would be stepped downhill, making them appear smaller. The proposed buildings would continue
to allow for intermittent views of the Bay all along the street.
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Intersection of Cesar Chavez Street and Connecticut Street (Viewpoint 8). As shown in Figure 5.3-18
Photo A, foreground views from the intersection of Cesar Chavez Street and Connecticut Street
include light industrial and warehouse buildings and some of the existing structures at the Project
site. Figure 5.3-18 Photo B represents the view from this location with implementation of Alternative
1. Channelized views of distant hills are seen. With implementation of Alternative 1, new housing
would be added to the west of Wisconsin Street at a height of up to 40 feet. These multi-family
buildings would be similar in height and compatible in massing with the existing single-family
residential development in the area. A substantial portion of the existing channelized background
view would be retained, and no other major views would be obscured from this location.

Overall, the development of the new buildings and the addition of new landscaping would not be
considered a substantial degradation of the existing visual character or quality of Alternative 1 and
its surroundings. Alternative 1 would comply with City standards and would ensure that future
development is visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area. These guidelines
would also ensure that building heights, building/open space relationships, ground floor uses, and
circulation patterns are of higher quality and function than existing conditions. During the design
review process, Alternative 1 would be refined so as to ensure that the development would not be
out of character or scale with the surrounding neighborhood and would not significantly detract

from the existing natural or man-made surroundings.

1-280 (Viewpoint 9). The portion of 1-280 that runs adjacent to Potrero Hill is eligible for a scenic
highway designation. Unobstructed views of the Annex site are visible from southbound and
northbound 1-280 near Pennsylvania Avenue and 23t Street. Figure 5.3-19 Photo A shows the
existing view of the Project site from Pennsylvania Avenue and 23 Street. Figure 5.3-19 Photo B
depicts the proposed buildings, which would be more no more than 40 feet in height.

As noted for the Proposed Project, viewer sensitivity would be low, although viewer awareness
would be moderate to high given the scale and massing of the proposed structures, which would be
increased compared to existing conditions. Industrial and warehouse buildings and storage units are
located at the base of Potrero Hill. The height, massing, and density under Alternative 1 would
increase, but would not block or damage any scenic resources as seen from I-280. Alternative 1
would replace old structures with new housing units, and a street layout that is compatible with
neighborhoods that border the site.

Alternative 1 would not damage scenic resources of the built or natural environment that contribute
to a scenic public setting within the I-280. Motorists on I-280 do not have a high quality view of the
Project site under existing conditions and, in any event, would be travelling through the area and
the views are short-term. The intensity of the change would not be significant given the low viewer
sensitivity in the Project area. In addition, the Project site is already developed with similar uses as
proposed under the Proposed Project.
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Overall Impacts on Neighborhood Character and Public View Corridors. Alternative 1 would not
substantially impact public views from the representative vantage points. New buildings would
partially obstruct some public views that currently exist, but these views are of short duration given
that motorists and pedestrians would be moving through the area. The development pattern of the
Project site is incoherent and includes outdated buildings in differing states of disrepair.
Alternative 1 would add new, visually enhanced buildings that, as viewed from some vantage
points, would be generally consistent with the height, bulk, and massing of residential uses to the
north and west of the Project site. At other vantage points, as discussed above, Alternative 1 would
introduce greater density than the immediately adjacent development. As a whole, Alternative 1
would add substantial height, bulk, massing, and density to the Project site, which currently
includes limited development in comparison to the size of the property.

Although not shown in the visual simulations, Alternative 1 would include street trees and
landscaping that would buffer and soften visual impacts from the new structures. Alternative 1
would also underground existing utility wires and poles and would realign the streets into a grid
pattern, similar to adjacent streets. As with the Proposed Project, the enhanced pedestrian and
vehicular connections proposed under Alternative 1 would increase street-level activity in the area
and improve community interaction between the residents on the Project site and the surrounding
community. With regard to view corridors, the impact would not be significant because views from
the identified view corridors are of low to moderate quality and would be of short duration for
motorists and pedestrians traveling along Project area streets. In addition, Alternative 1 would be
required to adhere to the Design Guidelines outlined in the Planning Code to ensure design
consistency with the existing development. Alternativel would improve onsite landscaping,
remove existing utility wires, and provide enhanced linkages that would visually connect the Project
site to the surrounding neighborhood.

In general, the Alternative 1 would noticeably alter the visual character of the Project site compared
to existing conditions; however, this impact would not be significant. While changes to the street
grid, building configurations, landscaping, and other related elements would alter its appearance,
the visual quality of the Project site would generally be considered an improvement compared to
existing conditions. Therefore, although the scale and residential density would increase at the, the
Alternative 1 would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site or
the area or impact public view corridors. Alternative 1 would result in less-than-significant impacts
related to the character or scale of the existing physical environment and the aesthetic appeal of the
surrounding area.
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Impact AE-4 Alteration of the Land Form or Existing Features

CEQA: This topic is not applicable under CEQA for the Reduced
Development Alternative.

NEPA: The Reduced Development Alternative would not substantially alter
the land form or demonstrably destroy or alter the natural or man-made
features. (Less than Significant)

The Project site is characterized by steep slopes and several rock outcroppings. However, since the
existing topography of the Project site has been significantly modified from its original natural state,
Alternative 1 would not significantly alter natural features. Alternative 1 would require the grading
of existing slopes at the Project site in order to realign the streets into a grid pattern. However, the
grid pattern street system would visually enhance the Project site and allow it to blend with its
surroundings.

Construction of Alternative 1 would remove all existing trees at the Project site. Any removal of
these trees associated with Alternative 1 would require a permit as provided in Article 16,
Section 806. Compliance with the Public Works Code would require replacement of all removed trees.
Landscaping would also be included in the public and private open spaces, between buildings,
along the streets, and in parking areas. Therefore, Alternative 1 would result in less-than-significant
impacts on the alteration of existing land forms.

Impact AE-5 Conformance to Locally Adopted Design Guidelines

CEQA: This topic is not applicable under CEQA for the Reduced
Development Alternative.

NEPA: The Reduced Development Alternative would conform to locally
adopted design guidelines. (Less than Significant)

Alternative 1 would be subject to design guidelines contained in the General Plan, Zoning
Ordinance, and applicable Area Plans, which are in effect to ensure that development in the City is
of a high architectural standard, is compatible with its surroundings, and does not introduce
substantial new sources of light and glare that could impact sensitive receptors. Alternative 1 would
be required to conform to the design guidelines in order to promote design that would protect
existing neighborhood character, resulting in less-than-significant impacts.

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

As part of the Housing Replacement Alternative (Alternative 2), all existing housing units at the
Project site would be demolished and rebuilt using the same building pattern that currently exists.
The existing site plan and street pattern at the Project site would be retained. As such, this
alternative would reconstruct 620 housing units, preschool center, daycare center, and residential
parking facilities. Therefore, the overall visual conditions at the site would not change, no
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background views would be blocked, and density would not increase. Alternative 2 would be
inconsistent with the surrounding neighborhoods to the north and west due to curvilinear streets
and limited street-level activity and community interaction. However, the Project site conditions
would improve with replacement of the outdated existing buildings and the addition of new
landscaping. The modern design of Alternative 2 would help the proposed buildings relate to the
context of its surroundings.

Alternative 2 would not add new massing and density to the Project site, but would generally
improve visual conditions. As such, this alternative would result in less-than-significant impacts on
views of scenic resources, public opportunities to view scenic resources, and consistency with the
surrounding established built environment, alteration of the existing land form, and conformance to
locally adopted design guidelines. The overall impacts would not be significant since this alternative
would simply replace existing housing and would not result in greater height, bulk, massing, or
density compared to existing conditions.

Alternative 2 would still involve construction at the Project site. Construction materials on the
Project site during construction phases would introduce elements that are out of character with the
existing environment, which includes adjacent residential uses. Therefore, the impact regarding
aesthetic appeal during construction would be significant, even though the effect would be
temporary. Implementation of Improvement Measure IM-AE-2a would ensure that all construction
staging areas would not be visible from street level;, ensure cleanliness of the construction site,
surrounding streets, construction equipment that are stored or driven beyond the construction area;
and that the City would review and approve a plan for construction staging, access, and parking
prior to issuance of a building permit. With implementation of Improvement Measure IM-AE-2a, the
impact on visual quality during construction would be less than significant as it would be a
temporary condition.

Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative (Alternative 3) would result in the same conditions at the Project site as
existing. No buildings would be constructed and no new housing would be provided. No
construction or staging would occur that would impact the temporary visual character. Although no
existing views would be blocked and the height and massing would not be increased under the No
Project Alternative, the conditions at the Project site would not be improved. The current aging
buildings and the sparse, unkempt landscaping would remain. The Project site under the No Project
Alternative would continue to be inconsistent with its surroundings. Nonetheless, since the
conditions would not change, the No Project Alternative would result in no impact on views of
scenic resources, public opportunities to view scenic resources, consistency with the surrounding
established built environment, alteration of the existing land form, and conformance to locally
adopted design guidelines.
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Cumulative Impacts

The geographic context for cumulative aesthetic impacts is generally confined to areas visible to and
from the Project site that could combine to cause a cumulative impact. For the Proposed Project, the
cumulative context includes potential development under the Eastern Neighborhoods Community
Plans, with general focus on the Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan. In addition, the geographic
context includes the neighborhoods between the Project site and the Bay, since these areas are
visible from the Project site.

Impact C-AE-1 Aesthetics Cumulative Impact
CEQA: This topic is not applicable under CEQA for the Proposed Project.

NEPA: The Proposed Project and its alternatives, in combination with other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result
in a significant cumulative impact related to aesthetics. (Less than
Significant)

For the purposes of this cumulative analysis, the Proposed Project, rather than its alternatives, will
be analyzed. As explained above, due to the proposed building heights and development intensity,
the Proposed Project would have a greater visual impact than any of its alternatives. As such, this
cumulative analysis focuses on the cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project, since it represents

the most conservative scenario.

There are two known or reasonably foreseeable projects expected to be developed in the identified
geographic context. These include the Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II project,
which would result in several high-rise buildings on the waterfront that would be visible from the
Project site. The second project proposes to construct 240 to 256 dwelling units at 650 Texas and 790
Pennsylvania Avenue, which is proximate to the Project site. These projects” effects could combine
with the effects of the Proposed Project to result in a significant cumulative impact to aesthetics.

The Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard Project has been approved and the proposed
buildings along the waterfront will likely be visible from the Project site. This project has been
identified to obstruct some views of the Bay, but these views are held from vantage points closer to
the waterfront. The Project site is too far distant for the proposed high-rises to combine with project
effects to further obstruct scenic views of the Bay. The Proposed Project would have a significant
impact on scenic views of the McLaren Ridge and the San Bruno Mountain. However, with
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AE-1, the proposed building heights would be reduced to
maintain the view of the ridgeline and sightline to these scenic vistas (the McLaren Ridge and the
San Bruno Mountain) from the Project site. The high-rise buildings proposed as part of the
Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II project and the Project’s proposed buildings
would not combine to substantially affect the same scenic resources. Therefore, there would be a

less-than-significant cumulative impact with regard to views of scenic resources.
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Changes to the character or scale of the existing physical environment combine only with those
projects that are relatively close to the Project site. All development projects in the City are subject to
design guidelines contained in the General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and applicable Area Plans,
which are in effect to ensure that development in the City is of a high architectural standard and is
compatible with its surroundings. Therefore, there would not be a substantial cumulative impact in
the City from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development to which the Proposed Project
could contribute.

Improvement Measure IM-AE-2a would reduce the significant construction impacts on visual
character and quality. Although the Proposed Project would increase the density at the Project site,
these impacts would not be significant and the visual impacts associated with increased density
would not combine with other reasonably foreseeable projects in the area. The Proposed Project
would have less-than-significant impacts on views of scenic resources, public opportunities to view
scenic resources, consistency with the character the existing physical environment, and aesthetic
appeal of the surrounding area. Therefore, the cumulative impacts would be less than significant.

Case No. 2010.0515E 5.3.51 Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan
SCH No. 2010112029 ‘ Final EIR/EIS



CHAPTER 5 Environmental Consequences
SECTION 5.3 Visual Quality/Aesthetics June 2016

[THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK]

Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan 5.3.52 Case No. 2010.0515E
Final EIR/EIS ' SCH No. 2010112029



CHAPTER 5 Environmental Consequences
June 2016 SECTION 5.4 Socioeconomics and Community/Population and Housing

54 SOCIOECONOMICS AND COMMUNITY/POPULATION AND
HOUSING

54.1 Regulatory Framework

The following discussion includes a brief explanation of the regulations and plans related to
population, housing, and employment that are relevant to the Proposed Project and alternatives.

B Federal
Federal Uniform Relocation Act

The Federal Uniform Relocation Act (URA) requires that comparable, decent, safe, and sanitary
replacement housing that is within a person’s financial means (comparable and affordable) be made
available before any person is displaced. The new housing, to the maximum extent practicable,
should be housing of the tenant’s choice, on a nondiscriminatory basis, without regard to race, color,
religion (creed), national origin, handicap, age, or sex, and in compliance with applicable federal
and state laws.

Section 205 of the URA requires, “Programs or projects undertaken by a federal agency or with
federal financial assistance shall be planned in a manner that (1) recognizes, at an early stage in the
planning of such programs or projects and before the commencement of any actions which will
cause displacements, the problems associated with the displacement of individuals, families,
businesses, and farm operations, and (2) provides for the resolution of such problems in order to
minimize adverse impacts on displaced persons and to expedite program or project advancement
and completion.”!

B State
San Francisco Bay Area Housing Needs Plan 2007-2014

As discussed in Section 4.4, Socioeconomics and Community/Population and Housing, the Regional
Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) is a State-mandated process that occurs on a seven-year cycle,
generally coinciding with required updates to the Housing Element of the General Plan. The RHNA
is designed to address the need for housing throughout the state. As part of the RHNA cycle the
State requires each jurisdiction to plan for its share of the region’s housing need, for people of all
income categories. The Bay Area’s regional housing need is specified by the California Department

1 United States Code. Title 42--The Public Health And Welfare, Chapter 61: Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies for Federal and Federally Assisted Programs.Available:
<http://www .law.cornell.edu/uscode/text>. Accessed: March 2012.
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of Housing and Community Development (HCD) and finalized through negotiations with the
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). ABAG then allocates a portion of the regional need,
for all income groups, to every jurisdiction in the Bay Area. The jurisdictions must then plan for that
need in their local housing elements, which must be eventually certified by HCD. The RHNA
process does not necessarily encourage or promote growth, but rather requires communities to
accommodate projected growth, so that they can grow in ways that enhance quality of life, improve
access to jobs, transportation, and housing, and do not adversely impact the environment. It consists
of two measurements of housing: (a) existing need, and (b) future need. San Francisco’s RHNA for
the 2007 to 2014 planning period is presented in Section 4.4.

B Local
General Plan Housing Element

The San Francisco General Plan Housing Element is a policy document that consists of goals and
policies to guide the City and private developers in providing housing for existing and future
residents to meet projected housing demand, as required under Government Code Sections 65580 et
seq. (“State housing element law”). State law requires the housing element to be updated
periodically, usually every five years. The City updated the housing element in 2004, which updated
the 1990 Residence Element. The 2004 Housing Element was adopted, but subsequently the
California Court of Appeal determined the environmental document prepared for the 2004 Housing
Element was inadequate, and directed the City to prepare an EIR. At that point, the City also needed
to comply with the next periodic update of the housing element per the State housing element law.

Accordingly, the City completed a comprehensive planning process and prepared the next update
of the housing element, the 2009 Housing Element. An EIR was prepared for both updates to the
Housing Element. The San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element EIR satisfies the City’s legal
requirements for preparing an EIR on the 2004 Housing Element and also analyzes the
environmental effects of the 2009 Housing Element. The Planning Commission adopted the 2009
Housing Element in March 2011 and the Board of Supervisors approved the Plan in May 2011.

54.2 Impacts and Mitigation Measures

M Significance Criteria under CEQA

The thresholds for determining the significance of impacts in this analysis are consistent with the
environmental checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, which has been adopted and
modified by the San Francisco Planning Department. For the purpose of this analysis, the following
applicable thresholds were used to determine whether implementing the Proposed Project and
alternatives would result in a significant impact on population and housing, under CEQA.
Implementation of the Proposed Project and alternatives would have a significant effect on
population and housing if it would:
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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);

® Displace substantial numbers of existing housing units or create demand for additional
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing; or

® Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere; or

[

Significantly alter social dimensions including characteristics such as population size,
density, age, ethnic and minority composition, household size and composition, and income
and employment characteristics.

M Context and Intensity Evaluation Guidelines under NEPA

The following applicable thresholds were used to determine whether implementing the Proposed
Project and its alternatives would result in an adverse effect related to socioeconomic characteristics.

® Result in displacement of existing residents or businesses;

®  Result in physical barriers or reduced access that would isolate a particular neighborhood or
population group;

® Induce a substantial amount of unplanned growth; or

n

Cause a substantial decrease in local or regional employment.

M Approach to Analysis

Both CEQA Guidelines and 40 CFR (for NEPA) recognize that economic or social changes by
themselves are not considered a significant effect unless they are linked to a change in the physical
environment. To this extent, the analysis examines changes to the physical environment, including

effects on the location of people and housing.??

Population growth is considered in the context of local and regional plans and population, housing,
and employment projections. Generally, a project that induces population growth is not viewed as

2 Section 15064(e) “Economic and social changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on
the environment. ... Where a physical change is caused by economic or social effects of a project, the physical
change may be regarded as a significant effect in the same manner as any other physical change resulting from the
project.”

3 CEQ Section 1508.14 ““Human environment’ shall be interpreted comprehensively to include the natural and
physical environment and the relationship of people with that environment. (See the definition of ‘effects’

(Sec. 1508.8).) This means that economic or social effects are not intended by themselves to require preparation of
an environmental impact statement. When an environmental impact statement is prepared and economic or social
and natural or physical environmental effects are interrelated, then the environmental impact statement will
discuss all of these effects on the human environment.”
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having a significant impact on the environment unless this growth is unplanned and results in
significant physical impacts on the environment. Project-related growth and the increase in
population would primarily result in physical changes in transportation, noise, air emissions,
increased demand for public services, increased demand for utility capacity, and increased demand
for recreational facilities. These physical impacts are evaluated under other environmental topics in
this chapter: Sections 5.7, Transportation and Circulation; 5.8, Noise; 5.9, Air Quality; 5.13, Utilities and
Services Systems; and 5.14, Public Services.

The impact analysis considers whether the Proposed Project or its alternatives would contribute to
substantial residential population and employment growth. Direct population growth would result
from the residents who would occupy the newly developed housing units and the people who
would be employed by the proposed retail uses at the Project site, as well as from temporary
construction employment. Indirect or secondary growth from development/expansion of
infrastructure is considered due to the proposed changes in housing density and associated needs.
The analysis also considers whether substantial numbers of residents or housing units would be
displaced.

In the context of socioeconomics and the community, for federal purposes, the affected environment
is the community defined in terms of socioeconomic conditions of the Project area. This includes
employment conditions; income distribution; the demographic characteristics of the community; the
residents” sense of community in terms of demographics; and displacement. Displacement refers to
the dislocation of people, businesses, institutions, or community facilities. Context in this regard
would be factors relative to: economic conditions; housing conditions; parameters that measure
sense of community, etc. The intensity would be the shift in these factors caused by the Proposed
Project or the alternatives.

M Impact Evaluation

Proposed Project

Impact SC-1 Displacement Effects

CEQA: The Proposed Project would temporarily displace existing housing
units and residents, but this displacement would not necessitate the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project would not result in permanent displacement of
existing residents or businesses. (Less than Significant)

Demolition of the existing buildings on the Project site would temporarily relocate approximately
1,280 existing residents and 620 housing units at the Project site, including 14 units that were
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converted into a daycare facility.* Other than the building management office and the daycare, no
existing businesses are located at the Project site. The existing units would be replaced by up to 1,700
new units, including units developed as replacement public housing. The new dwellings would be
populated as each phase is completed. Residents residing in a public housing dwelling unit and in
good standing (lease compliant) will have the right to return to the Project site. Returning residents
will be provided a preference for occupancy of replacement units and, if needed, affordable tax
credit units, prior to other eligible households. This preference will be retained even if the resident
has received permanent relocation benefits and will remain in place until the initial lease of the
newly constructed replacement units expires.

Where possible, the Proposed Project would accommodate on-site relocation of existing residents
during construction. The current residents would be moved to available (vacant) residences on the
Project site as each phase is constructed, or they would be given housing vouchers by the Housing
Authority for relocation elsewhere during the construction period. No new units would need to be
constructed as a result of the temporary relocation as relocated residents would be accommodated
in the existing housing stock.

To facilitate the temporary relocation process, the Housing Authority would develop and release a
Relocation Plan to the existing residents prior to initiating construction. This Relocation Plan would
be prepared in collaboration with tenants, the developer, Housing Authority staff, City agencies,
and tenant advocates. The Plan would describe the process by which the Housing Authority plans
to temporarily relocate residents in order to accommodate construction. The Plan would also
describe the alternative housing options, the proposed timing of relocation, and other critical issues
related to relocation. The relocation planning process starts about a year before demolition begins.
At that time, residents would be notified of opportunities to participate in the relocation planning.
Residents are represented on the committee responsible for reviewing the Plan. Additionally, the
resident association would review and provide feedback on the Plan. After a draft Plan is
completed, a 30-day review period would ensure that residents have an additional opportunity to
provide feedback before the Plan is approved by the San Francisco Housing Authority Commission.?

If the number of households electing to return to the Project site exceeds the number of public
housing replacement dwelling units on the Project site, they will be offered an affordable housing
tax credit unit that will have a unit-based rent subsidy. The replacement public housing units
developed on the Project site will reflect the number of bedrooms per unit that are needed to
adequately serve returning tenants as well as the number of units that are needed based on other
market data. In the instances in which residents of the public housing dwelling units need a

¢ Currently, approximately 85 percent of the 606 residential units are occupied, but this number fluctuates
constantly. Therefore, as a conservative scenario, this analysis assumes full occupancy.

5 HOPE SF, Mayor’s Office of Housing. 2012. For Residents: Right to Revitalized Housing. Available: <http://hope-
sf.org/revitalized-housing.php>. Accessed: June 21, 2012.
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different number of bedrooms than has been developed in the replacement housing, residents will
be offered a tenant-based rental subsidy voucher to use in a neighborhood of their choice.

In addition to replacement housing for existing residents, the Proposed Project would construct
approximately 1,080 net new units (for a total of 1,700 units), resulting in a net increase in the total
number of residential units. As such, for the purposes of CEQA, the Proposed Project would not
create a demand for additional housing that would require the construction of housing elsewhere,
and would result in a net increase in housing supply that would help meet the region’s unmet

demand for housing.

The Project site also includes building management, daycare center providers, and a Family
Resource Center. Currently, there are approximately 15 people employed at the Project site for these
uses. As long as units continue to be rented at the Project site, there would continue to be a need for
on-site management and, therefore, these jobs would remain during construction and operation.
Jobs in the childcare center and the Family Resource Center would remain until the buildings in
which they are located are demolished. Both the childcare center and the Family Resource Center
would be relocated on-site after construction of the Community Center is complete. Accordingly,
displacement of the existing 15 employees is not expected at this time.

Although there could be temporary on- and off-site displacement of the 606 residential units and
1,280 residents under the Proposed Project, the impact would be less than significant under CEQA
because the Proposed Project would temporarily displace existing housing units and residents, but
this displacement would not necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

NEPA is concerned with the significance of the physical environmental effects associated with this
displacement, as well as with the social effects of such displacement—specifically, the potential
lessening or loss of community cohesion and public well-being. Community cohesion refers to the
maintenance of connections in the community. Public well-being refers to access to amenities that
allow for the maintenance of a reasonable quality of life, including walkability, aesthetic quality,

open space, and social connections.

Residents could be inconvenienced by the relocation and the time and effort required to pack, move,
and re-establish living routines—including locating and accessing community and commercial
services—both when moving from their original units and when returning to the Project site. It is
possible that students could be required to change schools, depending on where in the city families
relocate. However, the entire Project site population would not be relocated simultaneously. Because
the Proposed Project would be constructed in phases many residents could choose to remain onsite
through the length of construction. Residents that may choose to temporarily relocate would be
given the option to return, thereby not permanently affecting existing community connections.
Ultimately, the residents would have access to improved conditions at the Project site, including
new open space areas, better transit accessibility, and expanded community services. Therefore, the
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Proposed Project would not permanently disrupt existing social networks that could result in a
lessening or loss of community cohesion and a lessening of public well-being.

The impact would be less than significant under NEPA because the Proposed Project would not
permanently disrupt the existing social network through the displacement of residents.

Impact SC-2 Effects on Growth

CEQA: The Proposed Project would not induce substantial population
growth, either directly or indirectly. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project would not induce a substantial amount of
unplanned growth. (No Impact)

The Proposed Project would demolish the existing 620 units at the Potrero Terrace and Potrero
Annex and would construct approximately 1,700 units, up to 15,000 sf of retail space, and up to
35,000 square feet (sf) of community uses. This would result in a net increase of 1,080 units and
approximately 50,000 sf of retail/community uses.

Direct Population Growth. The existing population at the site is approximately 1,280 residents with
a current ratio of 2.5 persons per household.® However, it is expected that the demographics under
the Proposed Project would be similar to the current citywide average. Using the citywide average
of 2.28 persons per household, the population of the Proposed Project would be 3,876 residents, a
net increase of 2,596 residents over existing conditions.” This could be considered a conservative
estimate since the Proposed Project would include up to 100 units dedicated as affordable senior
units. According to the 2010 Census, approximately 34,200 elderly householders lived alone, which
represented about 10 percent of all households in the city in 2010.% Since the Proposed Project would
include approximately 100 affordable housing senior units, a percentage of these could have a
persons-per-household ratio of 1.0. Regardless, since the number of single-occupancy units is
unknown, the citywide average of 2.28 is applied in this analysis.

As shown in Table 4.4-2, Household Population and Household Growth in Census Tract 614 and the
County of San Francisco 2010-2030, in Section 4.4, Socioeconomics and Community/Population and
Housing, the household population in the city is expected to increase from 780,971 residents in 2010

¢ Bridge Housing. 2013. Rebuild Potrero Community Assessment-Executive Summary. October. San Francisco, CA.

71,700 units under the Proposed Project x 2.28 persons per household = 3,876 residents. Therefore, the net increase
(3,876 future residents — 1,280 existing residents) in Project site population would be approximately 2,596.

8 U.S. Census Bureau. 2010. American Fact Finder, Table DP-1, Profile of General Population and Housing
Characteristics: 2010 Demographic Profile Data, Geography: San Francisco County, California. Available:
<http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml>. Accessed: April 24, 2012.
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to 913,000 residents in 2030,° for a net increase of approximately 132,000 household residents. The
Proposed Project would result in a net increase of approximately 2,596 residents. The residential
component of the Proposed Project would be approximately 2 percent of the projected total
household population growth from 2010 to 2030, which is within the ABAG forecasts for the city
and would not represent a significant amount of unplanned growth San Francisco.

As stated in Section 4.4, the Project site is located within the Showplace Square/Potrero
neighborhood, which has approximately 11,000 residents.’® Under the Eastern Neighborhoods
Rezoning and Area Plan, the household population could increase by between 3,410 residents and
6,859 residents by 2025."" Implementation of the Proposed Project would add up to 2,596 residents to
the Showplace Square/Potrero neighborhood, which would represent between 37.8 percent and
76.1 percent of the projected growth in the neighborhood. As such, the Proposed Project would be
within the population forecasts for this area and would not represent unplanned growth.

The Proposed Project would employ approximately 72 individuals.!? If all of these employees
currently live outside of San Francisco and move to the city with their families, then the retail
component of the Proposed Project would increase the population by up to 165 residents.”® It is
likely that the majority of the on-site employees would already live in the city; however, an increase
of 72 employees is used in this analysis as a conservative estimate.

According to the 2010 Census, the city had a population of 805,235 residents in 2010 and the ABAG
Projections 2009 estimates that the population will increase to approximately 934,800 people in 2030.
This represents a 20-year increase of approximately 129,565 residents. As such, the increase of 165
residents associated with the retail component of the Proposed Project would represent less than
0.13 percent of the anticipated population growth by 2030. These additional residents are accounted
for in the ABAG projections and would not result in substantial growth.

Although the Proposed Project could increase the population within the city, it would also increase
the city’s housing stock and would, therefore, contribute to the City’s ability to meet its need for

housing options of varying sizes, types, and levels of affordability. As stated above, the Proposed

° Please note that although construction is expected to last until 2025, as discussed in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives
and Project Description, full occupancy of the Proposed Project is not expected until a few years after. As such, this
analysis uses 2030 as the buildout year.

10 City and County of San Francisco Planning Department. 2008. San Francisco General Plan, Showplace Square/Potrero
Area Plan. Ordinance No. 297-08. December. Available: <http://www.sf-
planning.org/ftp/General Plan/Showplace Square Potrero.htm#SHP HSG>. Accessed: April 25, 2012.

1 City and County of San Francisco Planning Department. 2008. Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final
EIR. State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048. August 7. Table 35, Rezoning Scenario for the Eastern Neighborhoods
and the Rest of the City Households and Household Population, 2000-2025. Available: <http://www.sf-
planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4001>. Accessed: October 23, 2012.

12 Van Meter Williams Pollack. 2011. Potrero Master Plan Employee Projections. San Francisco, CA.

13 72 new employees x 2.28 persons per household = ~165 new residents.
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Project would include up to 100 affordable senior units and up to 970 affordable family units. The
existing public housing units at the Project site are considered very-low income housing. As such,
450 additional units over existing conditions would be dedicated to low- and moderate-income
households.

The ABAG RHNA states that San Francisco should construct 18,878 very-low, low-, and moderate-
income housing units based on the regional housing needs from 2007 to 2014. The Proposed Project
would construct up to 450 new affordable units (for a total of 1,070 affordable units), which
contributes to approximately 2.4 percent of the City’s RHNA. As such, the Proposed Project would
support the City’s efforts to meet its regional housing needs allocation though 2014 and would
increase the City’s supply of affordable housing units available for very low- to moderate-income
levels.

Indirect Population Growth. Indirect population impacts occur when expanded infrastructure,
public service facilities, utilities, and roadways lead to new opportunities to develop housing in an
area not previously served by these features. The Project site is already served by infrastructure;
however, the Proposed Project would include the realignment of existing roads and upgraded
public utilities. As described in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives and Project Description, the Proposed
Project would incorporate existing and reconfigured roadways on the Project site. Texas Street and
Missouri Street would be extended and aligned to connect at the northern border of the Project site.
Arkansas Street would be extended from 23 Street south to 26t Street. Connecticut Street would be
realigned in a north/south configuration and would consist primarily of stairs. Two new streets are
proposed for an east/west alignment: a 24" Street extension and 24 and Y. Street. Dakota Street,
Turner Terrace, and Watchman Way would be eliminated. In addition, the Proposed Project would
upgrade and resize water, wastewater, drainage, gas and electric, and other utility infrastructure
within the site as necessary.

Although the existing street system and infrastructure would be upgraded under the Proposed
Project, this would not induce further population growth. The street realignments and utility
improvements would be limited to the Project site and would not affect surrounding areas, which
are largely built out. As such, indirect population and housing impacts would not occur as a result
of the roadway and infrastructure changes under the Proposed Project.

Since the Proposed Project would be within ABAG projections and would not induce unplanned
population growth, impacts associated with direct and indirect population growth are considered
less than significant under CEQA.

For the purposes of NEPA, the Proposed Project would not induce a substantial amount of
unplanned growth and thus there would be no impact associated with direct and indirect
population growth.
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Impact SC-3 Physical Barrier Effects

CEQA: This topic is not covered under CEQA. Please see Section 5.2, Land
Use and Land Use Planning, for an analysis of land use effects related to
physical division of an established community.

NEPA: The Proposed Project would not result in physical barriers or reduced
access that would isolate a particular neighborhood or population group.
(No Impact)

Construction would temporarily prevent access across the Project site. During Phase 1 and 3, there
would not be physical barriers on the site because access across the Project site would be available
through the middle of the Project site, the Phase 2 area (Refer to Figure 2-5 in Chapter 2, Project
Alternative/Project Description). Construction of Phase 2 would result in a temporary physical barrier
for residents during Phase 1 and 3 by preventing direct access across the Project site. However,
access off the Project site would be available via 25" Street, Missouri Street, Arkansas Street (upon
completion of Phase 1) and Connecticut Street (upon completion of Phase 3). Other areas of the
Project site would be accessible through adjacent streets. Although Phase 2 would result in a
temporary physical barrier on the site, existing and new residents would continue to have off-site

access via the existing and new streets.

As discussed in more detail in Sections 4.2 and 5.2, Land Use and Land Use Planning, the Proposed
Project would not divide an existing community or isolate a certain population group. The Proposed
Project would replace the older, run-down structures on a site that is currently physically cut-off
from surrounding neighborhoods. Several streets would be extended and realigned through the
Project site and pedestrian paths and open space would be provided. The pedestrian and vehicular
circulation would improve access to and from the site. Reconfiguring the roadways would not
physically divide a community. Not only would the Proposed Project not introduce any physical
barriers that would divide the existing neighborhood or isolate a specific population group, but it
would remove barriers and enhance access for the site residents.

As such, under NEPA, the Proposed Project would result in no impact on isolating a particular
neighborhood or population group. Please refer to Section 5.2, Land Use and Land Use Planning,
under Impact LU-1 for a further discussion of the division of an established community.
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Impact SC-4 Employment Effects
CEQA: This topic is not covered under CEQA.

NEPA: The Proposed Project would not cause a decrease in local or regional
employment. (No Impact)

The Proposed Project would employ approximately 72 individuals.!* There are approximately 15
existing employees at the Project site. Currently, the Project site includes a daycare facility, a Family
Resource Center, and building management offices, all of which include employees. The Proposed
Project would continue these services during construction and operation; therefore, these jobs would
not be lost as a result of the Proposed Project.

In addition, the Proposed Project would employ workers during the construction phases. A key
objective of the HOPE SF program is to create employment opportunities for residents throughout
the development process, including contracting opportunities for existing residents, local
entrepreneurs, and small and disadvantaged businesses.’> Therefore, new employment
opportunities for existing residents, and for other construction workers within the region, would be
created as a result of the Proposed Project.

Since the Proposed Project would result in approximately 72 new jobs during operation, jobs during
construction, and would not displace the existing on-site jobs, the Proposed Project would not
decrease local or regional employment, resulting in no impact under NEPA.

Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

Impact SC-1 Displacement Effects

CEQA: The Reduced Development Alternative would temporarily displace
existing housing units and residents, but this displacement would not be
permanent. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Reduced Development Alternative would not result in permanent
displacement of existing residents or businesses. (Less than Significant)

As part of Alternative 1, the existing 620 units would be demolished and replaced by up to 1,280
new units. Construction of Alternative 1 would occur in three phases and on the same schedule as
the Proposed Project to minimize disruption to existing residents. As with the Proposed Project,
where possible, the Project would accommodate on-site relocation of existing residents. Qualified
residents would be able to move into the new apartments as they become available. Upon

4 Van Meter Williams Pollack. 2011. Potrero Master Plan Employee Projections. San Francisco, CA.
15 Rebuild Potrero. 2012. FAQ, Available: <http://www.rebuildpotrero.com/wordpress/?page id=111>. Accessed:
October 23, 2012)
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completion of Alternative 1, all existing public housing units would be replaced and no qualified
residents would be permanently displaced. Development of Alternative 1 would likely occur in
phases to minimize disruption to existing residents, similar to the Proposed Project. Therefore,

temporary displacement of residents during construction would be minimized.

The Project site also currently includes building management and a daycare center for residents.
Alternative 1 would continue to provide these services; therefore, no existing businesses would be
displaced. Although there could be temporary displacement of the 620 units under Alternative 1, the
permanent displacement impacts would be less than significant under CEQA.

Similar to the Proposed Project, residents could be displaced for longer than 12 months under
Alternative 1. However, the Project site population would not be displaced simultaneously. Because
Alternative 1 would be constructed in phases many residents could choose to remain onsite through
the length of construction. Residents that may choose to temporarily relocate would be given the
option to return, thereby not permanently affecting existing community connections. Ultimately, the
residents would have access to improved conditions at the Project site, including new open space
areas, better transit accessibility, and expanded community services. Therefore, Alternative 1 would
not permanently disrupt existing social networks that could result in a lessening or loss of
community cohesion and a lessening of public well-being.

The impact would be less than significant under NEPA because Alternative 1 would not
permanently disrupt the existing social network through the displacement of residents.

Impact SC-2 Effects on Growth

CEQA: The Reduced Development Alternative would not induce substantial
unplanned population growth. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Reduced Development Alternative would not induce a substantial
amount of unplanned growth. (No Impact)

Alternative 1 would demolish the existing 620 units at the Potrero Terrace and Potrero Annex and
would construct approximately 1,280 units, up to 15,000 sf of retail space, and up to 25,000 sf of
community uses. This would result in to a net increase of 660 units and 40,000 sf of retail/community
uses. Of these new units, 80 would be dedicated as affordable senior units, up to 796 would be
affordable units (which would include the one-for-one replacement of public housing units), and up

to 404 would be mixed-income units.

Direct Population Growth. The existing population at the site is approximately 1,280 residents.
Using the citywide average of 2.28 persons per household, the population of Alternative 1 would be

Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan 5.4-12 Case No. 2010.0515E
Final EIR/EIS ‘ SCH No. 2010112029



CHAPTER 5 Environmental Consequences
June 2016 SECTION 5.4 Socioeconomics and Community/Population and Housing

2,918 residents, a net increase of 1,638 residents.’® The household population in the city is expected
to increase by approximately 132,000 household residents from 2010 to 2030. As such, the residential
component of Alternative 1 would be approximately 1.2 percent of the projected total household
population growth from 2010 to 2030. In addition, Alternative 1 would contribute to approximately
23.9 percent to 48 percent of the forecasted population growth within the Showplace Square/Potrero
neighborhood. Similar to the Proposed Project, this increase in the household population is within
the ABAG estimates for the city and the Eastern Neighborhood projections for the Showplace
Square/Potrero neighborhood. Accordingly, Alternative 1 would not represent a significant amount
of unplanned growth in relation to the rest of the City.

As with the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would include 15,000 sf of commercial uses such as
neighborhood-servicing retail or flex space, resulting in approximately 72 jobs, which would also
increase the population.'” Although Alternative 1 could increase the population within the city, it
would also increase the city’s housing stock and would, therefore, contribute to the City’s ability to
meet its need for housing options of varying sizes, types, and levels of affordability. Approximately
256 net units over existing conditions would be dedicated to low- and moderate-income households,
which would contribute to approximately 1.4 percent of the City’s RHNA. Although this alternative
would contribute to the RHNA goals, this would be less than the Proposed Project. Nonetheless,
Alternative 1 would support the City’s efforts to meet its regional housing needs allocation and
would increase the City’s supply of affordable housing units available for very low- to moderate-
income levels.

Indirect Population Growth. Although the Project site is already served by infrastructure,
Alternative 1 would include the realignment of existing roads and upgraded public utilities. As
described in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives and Project Description, Alternative 1 would include the
same roadway reconfigurations and utility infrastructure upgrades as the Proposed Project.
Although the existing street system and infrastructure would be upgraded under Alternative 1, this
would not induce further population growth. As such, indirect population and housing impacts
would not occur as a result of the roadway and infrastructure changes under Alternative 1.

As with the Proposed Project, since Alternative 1 would be within ABAG projections and would not
induce unplanned population growth, impacts associated with direct and indirect population
growth are considered less than significant under CEQA.

For the purposes of NEPA, the Reduced Development Alternative would have no impact associated
with direct and indirect population growth.

16 1,280 units under the Proposed Project x 2.28 persons per household = 2,918 residents. Therefore, the net increase
(2,918 future residents — 1,280 existing residents) in Project site population would be approximately 1,638.
17 Van Meter Williams Pollack. 2011. Potrero Master Plan Employee Projections. San Francisco, CA.
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Impact SC-3 Physical Barrier Effects

CEQA: This topic is not covered under CEQA. Please see Section 5.2, Land
Use and Land Use Planning, for an analysis of land use effects related to
physical division of an established community.

NEPA: The Reduced Development Alternative would not result in physical
barriers or reduced access that would isolate a particular neighborhood or
population group. (No Impact)

As discussed in more detail in Sections 4.2 and 5.2, Land Use and Land Use Planning, Alternative 1
would not divide an existing community. Similarly to the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would not
permanently isolate a neighborhood or population group during construction. As with the Proposed
Project, at project completion, Alternative 1 would remove barriers and enhance access for the site
residents. Accordingly, Alternative 1 would have no impact under NEPA on isolating a
neighborhood or population group. Please refer to Section 5.2, Land Use and Land Use Planning,
under Impact LU-1, for a further discussion of the division of an established community.

Impact SC-4 Employment Effects
CEQA: This topic is not covered under CEQA.

NEPA: The Reduced Development Alternative would not cause a decrease in
local or regional employment. (No Impact)

As discussed above under Impact SC-3, Alternative 1 would employ approximately 72 individuals.
Currently, the Project site includes a daycare facility and building management offices, both of
which include fewer than 10 employees. Alternative 1 would continue these services; therefore,
these jobs would not be lost. In addition, Alternative 1 would employ workers during the
construction phases. Since Alternative 1 would result in approximately 72 new jobs during
operation, jobs during construction, and would not displace the existing on-site jobs, this alternative
would not decrease local or regional employment, resulting in no impact under NEPA regarding
local or regional employment.

Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan 5.4-14 Case No. 2010.0515E
Final EIR/EIS ‘ SCH No. 2010112029



CHAPTER 5 Environmental Consequences
June 2016 SECTION 5.4 Socioeconomics and Community/Population and Housing

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

Impact SC-1 Displacement Effects

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative would temporarily displace
existing housing units and residents, but this displacement would not be
permanent. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative would not result in permanent
displacement of existing residents or businesses. (No Impact)

As part of Alternative 2, the existing 620 units would be demolished and 606 units of replacement
public housing would be built.’® Qualified residents would be able to move into the new apartments
as they become available. Upon completion of Alternative 2, all 620 existing public housing units
would be replaced and no residents would be displaced. Development of Alternative 2 would likely
occur in phases to minimize disruption to existing residents and housing would be available
throughout the Project site during all phases. Therefore, temporary displacement of residents during
construction would not occur.

As with the Proposed Project, no existing businesses would be displaced. Although there could be
temporary displacement of the 606 residential units under Alternative 2, the permanent
displacement impacts would be less than significant under CEQA.

For the purposes of NEPA, the effect on residential or business displacement under the Housing
Replacement Alternative would have no impact on residential or business displacement.

Impact SC-2 Effects on Growth

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative would not induce substantial
unplanned population growth. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative would not induce a substantial
amount of unplanned growth. (No Impact)

Alternative 2 would replace the existing housing stock (606 residential units) and would not add
new housing units to the site and, therefore, would not support the City’s efforts to meet its regional
housing needs allocation though 2014. This alternative would not increase the City’s supply of
affordable housing units available for very low- to moderate-income levels. Since Alternative 2
would not induce unplanned population growth, impacts associated with direct and indirect
population growth are considered less than significant under CEQA.

18 This Draft EIR/EIS states throughout that there are 620 units at the Project site. Due to a change in the use of units
(i.e., formerly residential units being used for daycare), there are currently 606 units available for occupancy at the
Project site. The analysis in this Draft EIR/EIS assumes that 620 residential units are present.
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For the purposes of NEPA, the Housing Replacement Alternative would have no impact associated
with direct and indirect population growth.

Impact SC-3 Physical Barrier Effects

CEQA: This topic is not covered under CEQA. Please see Section 5.2, Land
Use and Land Use Planning, for an analysis of land use effects related to
physical division of an established community.

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative would not result in physical
barriers or reduced access that would isolate a particular neighborhood or
population group. (No Impact)

Alternative 2 would not divide an existing community or isolate a certain population group beyond
existing conditions. This alternative would rebuild the Project site using the same building pattern
that currently exists. Unlike the Proposed Project, Alternative 2 would not reconfigure the existing

roadways or provide new or expanded infrastructure.

Reconfiguration of the streets would improve the physical connection between the Project site and
the surrounding neighborhood. The existing development pattern divides the community to a
certain extent by not being consistent with its surroundings and not providing accessible linkages.
Since the roadway improvements would not be implemented, Alternative 2 would not connect the
Project site with the surrounding neighborhood. However, Alternative 2 would not worsen the
existing conditions. Since the current roadway alignments are existing conditions, and they would
not change under this alternative, this would not further isolate the neighborhood. Therefore under
NEPA, implementation of the Housing Replacement Alternative would result in no impact on
isolating a neighborhood or population group.

Impact SC-4 Employment Effects
CEQA: This topic is not covered under CEQA.

NEPA: Housing Replacement Alternative would not cause a decrease in
local or regional employment. (No Impact)

As with the Proposed Project, the Housing Replacement Alternative would continue the services
currently provided at the Project site and the existing jobs would be retained. Since Alternative 2
would not displace the existing on-site jobs, this alternative would not decrease local or regional
employment. For the purposes of NEPA, the Housing Replacement Alternative would have no
impact regarding local or regional employment.
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Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

Alternative 3 would result in the same conditions at the Project site as currently exist. Buildings
would not be constructed and new housing would not be provided. No residents or on-site
employees would be temporarily or permanently displaced. However, Alternative 3 would not
support the City’s efforts to meet its regional housing needs allocation. This alternative would not
increase the City’s supply of affordable housing units available for very low- to moderate-income
levels. Since Alternative 3 would not induce unplanned population growth and would not displace
residents or employees, impacts associated with direct and indirect population growth are
considered less than significant under CEQA.

For the purposes of NEPA, the No Project Alternative would have no impact associated with
socioeconomics and community.

Cumulative Impacts

The geographic context for cumulative population and housing impacts is the city.

Impact C-SC-1 Cumulative Impacts to Socioeconomics, Population, and Housing

CEQA: The Proposed Project or its alternatives, in combination with other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result
in significant adverse cumulative population and housing impacts. (Less
than Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project or its alternatives, in combination with other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, not would result
in significant adverse cumulative socioeconomics impacts. (Less than
Significant)

Population

The population increase associated with the Proposed Project and its alternatives is within ABAG's
overall population projections. Cumulative Projects (such as the Proposed Project plus other
anticipated development) fall within ABAG’s population projections for the city. The City and
County of San Francisco actively engages in long-range, citywide planning efforts. These planning
efforts consider anticipated population growth, as well as demand on infrastructure, public services,
and housing. Consequently, there is no anticipated significant cumulative impact associated with
population and housing growth.

As noted above, “substantial” growth is defined as increases in population that are unplanned,
without consideration of or planning for infrastructure, services, and housing needed to support
proposed residents, employees, and visitors. Development of cumulative projects could result in
increases in population. Population projections estimate an increase of approximately 132,000
residents in the city between 2005 and 2030, an overall increase of 14.5 percent. Subtracting the net
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population increase associated with the Proposed Project, as this number has been included in the
overall population projections, cumulative projects could account for up to 129,404 persons and fall
within the City’s projections. Development in the City would largely serve to accommodate existing
demand for residential and retail space, rather than induce new growth nearby, since existing
opportunity sites are surrounded by largely built-out communities. Given that development must
occur consistent with adopted plans and policies including the applicable General Plan and Zoning
Ordinance, and the developments would provide a portion of needed housing and jobs, overall
cumulative impacts are less than significant because these projects would not induce substantial
population growth.

Direct population growth associated with the Proposed Project and its alternatives would be
considered “planned” growth since this Project has been considered in the City’s population
planning projections. The Proposed Project would result in a net increase of approximately 2,596
residents. As such, the residential component would be approximately 2 percent of the projected
total household population growth from 2010 to 2030. Alternative 1 would result in a net increase of
approximately 1,638 residents, which would be approximately 1.2 percent of the projected total
household population growth from 2010 to 2030. The other two alternatives would not increase on-
site residents.

Indirect growth would include residential and employment growth in surrounding neighborhoods
resulting from the expansion of infrastructure and services proposed under the Project. As stated
above, such growth would only be considered substantial if it were not anticipated in local planning
efforts. Because this population growth has been accounted for in City projections, it would not be
considered substantial. Therefore, the Proposed Project and its alternatives would not make a
cumulatively considerable contribution to any potential cumulative impact related to substantial
increases in population. Under CEQA, the Proposed Project and its alternatives would have a less
than cumulatively significant contribution to City population growth. Impacts related to population
are less than significant.

For the purposes of NEPA, the cumulative population effects would be less than significant.
Housing

Housing need as identified in the 2007-2014 Housing Element Update is 31,193 units; the Proposed
Project would provide a net increase of approximately 1,080 dwelling units, or 3.5 percent of the
City’s portion of the regional housing need. Alternative 1 would develop a net of approximately
660 units, which would be 2.1 percent of the City’s housing need. The other alternatives would
provide the same amount of housing as existing, and would not contribute to the housing stock. The
construction of housing in the region has failed to keep pace with population growth in the Bay
Area. Although population growth has slowed and is predicted to continue at a relatively moderate
rate through 2030, the region is still attempting to make up for housing shortages from previous
growth periods. The Proposed Project would provide a benefit to the region by constructing more
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housing than the demand it would generate, helping to achieve a better jobs/housing balance in the
Bay Area.

The Proposed Project’s contribution to the significant cumulative housing shortage in the Bay Area
would not be cumulatively considerable. Under CEQA, the Proposed Project and Alternative 1
would provide new housing and would contribute to the housing need in the City. As such, the
Proposed Project’s cumulative impact would be less than significant.

For the purposes of NEPA, the cumulative housing effects would be less than significant.
Employment

Development at the Project site under the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would provide
approximately 33 new jobs at buildout (in addition to the temporary construction-related jobs). The
other alternatives would provide the same amount of jobs as existing. Regional projections indicate
that by 2030 the San Francisco Bay Area would have about 4,738,730 jobs (up from 3,475,840 jobs in
2010). Projections for the City estimate that by 2030 San Francisco will have about 748,100 jobs (up
from 568,730 jobs in 2010).” The contribution of up to 72 net new jobs under the Proposed Project
and Alternative 1 would represent a negligible percentage of both regional and local employment
through 2030. As such, the jobs anticipated under the Proposed Project are within the ABAG
projections and any other projects within the City would not be impacted by the Proposed Project
employment.

Therefore, the population growth associated with increased Project-related employment would not
result in housing demand that would exceed planned regional housing development, and would
not be substantial. For the purposes of NEPA, the cumulative employment effects would be less
than significant.

Division of an Existing Community

Development of the Proposed Project and its alternatives would not divide an existing community
or isolate a certain population group. The Proposed Project and its alternatives would replace the
older, run-down structures on a site that is currently physically cut-off from surrounding
neighborhoods. Under the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative, several streets
would be extended and realigned through the Project site and pedestrian paths and open space
would be provided. The pedestrian and vehicular circulation would improve access to and from the
site. Reconfiguring the roadways would not physically divide a community. Not only would the
Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative not introduce any physical barriers that
would divide the existing neighborhood or isolate a specific population group, but it would remove

19 Association for Bay Area Governments. 2009. Projections and Priorities 2009, San Francisco Bay Area Population,
Household, and Job Forecasts.
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barriers and enhance access for the site residents. Under Alternative 2 and the No Project
Alternative the roadway improvements would not be implemented and would not connect the
Project site with the surrounding neighborhood. However, Alternative 2 and the No Project
Alternative would not worsen the existing conditions. Since the current roadway alignments are
existing conditions, and they would not change under these alternatives, this would not further
isolate the neighborhood. As such, the Proposed Project and its alternatives would not contribute to
a cumulatively significant impact regarding the division or isolation of an existing community or
population group. The impact would be less than significant under CEQA.

For the purposes of NEPA, the cumulative effect on isolating a particular neighborhood or
population group would be less than significant.

Displacement

The City of San Francisco has many policies to avoid the conversation or displacement of existing
housing or neighborhood-serving businesses to other uses. Priority Policies 1, 2, and 3 of the General
Plan explicitly call for conservation of existing residential housing and neighborhoods and
preservation and enhancement of affordable housing and neighborhood-serving businesses. Given
the General Plan Priority Policies and the myriad other provisions in the Planning and
Administrative Code aimed at preserving existing residential uses and neighborhood-serving
businesses, it is unlikely that the City will experience cumulative impacts from displacement of

existing uses.

Consistent with these Priority Policies, the Project and Alternative 1 will revitalize an existing
neighborhood and enhance affordable housing opportunities in the City. The Proposed Project and
Alternative 1 include a one-for-one replacement of public housing units, which means that there
would be no loss of public housing. All existing residents who are eligible (residents in good
standing) would have the right to move into the new units. The project applicant and the City
would give priority to existing residents for affordable rental and homeownership units. As such,
since the Proposed Project and its alternatives would result in temporary displacement, but would
replace all housing, plus add additional units. The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would not
contribute to a cumulatively significant impact regarding displacement. Cumulative impacts under
CEQA are considered less than significant.

The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would not disrupt the existing social network because many
residents would remain on the Project site during construction or would return after construction.
As indicated above, however, NEPA is concerned with the potential lessening or loss of community
cohesion and public well-being. Because residents would not be permanently displaced, no
significant impacts to community cohesion or public well-being would occur. Accordingly, the
cumulative displacement impact would be less than significant under NEPA.
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5.5 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
5.5.1 Regulatory Framework

B Federal
Executive Order 12898

Federal Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations, requires all federal agencies to address potential impacts
regarding environmental justice when considering actions.! The order states that neither minority
nor low-income populations may be subject to a disproportionate level of adverse impacts as a
result of a project or action. The order also requires that representatives from minority and low-
income populations that could be impacted by a project be engaged and participate in the impacts
assessment and public involvement process. Section 3-30(c) of the order states that, “federal agencies
shall provide environmental justice populations the opportunity to comment on the development
and design of research strategies pursuant to this order.” Section 5-5(c) states that, “federal agencies
should work to ensure that public documents, notices, and hearings relating to human health or the
environment are concise, understandable, and readily accessible to the public.” The involvement of
existing residents in the Proposed Project scoping process is discussed in Section 4.5, Environmental
Justice.

Civil Rights Act

The Civil Rights Act ensures that potential for discrimination is identified and addressed without
regard to race, color, national origin, sex, age, or disability and includes the following adverse

effects:
m  Destruction or disruptions of community cohesion (community separation);
m  Destruction or disruptions to access of available public and private facilities and services;
m  Adverse employment effects;
m Displacement of businesses, housing, and people;
m Tax and property value losses;
m Actions injurious to the public’s health (e.g., air, noise, and water pollution); and

m  Actions harmful to the public’s well-being (e.g., aesthetic impacts and loss of recreational
property).

1 Federal Register, Vol. 59, No. 32 (February 11, 1994), Executive Order Section 1-101.
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5.5.2 Impacts and Mitigation Measures

B Significance Criteria under CEQA

Environmental Justice is not analyzed under CEQA.

B Context and Intensity Evaluation Guidelines under NEPA

This analysis considers criteria encompassing the factors taken into account under NEPA to
determine the significance of an action in terms of context and intensity of its effects. Given that EO
12898 applies only to federal actions, the analysis in this section is presented for purposes of analysis
under NEPA only, and this analysis is not applicable under CEQA. For environmental justice issues,
the analysis considers whether the Proposed Project or alternatives would:

m  Result in substantial environmental impacts that disproportionately affect low-income
and/or minority populations.

B Approach to Analysis

According to EO 12898, an environmental justice impact analysis should identify whether a
proposed federal action would result in disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income
populations. “Disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and low-income populations”
for this impact analysis means that an adverse effect is predominately borne by a minority or low-
income population and that the effect that will be suffered by the minority or low-income
population is appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect on the rest of
the population. As discussed in Section 4.5, Environmental Justice, the Project site and immediate
vicinity contain minority and low-income populations. The impacts of the Proposed Project and
alternatives are evaluated with respect to construction- and operation-phase impacts on these

populations.

M Impact Evaluation

Proposed Project

Impact EJ-1 Socioeconomic Effects
CEQA: This topic is not covered under CEQA.

NEPA: The Proposed Project would not result in a substantial
socioeconomic impact that disproportionately affects low-income and
minority populations. (Construction: Less than Significant; Operations:
Beneficial)
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Construction

Redevelopment would occur in three non-overlapping phases from approximately 2015 to 2025 over
approximately 10 years or longer to minimize disruption to existing residents. Each phase would
include demolition of existing facilities, followed by grading and construction of replacement
housing in the same area. Construction activities result in impacts on air quality and noise and in
increased risks of exposure to hazardous materials. As such, these activities could affect low-income
and minority populations. These issues are discussed in Sections 5.9, Air Quality; 5.8, Noise; and 5.18,
Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

Phase 1 would consist of the vicinity south of 25% Street in the Terrace portion of the Project site.
Phase 2 consists of the area between 23 Street and 25t Street, which is the remaining portion of the
Terrace site not included in Phase 1. Phase 3 consists of development of the entire Annex site. Figure
2-5 shows the Project construction phasing. Phase 1 would last approximately 26 months, with
streets closed for approximately 8 months, and Phases 2 and 3 would each last 48 months, with
streets closed for approximately 12 months during each phase.

During construction, current residents would be moved to available (vacant) residences on the
Project site as each phase is constructed, or, at their option, they would be given housing vouchers
by the Housing Authority for relocation elsewhere during the construction period. The duration of
temporary relocation will typically exceed 12-months but the exact duration is unknown. The new
dwellings would be occupied as each phase is completed. Existing residents in good standing who
had moved off-site during construction would be given the first opportunity to return.

Every resident residing in a public housing dwelling unit and in good standing (lease compliant) at
the start of their relocation phase and during their relocation phase would have the right to return to
the Project site. Returning residents would be provided a preference for occupancy prior to other
eligible households. This preference would be retained even if the resident has received permanent
relocation benefits.

Based on the construction scenario implemented and the original location of the existing residents,
there are many variations of on-site relocation that could occur. For this analysis, it was assumed
that while Phase 1 is being constructed, the on-site residents would be relocated to the Phase 2 or
Phase 3 sites; while Phase 2 is being constructed, residents would be relocated to the Phase 1 or
Phase 3 sites; and while Phase 3 is constructed, residents would be relocated to the Phase 1 or Phase
2 sites. On-site relocations would be staged to minimize the extent of on-site moving that is

necessary during construction.

During construction, the following types of activities would be expected: abatement and demolition,
site preparation and earthwork/grading, new infrastructure construction, and building construction.
Some activities could occur simultaneously. Construction activities emit fugitive dust, criteria air
pollutants, and toxic air contaminants (TACs), most notably diesel particulate matter (PM2.5). The
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air quality analysis evaluates construction and operational emissions to determine the health effect
from emissions of criteria pollutant to sensitive receptors. However, as discussed in Section 5.9, Air
Quality, the implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4 would reduce cumulative cancer risk
and cumulative PM2.5 concentrations to below 100 per million and 10 pg/m?® respectively. Thus, the
Proposed Project would not create a new air pollutant exposure zone with implementation of the

mitigation measures.

Construction activities would require on-road and off-road construction vehicles that would
generate criteria pollutant emissions that could worsen air quality. However, the implementation of
Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a and M-AQ-2b would reduce the construction emissions and total
Project emissions. Even with the implementation of the mitigation measures designed to reduce
exhaust emissions from construction vehicles, Project NOx emissions would exceed the daily and
annual thresholds. Therefore, the construction of the Proposed Project would have a significant

impact on air quality.

As discussed in Section 5.8, Noise, the noise generated during the construction phase would exceed
the San Francisco Police Code Section 2907 and 2908 noise thresholds. However, implementation of
the proposed mitigation measures would reduce noise levels, in this case, to below the 80 dBA
threshold. Mitigation Measures M-NO-1a and M-NO-1b would likely reduce noise levels by more
than 3 dBA, which is the amount that the threshold is exceeded by for the most conservative
scenario. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measures M-NO-la and M-NO-1b, and
compliance with the Noise Ordinance would limit construction activities to daytime hours and
reduce construction noise at on-site and off-site receptors. The effects of the construction of the
Proposed Project related to noise are less than significant with mitigation.

As discussed in Section 5.18, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, construction of the Proposed Project
would involve substantial use of heavy equipment containing fuels and other hazardous products,
along with extensive amounts of concrete products, construction materials, and architectural finish
substances. Accidental release of hazardous materials during construction activities could result in
release of hazardous materials into the air and/or could potentially affect soil and/or groundwater
quality. This could result in adverse health effects on construction workers, the public, and the
environment. However, the project applicant’s contractors would be required to comply with
mandatory workplace hazardous materials regulations (Cal/OSHA) and to implement a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), as described in Impact HY-1 in Sections 4.17 and 5.17, Hydrology
and Water Quality. Compliance with mandatory hazardous materials regulations and SWPPP
requirements would ensure that potential releases related to hazardous materials are less than
significant.

Section 5.18 also discusses the potential significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials
such as lead-based paint (LBP) in buildings and structures, lead in soil, asbestos-containing
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materials (ACM), asbestos in soil, naturally occurring asbestos (NOA), and sitting of HUD-funded
projects near hazardous operations. The analysis in that section demonstrates how adherence to the
San Francisco Building Code (Building Code) and the implementation of Mitigation Measures M-HZ-
2.1 through M-HZ-2.4, would reduce the potential effects due to the disturbance of asbestos, if any,
in soil to a less-than-significant level.

As discussed above, the Project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to NOx
emissions during construction. Refer to Section 5.9, Air Quality. The exceedance of the established
NOx threshold is often identified as a significant impact for projects with prolonged construction
projects throughout the city. NOx emissions affect both on-site receptors and off-site residents
within a certain proximity of the construction site regardless of income levels. For these reasons, the
construction impacts from air quality, noise and hazards, and hazardous materials, described above,
would not disproportionately affect low-income and minority populations. Environmental justice
impacts would be less than significant.

Operation

The existing affordable housing units are substantially deteriorated. As discussed in Chapter 2, Project
Alternatives and Project Description, the Project site infrastructure is also deficient. Redevelopment of the
Project site would include replacing these units, which would result in improving housing conditions for
a minority and low-income population. The Proposed Project would provide replacement of the existing
public housing units and the addition of 15,000 square feet (sf) of retail/flex space, 35,000 sf of
community uses, and 3.62 acres of public open space which do not currently exist. The Proposed Project
would improve access to the surrounding community through physical integration resulting from the
realignment of the roadway network, socioeconomic integration through provision of integrated house
at all income levels, and potential job opportunities through the development of additional multi-family
housing, and new retail and community center spaces. Overall, development of the Proposed Project
would have a beneficial effect on minority and low-income populations.

At buildout, the low-income and minority populations would reside in housing units built to up-to-
date standards; have improved access to public transportation and bicycle networks; and have
potential job opportunities at the proposed retail or flex space. In addition, through the expanded
community facilities such as a computer lab, the residents have additional opportunities to improve
technical skills. Therefore under NEPA, operation of the Proposed Project would have a beneficial
impact on minority and low-income populations.
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Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

Impact EJ-1 Socioeconomic Effects
CEQA: This topic is not covered under CEQA.

NEPA: The Proposed Project would result in a beneficial socioeconomic
impact that affects low-income and minority populations. (Construction:
Less than Significant; Operation: Beneficial)

Alternative 1 would have similar impact on low-income community and minority populations as
the Proposed Project. Refer to the Proposed Project Impact EJ-1 in the impact analysis discussion of
how effects of the Reduced Development Alternative could affect low-income and minority
populations. Similar to the Proposed Action, effects are considered less than significant.

During operation, benefits such as increased open space, improved street connections, transit
amenities, and community facilities would be provided under this alternative. Alternative 1 would
accommodate on-site relocation of existing residents where possible. As discussed above, because
the construction and operation phases overlap, impacts from noise, air quality and hazardous
materials are similar to the operation impacts of the Proposed Project. Refer to Impact EJ-1 under the
Proposed Project. Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would have a beneficial effect on
environmental justice populations under NEPA.

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

Impact EJ-1 Socioeconomic Effects
CEQA: This topic is not covered under CEQA.

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative would result in a beneficial
socioeconomic impact that affects low-income and minority populations.
(Construction: Less than Significant; Operation: Beneficial)

During construction, Alternative 2 would have similar impacts on low-income community and
minority populations to those under the Proposed Project, although somewhat reduced due to the
shortened construction timeline. However, as discussed in Impact EJ-1, impacts from noise and
vibration, air quality, and potential hazard from hazardous materials on low income and minority
populations would be less than significant with mitigation.

During operation, Alternative 2 would not provide the same open space, community center, retail
space and/or level of amenities, since it would simply replace the existing housing one for one on
the same building footprint and would not improve the street grid, transit connections, or include
additional open space and recreational opportunities. As discussed in Section 5.8, Noise, Alternative
2 would not result in an increase in noise and vibration. Because Alternative 2 would involve the

reconstruction of the existing conditions, it would not result in new air quality operational emissions
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and it would not involve new uses involving use of hazardous materials. However, since housing
conditions would be improved, Alternative2 would have an overall beneficial effect on
environmental justice populations under NEPA.

Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

Impact EJ-1 Socioeconomic Effects
CEQA: This topic is not covered under CEQA.
NEPA: The No Project Alternative would result in an adverse socioeconomic

impact that affects low-income and minority populations. (Significant and
Unavoidable)

Under Alternative 3, existing conditions at the Project site would remain unchanged. The 620
affordable housing units would not be replaced, and no other improvements would be
implemented. As such, there would be no construction-related impacts on residents at the Project
site and surrounding neighborhood. However, it is anticipated that the existing housing on the
Project site would continue to deteriorate, presenting potential safety and health issues. As the
Project site contains low-income and minority populations, this is considered a significant and
unavoidable effect with respect to environmental justice issues under NEPA.

Cumulative Impacts

The context for considering cumulative environmental justice impacts includes the projects
identified in Section 5.1, Introduction. These cumulative projects are considered because they are
within the Project vicinity and have been approved, proposed, or are reasonably foreseeable.

Impact C-EJ-1 Cumulative Impacts to Socioeconomics
CEQA: This topic is not covered under CEQA.

NEPA: The Proposed Project would result in a beneficial cumulative
socioeconomic impact that affects low-income and minority populations.
(Beneficial)

As described in the Project-specific impact analysis above, significant environmental justice impacts
occur when a project results in disproportionate effects on low-income or minority communities.
With the exception of Alternative 3, it was determined that the Proposed Project (and Alternatives 1
and 2) would result in a beneficial effect on the environmental justice community identified within
the Project area. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project would not contribute to
significant or adverse cumulative environmental justice effects. Cumulative effects are beneficial
under NEPA.
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5.6 CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

5.6.1 Regulatory Framework

Please refer to Chapter 3, Plans and Policies, for a discussion of relevant plans and their respective
applications to the implementation of the Proposed Project and alternatives.

B Federal

National Historic Preservation Act

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended (PL 89-515), and its
implementing regulations require federal agencies to consider the effects of their actions on
properties listed on, or eligible for listing on, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). To be
eligible for the NRHP, a cultural resource must meet any one of the specific criteria identified in 36
CER Part 60, and explained in guidelines published by the Keeper of the National Register. These
criteria are as follows:

a. Association with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
our history

b. Association with the lives of persons significant to our past

c. Resources that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or
that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack
individual distinction

d. Resources that have yielded or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or
history

In addition to historic significance, a property must have integrity to be eligible for the NRHP. This
is the property’s ability to convey its demonstrated historic significance through location, design,
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. The significance of effects on cultural
resources depends upon the alteration of elements that make the resource NRHP-eligible.

Executive Order 11593

Executive Order 11593, Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment, required Federal
agencies to initiate measures so that actions would preserve sites, structures and objects of historical,
architectural and archaeological significance. Portions of the Executive Order were codified as part
of the 1980 amendments to the NHPA. The City’s responsibilities to evaluate cultural resources and
to consult with applicable resource agencies under the 2007 Programmatic Agreement (PA) are
consistent with Executive Order 11593.
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Programmatic Agreement

The 2007 PA by and among the City and County of San Francisco, the California State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO), and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Regarding Historic
Properties Affected by Use of Revenue from the Department of Housing and Urban Development
Part 58 Programs is included in Appendix 4.6. The 2007 PA guides all Section 106 activities for
applicable City projects funded partially or in whole by HUD. It stipulates activities that are exempt
from Section 106 consultation with SHPO when conducted in accordance with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties and when approved by the San Francisco
Planning Department. The PA also includes procedures for unanticipated discovery of

archaeological resources during project implementation.

The City’s responsibilities under the PA include review of existing information on any property
within an undertaking’s APE as required by 36 CFR 800.4, to determine if such properties may be
historic properties. At a minimum, the PA stipulates that the City shall:

m  Review the current listing of the NRHP.

m  Review lists of Historic Properties maintained by the City and SHPO, and the Northwest
Information Center (NWIC) of the California Historical Resources Information System
(CHRIS), Sonoma State University, California, or its successors and any other information
available in the City’s Planning Department records pertaining to any property within an
undertaking’s APE.

m Visit the site and evaluate in accordance with the Section 106 process.

m If the property is one to which Indian Tribes attach religious and cultural significance, those
Indian Tribes will be consulted by the City regarding the undertaking.

m  The City shall consult with the San Francisco Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board (now
Historic Preservation Commission) when necessary to determine the significance of a
resource.

B State

CEQA considers archaeological resources as an intrinsic part of the physical environment and, thus,
requires for any project subject to CEQA-review that its potential to adversely affect an
archaeological resource be analyzed (CEQA Section 21083.2). For a project that may have an adverse
effect on a significant archaeological resource, CEQA requires preparation of an environmental
impact report (CEQA and Guidelines Section 21083.2, Section 15065). CEQA recognizes two
different categories of significant archaeological resources: a “unique” archaeological resource
(CEQA Section 21083.2) and an archaeological resource that qualifies as a “historical resource”
under CEQA (CEQA and Guidelines Sections 21084.1, 15064.5).
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Significance of Archaeological Resources

An archaeological resource can be significant as both or either a “unique” archaeological resource
and a “historical resource” but the process by which the resource is identified, under CEQA, as
either one or the other is distinct (CEQA and Guidelines Sections 21083.2(g) and 15064.5(a)(2)).

An archaeological resource is a “historical resource” under CEQA if the resource is:

1) Listed on or determined eligible for listing on the California Register of Historic Resources
(CRHR) (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5). This includes National Register-listed or
-eligible archaeological properties

2) Listed in a “local register of historical resources”!

3) Listed in a “historical resource survey” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(2))

Generally, an archaeological resource is determined to be a “historical resource” due to its eligibility
for listing to the CRHR/NRHP because of the potential scientific value of the resource, that is, “has
yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history” (CEQA and
Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(3)). An archaeological resource may be CRHR-eligible under other
Evaluation Criteria, such as Criterion 1, association with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of history; Criterion 2, association with the lives of historically
important persons; or Criterion 3, association with the distinctive characteristics of a type, period,
region, or method of construction. Appropriate treatment for archaeological properties that are
CRHR-eligible under Criteria other than Criterion 4 may be different than that for a resource that is

significant exclusively for its scientific value.

Failure of an archaeological resource to be listed in any of these historical inventories is not
sufficient to conclude that the archaeological resource is not a “historical resource”. When the lead
agency believes there may be grounds for a determination that an archaeological resource is a
“historical resource”, then the lead agency should evaluate the resource for eligibility for listing to
the CRHR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(4)).

A "unique” archaeological resource is a category of archaeological resources created by the CEQA
statutes (CEQA Guidelines Section 21083.2(g)). An archaeological resource is a wunique
archaeological resource if it meets any of one of three criteria:

1) Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that
there is a demonstrable public interest in that information;

2) Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available
example of its type;

3) Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event
or person.

1 A “local register of historical resources” is a list of historical or archaeological properties officially adopted by
ordinance or resolution by a local government (Public Resources Code 5020.1(k).
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Under CEQA, evaluation of an archaeological resource as a “historical resource” is privileged over
the evaluation of the resource as a “unique archaeological resource”, in that, CEQA requires that
“when a project will impact an archaeological site, a lead agency shall first determine whether the
site is a historical resource” (CEQA Section 15064.5(c)(1).

Evaluation of an Archaeological Resource as Scientifically Significant

The California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) published two guidelines for CEQA preparers
to evaluate archeological site’s sufficient scientific value to be CHR-eligible. The two guidelines are:
Archaeological Resource Management Reports (1989) and the Guidelines for Archaeological Research
Designs (1991). The guidelines serve as the methodological standard by which the archeological
resources should be evaluated to determine the CRHR-eligibility of the archeological resource.

Integrity of Archaeological Resource

Integrity is an essential criterion in determining that a resource, including an archaeological
resource, is a historical resource. In terms of CEQA “integrity” can, in part, be expressed in the
requirement that a historical resource must retain “the physical characteristics that convey its
historical significance” (CEQA § 15064.5 (b)).

The integrity of an archeological resource evaluated for CRHR-eligibility is conceptually different
than how it is applied to the built environment. For an archaeological resource that is evaluated for
CRHR-eligibility under Evaluation Criterion 4, integrity is defined as “has yielded or may be likely
to yield information important to prehistory or history”. For a historic building, possessing integrity
means that the building retains the defining physical characteristics from the period of significance
of the building. In archaeology, an archaeological deposit or feature may have undergone
substantial physical change from the time of its deposition but it may yet have sufficient integrity to
qualify as a historical resource. The integrity test for an archaeological resource is whether the
resource can yield sufficient data (in type, quantity, quality, diagnosticity) to address significant
research questions. Thus, in archaeology “integrity” is often closely associated with the
development of a research design that identifies the types of physical characteristics (“data needs”)
that must be present in the archaeological resource and its physical context to adequately address
research questions appropriate to the archaeological resource.

Significant Adverse Effect on an Archaeological Resource

The determination of whether an effect on an archaeological resource is significant depends on the
effect of the project on those characteristics of the archaeological resource that make the
archaeological resource significant. For an archaeological resource that is a historical resource
because of its prehistoric or historical information value, that is, its scientific data, a significant effect

is impairment of the potential information value of the resource.
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The depositional context of an archaeological resource, especially soils stratigraphy can be
informationally important to the resource in terms of datation and reconstructing the characteristics
of the resource present at the time of deposition and interpreting the impacts of later deposition
events on the resource. Thus, for an archaeological resource eligible to the CRHR under Criterion 4,
a significant adverse effect to its significance may not be limited to impacts on the artifactual
material but may include effects on the soils matrix in which the artifactual matrix is situated.

Mitigation of Adverse Effect on an Archaeological Resource

Preservation in place is the preferred treatment of an archaeological resource (CEQA and Guidelines
Sections 21083.2(b), 15126.4 (b)(3)(a)). When preservation in place of an archaeological resource is
not feasible, data recovery, in accord with a data recovery plan prepared and adopted by the lead
agency prior to any soils disturbance, is the appropriate mitigation (CEQA Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C)).
In addition to data recovery, under CEQA, the mitigation of effects to an archaeological resource
that is significant for its scientific value, requires curation of the recovered scientifically significant
data in an appropriate curation facility (CEQA Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C), that is a curation facility
compliant with the Guidelines for the Curation of Archaeological Collections (California Office of Historic
Preservation. 1993). Final studies reporting the interpretation, results, and analysis of data recovered
from the archaeological site are to be deposited in the California Historical Resources Regional
Information Center (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C).

Effects on Human Remains

Under state law, human remains and associated burial items may be significant resources in two
ways: they may be significant to descendant communities for patrimonial, cultural, lineage, and
religious reasons and human remains may also be important to the scientific community, such as
prehistorians, epidemiologists, and physical anthropologists. The specific stake of some descendant
groups in ancestral burials is a matter of law for some groups, such as Native Americans (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5(d), Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5097.98). In other cases, the
concerns of the associated descendent group regarding appropriate treatment and disposition of
discovered human burials may become known only through outreach. Beliefs concerning
appropriate treatment, study, and disposition of human remains and associated burial items may be
inconsistent and even conflicting between descendent and scientific communities. CEQA and other
state regulations concerning Native American human remains provide the following procedural
requirements to assist in avoiding potential adverse effects to human remains within the contexts of
their value to both descendants’ communities and the scientific community:

m  When an initial study identifies the existence or probable likelihood that a project would
impact Native American human remains, the lead agency is to contact and work with the
appropriate Native American representatives identified through the Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC) to develop an agreement for the treatment and disposal of
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the human remains and any associated burial items (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(d),
PRC Section 5097.98)

m If human remains are accidentally discovered, the county coroner must be contacted. If the
county coroner determines that the human remains are Native American, the coroner must
contact the NAHC within 24 hours. The NAHC must identify the most likely descendant
(MLD) to provide for the opportunity to make recommendations for the treatment and
disposal of the human remains and associated burial items. If the MLD fails to make
recommendations within 24 hours of notification or the project applicant rejects the
recommendations of the MLD, the Native American human remains and associated burial
items must be reburied in a location not subject to future disturbance within the project site
(PRC Section 5097.98).

m If potentially affected human remains/burial may have scientific significance, whether or not
having significance to Native Americans or other descendent communities, then under
CEQA, the appropriate mitigation of effect may require the recovery of the scientific
information of the remains/burial through identification, evaluation, data recovery, analysis,
and interpretation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(c)(2)).

Consultation with Descendant Communities

Although not a requirement derived from CEQA, the cosmopolitan nature and history of San
Francisco necessitates cultural management sensitivity to archaeological remains associated with
local indigenous, ethnic, overseas, and religious communities. On discovery of an archaeological
site? associated with descendant Native Americans, the Overseas Chinese or, as appropriate any
other community, the ERO should seek consultation with an appropriate representative® of the
descendant group with respect to appropriate archaeological treatment of the site, of recovered data
from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative treatment of the associated archaeological site.
Documentary products resulting from archaeological research of the descendant community
associated with the site should be made available to the community.

M Local

City and County of San Francisco Planning Department CEQA Review Procedures
for Historical Resource

San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16 provides guidance for the CEQA review process
regarding historical resources.

As a certified local government and the lead agency in CEQA determinations, the City and County
of San Francisco has instituted guidelines and a system for initiating CEQA review of historical
resources. The Planning Department’s “CEQA Review Procedures for Historical Resources”

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

3 The term “archaeological site” is intended here to minimally include any archaeological deposit, feature, burial, or
evidence of burial.
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incorporates the CEQA Guidelines into the City’s existing regulatory framework. To facilitate the
review process, the Planning Department has established the categories to determine the baseline
significance of historic properties based on their inclusion within cultural resource surveys and/or
historic districts. These categories include Category A.1 (Resources listed on or formally determined
to be eligible for the CRHR), Category A.2 (Adopted local registers, and properties that have been
determined to appear or may become eligible, for the CRHR), Category B (Properties requiring
further consultation and review), Category C (Properties determined not to be historical resources or
properties for which the City has no information indicating that the property is a Historical
Resource).

5.6.2 Impacts and Mitigation Measures

B Significance Criteria under CEQA

For this analysis, significance criteria are based on the checklist presented in Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines and regulatory standards of federal, state, and local agencies. The Proposed
Project and alternatives would result in a significant impact related to cultural resources if it would:

m Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
Section 15064.5 [of the State CEQA Guidelines], including those resources listed in Article 10
or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code;

m Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to Section 15064.5;

m Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature; or

m  Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries

B Context and Intensity Evaluation Guidelines under NEPA

Section 106 of the NHPA requires that a federal agency with direct or indirect jurisdiction over a
proposed federal or federally assisted undertaking, or issuing licenses or permits, must consider the
effect of the proposed undertaking on historic properties. A historic property may include a
prehistoric or historic-era district, site, building, structure, or object listed in, or eligible for listing in,
the NRHP maintained by the U.S. Secretary of the Interior.

A significant impact would occur if a proposed project results in an adverse change to a historic
property that is listed in or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. The specific Criteria of Effect and
Adverse Effect, as defined in 36 CFR 800.9, used to evaluate an undertaking’s effect on a historic
property, are as follows:

m  An undertaking has an effect on a historic property when it may alter the characteristics of
the property that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP. For the purpose of
determining effect, alteration to features of the property’s location, setting, or use may be
relevant depending on a property’s significant characteristics and should be considered.
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m  An undertaking is considered to have an adverse effect when the effect on a historic property
may diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, or association. Adverse effects on historic properties include, but are
not limited to:

(1) Physical destruction, damage, or alteration of all or part of the property;

(2) Isolation of the property from or alteration of the character of the property’s setting when
that character contributes to the property’s qualification for the NRHP;

(3) Introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that are out of character with the
property or alter its setting;

(4) Neglect of a property resulting in its deterioration or destruction; and

(5) Transfer, lease, or sale of the property.

The analysis below also considers whether the undertaking would conflict with the 2007 PA.

B Approach to Analysis
Architectural/Structural Resources

The analysis of architectural resources provided in the Impact Evaluation below is in part based on
the Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRE) prepared by CIRCA: Historic Property
Development on March 31, 2009.# In addition, the analysis of historic resources is based on
information provided in the Planning Department’s Historic Resource Evaluation Response
(HRER).> Because the Potrero Terrace and Potrero Annex properties have been previously
evaluated, the existing evaluation reports, original drawings, and related documentation were
reviewed. A site visit was then conducted in September 2008, during which CIRCA staff
photographed buildings, assessed existing exterior building conditions, and surveyed the
architectural integrity of each property. In addition, CIRCA conducted primary and secondary
source research at the San Francisco History Room, San Francisco Public Library, the San Francisco
Planning Department, and other repositories to further develop the historic context of the APE and
determine levels of significance and integrity for each property. Finally, an assessment of the historic
significance of the landscape design originally developed by Thomas Church was conducted by
Carey and Company, Inc., in 2011.

For purposes of compliance with Section 106 and in accordance with the PA, all properties within
the APE are evaluated to determine eligibility for listing on the NRHP or the CRHR. As a result of
this evaluation, 15 properties were identified as potentially eligible based on age (greater than
50 years old). The Planning Department determined that two properties within the APE are eligible

¢ CIRCA: Historic Property Development, Historical Resources Evaluation Report (March 31, 2009). This report is
available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No.
2010.0515E.

5 San Francisco Planning Department. 2011. Historic Resource Evaluation Response. 1095 Connecticut Street
(Potrero Terrace/Annex). Case No. 2010.0515E. This report is available for review in Appendix 4.6.

Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan 5.6-8 Case No. 2010.0515E
Final EIR/EIS ’ SCH No. 2010112029



CHAPTER 5 Environmental Consequences
June 2016 SECTION 5.6 Cultural and Paleontological Resources

for listing on the NRHP. These properties include the single-family residence at 1033 Texas Street
(on the basis of distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction) and Starr
King Elementary School at 1106-1120 Wisconsin Street (on the basis of association with events that
have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of history and distinctive characteristics
of a type, period, or method of construction). These findings were forwarded to the SHPO, who
concurred with the findings by letter dated October 11, 2012.

Archaeological Resources

In order to evaluate the potential for occurrence of sensitive archaeological resources within the
APE, the San Francisco Planning Department archaeologist conducted a Preliminary Archaeological
Review (PAR) on August 16, 2010°. The results of the PAR indicated that the Proposed Project could
potentially adversely affect archaeological resources, and recommended a Phase 2 Archaeological
Review. For these reasons, the following research and field methods were employed: a records
search of the NWIC of the CHRIS, the City of San Francisco Planning Department GIS database,
Native American consultation, archival and background research, and a site visit to the Proposed
Project. On October 24, 2011, the CHRIS responded to the City’s request and recommended that a
qualified archaeologist conduct further archival and field study to identify cultural resources. On
February 11, 2014, the City requested the SHPO’s comments on the recommendation from CHRIS.
To date, no response has been received from SHPO. As such, it is assumed that SHPO concurs with
the CHRIS recommendations. The City will pursue a Memorandum of Understanding with the State
Historic Preservation Officer in accordance with the 2007 PA.

The significance of most prehistoric and historic-period archaeological sites is usually assessed
under NRHP and CRHR Criterion D/4, respectively. This criterion stresses the importance of the
information potential contained within the site, rather than its significance as a surviving example of
a type or its association with an important person or event.

Paleontological Resources

The paleontological analysis identifies the potential to encounter paleontological resources (i.e.,
plant, animal, or invertebrate fossils or microfossils) during excavations associated with the project.
The paleontological potential of the units to be disturbed was determined, and the potential to
encounter paleontological resources at each site was evaluated. A potentially significant impact on
paleontological resources would occur if: (1) construction of the project component would move or
excavate previously undisturbed geologic bedrock (native rock); and (2) the bedrock to be disturbed
has a high paleontological potential.

¢ San Francisco Planning Department. 2010. Preliminary Archeological Review (August 16, 2010). This report is
available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No.
2010.0515E.
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Human Remains

Human remains, including those buried outside of formal cemeteries, are protected under several state
laws, including PRC Section 5097.98 and Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5. These laws are
identified above under State Regulations. This analysis considers impacts including intentional

disturbance, mutilation, or removal of interred human remains.

B Impact Evaluation

Proposed Project

Impact CP-1 Effects on Historical Resources

CEQA: The Proposed Project would not cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5, including
those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco
Planning Code. (No Impact)

NEPA: The Proposed Project would not have an adverse effect on an
historic-era district, site, building, structure, or object listed in, or eligible for
listing in, the NRHP maintained by the U.S. Secretary of the Interior. (No
Impact)

As described in the HRER, the Potrero housing complex is not a historic resource for the purposes of
CEQA because it does not appear to be eligible for inclusion in the CRHR as an individual historic

resource or as a contributor to a historic district.”
Potrero Terrace

Although the HRER found Potrero Terrace to be individually significant under Criterion 1 (Events)
and Criterion 3 (Architecture) and possibly significant under Criterion 2 (Persons), Potrero Terrace
does not appear to retain integrity due to cumulative physical changes to the property that have
adversely affected design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. As described in
Section 4.6, Cultural Resources, Potrero Terrace is not eligible for listing on the CRHR based on lack of
integrity. In addition, a review of Article 10 and Article 11 of the San Francisco Municipal Code
indicated that the Potrero Terrace development is not included in the City’s list of designated
landmarks, historic districts, or important C-3 districts.?°

7 San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, 1095 Connecticut Street (Potrero
Terrace/Annex) Case No. 2010.0515E (July 15, 2011). (See Appendix 4.6)

8 San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 9, San Francisco Landmarks,
http://sfplanning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=5081 (accessed June 16, 2012).

9 San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 10, Historic and Conservation Districts in San Francisco,
http://sfplanning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=5083 (accessed June 16, 2012).
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Potrero Annex

As described in the HRER, Potrero Annex appeared to be potentially significant under CRHR
Criterion 2 (Persons), but it does not appear to retain integrity due to cumulative physical changes to
the property that have adversely affected design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.
Thus, it is not eligible for listing in the CRHR. In addition, a review of Article 10 and Article 11 of the
San Francisco Municipal Code indicated that the Potrero Annex development is not included in the
City’s list of designated landmarks, historic districts, or important C-3 districts.!%

Therefore, under CEQA, the Proposed Project would have no impact on historic architectural
resources because it would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in Section 15064.5.

Under NEPA, the Proposed Project would have no impact because it would not cause a substantial
adverse effect on an historic-era item listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP.

Impact CP-2 Effects on Archaeological Resources

CEQA: The Proposed Project could cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

NEPA: The Proposed Project could have an adverse effect on a prehistoric-
era district, site, building, structure, or object listed in, or eligible for listing
in, the NRHP maintained by the U.S. Secretary of the Interior (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

The PAR completed by the San Francisco Planning Department archaeologist identified one area of
sensitivity for prehistoric archaeological resources. There are prehistoric sites documented within
San Francisco; however, they are situated in low-lying areas along the coast or adjacent to tidal
marshlands and estuaries. Several documented prehistoric midden sites lie within or along the
southern part of the former Islais Creek estuary (CA-SFR-15, CA-SFR-171, the Alemany-Bayshore
Site, and P-38-004765). The SFR-171 deposit has been dated to approximately 370 years B.P. An 1858
survey indicates that a sizable Native American shellmound was located near the head of the marsh
extending across much of the Islais Creek estuary near where Precita Creek entered. The topography
of the APE, located on the steeply sloping hillside of Potrero Hill, differs from the low-lying area
where prehistoric sites have previously been documented. However, a poorly documented
prehistoric site has been reported on the hillside of Bernal Heights in an environment similar to the
southern portion of APE. For this reason, there is the possibility of a prehistoric deposit in this area
of the APE.

10 San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 9, San Francisco Landmarks,
http://stplanning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=5081 (accessed June 16, 2012).

11 San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 10, Historic and Conservation Districts in San Francisco,
http://sfplanning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=5083 (accessed June 16, 2012).
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The PAR identified one potential historical archaeological resource, a nineteenth century farm
improvement within the APE. The NWIC results indicated at least 15 structures were present on the
1915 United Stated Geological San Francisco topographic quadrangle map. In the 1940s and 1950s,
earth cutting and fill activities required for the construction of Potrero Terrace and Annex within the
APE boundaries mostly likely removed historical archaeological deposits in the area. The
geotechnical report indicated 1 to 8 feet of artificial fill had been placed on the site during the
previous construction activities. Serpentine bedrock underlies the fill.'> Based upon the findings of
the geotechnical studies, and the disturbed nature of the APE soils due to previous development, the
APE is considered to have a low sensitivity for historical archaeological resources.

As identified in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives and Project Description, construction of the Proposed
Project would require substantial ground-disturbing activities that could have a significant impact
on undocumented archaeological resources and expected archaeologically sensitive areas. Per the
PA Stipulation XI, the City requested that the NWIC of the CHRIS at Sonoma State University,
Rohnert Park, conduct a records search of the APE. On October 24, 2011, the CHRIS responded to
the City’s request and recommended that a qualified archaeologist conduct further archival and
field study to identify cultural resources. On February 11, 2014, the City requested the SHPO's
comments on recommendations from CHRIS. To date, no response has been received from SHPO.
As such, it is assumed that SHPO concurs with the CHRIS recommendations. The City will pursue a
Memorandum of Understanding with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation in accordance
with the 2007 PA. The following mitigation measures are consistent with the CHRIS
recommendations.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the Proposed
Project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c). Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b only applies to the undisclosed area
documented by the Planning Department as sensitive with regard to archaeological resources.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-2a and M-CP-2b would reduce potential impacts to
undocumented archaeological resources and sensitive areas.

Under CEQA, the impact of the Proposed Project on archaeological resources pursuant to Section
15064 would be less than significant with mitigation.

Under NEPA, the impact of the Proposed Project on archaeological resources would be less than
significant with mitigation because it would not cause a substantial adverse effect on a prehistoric-
era district, site, building, structure or object listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a — Archaeological Resource Discovery. The project applicant
shall retain the services of an archaeological consultant from the pool of qualified

12 MEA Preliminary Archaeological Review Checklist, Potrero Terrace & Annex, Case No: 2010.0515E (March 30,
2011).
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archaeological consultants maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist. The
archaeological consultant shall undertake an archaeological testing program as specified
herein. In addition, the consultant shall be available to conduct an archaeological monitoring
and/or data recovery program if required pursuant to this measure. The archaeological
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.
Archaeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by this measure could
suspend construction of the Proposed 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-significant level
potential effects on a significant archaeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.5(a)(c).

Consultation with Descendant Communities. On discovery of an archaeological site'® associated
with descendant Native Americans or the Overseas Chinese an appropriate representative!s
of the descendant group and the ERO shall be contacted. The representative of the
descendant group shall be given the opportunity to monitor archaeological field
investigations of the site and to consult with ERO regarding appropriate archaeological
treatment of the site, of recovered data from the site, and, if applicable, any interpretative
treatment of the associated archaeological site. A copy of the Final Archaeological Resources
Report shall be provided to the representative of the descendant group.

Archaeological Testing Program. The archaeological consultant shall prepare and submit to the
ERO for review and approval an archaeological testing plan (ATP). The archaeological
testing program shall be conducted in accordance with the approved ATP. The ATP shall
identify the property types of the expected archaeological 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 archaeological testing program will
be to determine to the extent possible the presence or absence of archaeological resources
and to identify and to evaluate whether any archaeological resource encountered on the site
constitutes a historical resource under CEQA.

At the completion of the archaeological testing program, the archaeological consultant shall
submit a written report of the findings to the ERO. If based on the archaeological testing
program the archaeological consultant finds that significant archaeological resources may be
present, the ERO in consultation with the archaeological consultant shall determine if

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

4 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.
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additional measures are warranted. Additional measures that may be undertaken include
additional archaeological testing, archaeological monitoring, and/or an archaeological data
recovery program. If the ERO determines that a significant archaeological resource is present
and that the resource could be adversely affected by the Proposed Project, at the discretion of
the project applicant either:

m  The Proposed Project shall be redesigned so as to avoid any adverse effect on the
significant archaeological resource; or

m A data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines that the
archaeological resource is of greater interpretive than research significance and that
interpretive use of the resource is feasible.

Archaeological Data Recovery Program. The archaeological data recovery program shall be
conducted in accord with an archaeological data recovery plan (ADRP). The archaeological
consultant, project applicant, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP
prior to preparation of a draft ADRP. The archaeological 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 archaeological 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 archaeological resources if nondestructive methods are practical.

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements:

m  Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures,
and operations.

m  Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and
artifact analysis procedures.

m  Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post-field
discard and deaccession policies.

m [nterpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive program
during the course of the archaeological data recovery program.

m  Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the archaeological
resource from vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally damaging activities.

m  Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of results.

m  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.
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Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human
remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils
disturbing activity shall comply with applicable State and Federal laws. This shall include
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 NAHC who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant
(MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The archaeological consultant, project applicant, and
MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of, with
appropriate dignity, human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the
appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, custodianship, curation, and final
disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects.

Final Archaeological Resources Report. The archaeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final
Archaeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance
of any discovered archaeological resource and describes the archaeological and historical
research methods employed in the archaeological testing/monitoring/data recovery
program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archaeological 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 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 NRHP/CRHR. 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.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b - Archaeological Monitoring Program. If the ERO in
consultation with the archaeological consultant determines that an archaeological
monitoring program (AMP) shall be implemented, the AMP shall minimally include the
following provisions:

m  The archaeological consultant, project applicant, 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 archaeological consultant
shall determine what Project activities shall be archaeologically 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 archaeological
monitoring because of the risk these activities pose to potential archaeological
resources and to their depositional context;

m  The archaeological 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
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of the expected resource(s), and of the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent
discovery of an archaeological resource;

m  The archaeological monitor(s) shall be present on the Project site according to a
schedule agreed upon by the archaeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO
has, in consultation with Project archaeological consultant, determined that Project
construction activities could have no effects on significant archaeological deposits;

m  The archaeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples and
artifactual/ecofactual material as warranted for analysis;

m If an intact archaeological deposit is encountered, all soils-disturbing activities in the
vicinity of the deposit shall cease. The archaeological monitor shall be empowered to
temporarily redirect demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction activities and
equipment until the deposit is evaluated. If in the case of pile driving activity
(foundation, shoring, etc.), the archaeological monitor has cause to believe that the
pile driving activity may affect an archaeological resource, the pile driving activity
shall be terminated until an appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made in
consultation with the ERO. The archaeological consultant shall immediately notify
the ERO of the encountered archaeological deposit. The archaeological consultant
shall make a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the

encountered archaeological deposit, and present the findings of this assessment to the
ERO.

Whether or not significant archaeological resources are encountered, the archaeological
consultant shall submit a written report of the findings of the monitoring program to the
ERO.

Impact CP-3 Effects on Paleontological Resources

CEQA: The Proposed Project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

NEPA: The Proposed Project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

As described in Sections 4.16 and 5.16, Geology and Soils, the rock unit underlying the Project site is
serpentine. This rock is the metamorphosed remains (altered by heat and pressure) of magnesium-
rich igneous rocks (crystallized from molten rock) in the Earth’s mantle (a thick layer of nearly
molten rock just below Earth’s crust). Such rock is not paleontologically sensitive because the heat
and pressure within Earth’s mantle is more than sufficient to destroy any fossil remains that might
have been in the original rock. The soils that overlie the serpentine bedrock are thin and were
formed by the weathering of the bedrock. Some alluvium is present in the lower areas of the site;
however, the material in the alluvium is formed from the weathering and decomposition products
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of the underlying bedrock. Fossils would not, therefore, be found in the rock or the soils on the
Project site. In the unlikely event that paleontological resources are discovered in the area during
construction activities, potential significant impact on paleontological resources could occur.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-3a would reduce impacts of the Proposed Project to
paleontological resources to less than significant with mitigation under CEQA and NEPA because
it would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-3a - Discovery of Paleontological Resources. The project
applicant shall retain the services of a qualified paleontological consultant having expertise
in California paleontology to design and implement a monitoring and mitigation program.
The program shall include a description of when and where construction monitoring would
be required; emergency discovery procedures; sampling and data recovery procedures;
procedures for the preparation, identification, analysis, and curation of fossil specimens and
data recovered; preconstruction coordination procedures; and procedures for reporting the
results of the monitoring program. If potential paleontological resources (fossilized
invertebrate, vertebrate, plant, or micro-fossil) are encountered during excavation, work
shall cease within 25 feet of the feature, the ERO shall be notified, and the paleontologist
shall identify and evaluate the significance of the potential resource, documenting the
findings in an advisory memorandum to the ERO. If it is determined that avoidance of effect
to a significant paleontological resource is not feasible, the paleontologist shall prepare an
excavation plan that may include curation of the paleontological resource in a permanent
retrieval paleontological research collections facility such as the University of California
Museum of Paleontology or California Academy of Sciences. The San Francisco
Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive two copies of a
final paleontological excavation and recovery report.

The paleontologist’'s work shall be conducted in accordance with this measure and at the
direction of the ERO. Plans and reports prepared by the paleontologist 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. Paleontological monitoring and/or data
recovery programs required by this measure could suspend construction for a maximum of
four weeks. At the direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction could be extended
beyond four weeks only if such a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less-
than-significant level potential effects on a significant paleontological resource as previously
defined.

Serpentine bedrock forms the core of most of the hills in San Francisco and therefore is not
considered a unique geologic feature of the Project site. Further, the APE for the Proposed Project is
highly developed and, therefore, any other unique geologic features would have been previously
disturbed. As such, impacts from the Proposed Project would be less than significant with
mitigation under CEQA and NEPA.
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Impact CP-4 Effects on Human Remains

CEQA: The Proposed Project could disturb human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

NEPA: The Proposed Project could have an adverse effect on historic-era or
prehistoric-era human remains eligible for listing in the NRHP maintained by
the U.S. Secretary of the Interior. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

The Project site has historically been used for residential housing and was previously disturbed as a
result of grading, earth contouring, and infrastructure construction undertaken in the 1940s and
1950s during construction of the original housing projects. Although unlikely, it is possible that the
Project area contains undocumented human remains the disturbance of which would constitute a
significant impact.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, described above, would reduce this significant
impact to less than significant with mitigation under CEQA because it would prevent the
accidental disturbance of human remains, including those interred outside formal cemeteries.

Under NEPA, the implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a would reduce this significant
impact to less than significant with mitigation because it would prevent the accidental disturbance
of human remains, and, as a result, the Proposed Project would not have an adverse effect on
human remains eligible for listing in the NRHP.

Impact CP-5 Effects on Consistency with Cultural Resources Management Plans
CEQA: This topic is not covered under CEQA.
NEPA: The Proposed Project would not be inconsistent with established

management plans and agreements for cultural resources, including the
2007 PA. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Archaeological Resources

As described in Section 4.6, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, in accordance with the PA, the APE
for archaeological resources was delineated to encompass all areas that would be subject to ground
disturbing construction activities. To assess the presence of archaeological resources within the APE
an NWIC records search was conducted. According to the NWIC records search the APE contains
no recorded archaeological resources. Further, according to the NWIC record search there is a low
potential for the presence of unidentified Native American resources in the APE. However, review
of historical literature and maps indicated a low possibility of identifying Native American
archaeological resources and a moderate to high possibility of identifying historic-period
archaeological resources in the APE. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a would ensure
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that construction of the Proposed Project would not adversely affect undocumented archaeological
resources that may exist at the Proposed Project site. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not
conflict with the requirements for evaluating potential archaeological impacts established in the PA
and impacts would be less than significant with mitigation under NEPA.

Historic Architectural Resources

As described under Methodology, above, the HRE for the Project site consolidated the findings of
previous reports to evaluate its eligibility for listing on the NRHP. According to the HRE, neither the
Potrero Terrace nor Potrero Annex is eligible for listing in the NRHP. Although the Potrero Terrace
development is over 50 years old, the property is not architecturally remarkable or associated with
significant people or events. Similarly, the Potrero Annex development is over 50 years old, but due
to physical alterations of the original development (buildings and landscaping), the HRE indicates
that the Potrero Annex does not retain the integrity necessary for listing in the NRHP. These
determinations of ineligibility were officially supported through concurrence letters issued by the
SHPO." The PA requires that in addition to the Project site, all buildings within the designated APE
be reviewed for NRHP-listing eligibility. As shown in Figure 4.6-2, the APE for the historic
architectural resources evaluation extends beyond the Project site boundaries. Review of properties
within the APE identified 12 properties over 50 years old and, therefore, potentially eligible for the
NRHP. As described above, the Planning Department determined that two properties in the APE
are eligible for listing on the NRHP. The Planning Department also determined that the Project itself
would not adversely affect these properties, regardless of their status. As noted, the SHPO
concurred with the findings of two properties eligible for inclusion in the NRHP as identified above.
Therefore, under NEPA there would no impact on architectural resources in accordance with the
City’s 2007 PA.

Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

Impact CP-1 Effects on Historical Resources

CEQA: The Reduced Development Alternative would not cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
Section 15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11
of the San Francisco Planning Code. (No Impact)

NEPA: The Reduced Development Alternative would not have an adverse
effect on an historic-era district, site, building, structure, or object listed in,
or eligible for listing in, the NRHP maintained by the U.S. Secretary of the
Interior. (No Impact)

The Reduced Development Alternative (Alternative 1) would result in demolition of the Potrero
Terrace and Annex buildings, similar to the Proposed Project. As described in the HRER, the Potrero

15 CIRCA: Historic Property Development, Historical Resources Evaluation Report (March 31, 2009). (See Appendix 4.6)
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housing complex is not a resource for the purposes of CEQA because it does not appear to be
eligible for inclusion in the CRHR as an individual historic resource or as a contributor to a historic
district.!®

Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would have no impact under CEQA because it would
not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
Section 15064.5.

Under NEPA, Alternative 1 would have no impact because it would not have an adverse effect on a
historic-era district, site, building, or object listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP.

Impact CP-2 Effects on Archaeological Resources

CEQA: The Reduced Development Alternative could cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to §15064. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

NEPA: The Reduced Development Alternative could have an adverse effect
on a prehistoric-era district, site, building, structure, or object listed in, or
eligible for listing in, the NRHP maintained by the U.S. Secretary of the
Interior (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Alternative 1 would result in the same extent of ground disturbance as the Proposed Project.
According to the PAR Checklist completed by the San Francisco Planning Department, the Project
site has low sensitivity for historical archaeological resources. However, according to the Planning
Department archaeologist, there is one area within the Project site that may be sensitive for
prehistoric archaeological deposits. Earth cutting activities required for the construction of the
existing development on the Project site including roadways, public utilities, and creation of
building pads could have resulted in damage or removal to archaeological deposits/features either
associated with prehistoric or latter 19th century occupation of the area. In addition, per the PA,
Stipulation XI, the City requested that IC at Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park conduct a
records search of the APE. On October 24, 2011, the IC responded to the City’s request, and
recommended that a qualified archaeologist conduct further archival and field study to identify
cultural resources. On February 11, 2014, the City requested the SHPO’s comments on IC’s
recommendation.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the Proposed
Project on accidentally discovered buried historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.5(a)(c). In addition, based on the reasonable potential that archaeological resources
may be present within the Project site, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b shall be undertaken to avoid
any significant adverse effect from Alternative 1 on buried or submerged historical resources.

16 San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, 1095 Connecticut Street (Potrero
Terrace/Annex) Case No. 2010.0515E (July 15, 2011). (See Appendix 4.6)
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Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b only applies to the undisclosed area documented by the Planning
Department as sensitive with regard to archaeological resources.

Under CEQA, the impact of Alternative 1 on archaeological resources pursuant to Section 15064
would be less than significant with mitigation.

Under NEPA, the impact of Alternative 1 on archaeological resources would be less than significant
with mitigation because it would not cause a substantial adverse effect on a prehistoric-era district,
site, building, structure or object listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP.

Impact CP-3 Effects on Paleontological Resources

CEQA: The Reduced Development Alternative could directly or indirectly
destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

NEPA: The Reduced Development Alternative could directly or indirectly
destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Alternative 1 would result in the same extent of ground disturbance as the Proposed Project. As
described in Section 4.16, Geology and Soils, the rock unit underlying the Project site is serpentine.
Fossils are not expected to be found in the rock or the soils on the Project site. In the unlikely event
that paleontological resources are discovered in the area during construction activities, potential
significant impact on paleontological resources could occur. Implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-CP-3a would reduce impacts of Alternative 1 on paleontological resources to less than significant
with mitigation under CEQA and NEPA.

Serpentine bedrock forms the core of most of the hills in San Francisco and therefore is not
considered a unique geologic feature of the Project site. Further, the APE for the Proposed Project is
highly developed and, therefore, any other unique geologic features would have been previously
disturbed. As such, impacts from Alternative 1 would be less than significant with mitigation
under CEQA and NEPA.
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Impact CP-4 Effects on Human Remains

CEQA: The Reduced Development Alternative could disturb human remains,
including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

NEPA: The Reduced Development Alternative could have an adverse effect
on historic-era or prehistoric-era human remains eligible for listing in the
NRHP maintained by the U.S. Secretary of the Interior. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

Similar to the Proposed Project, although unlikely, it is possible that the Project area contains
undocumented human remains the disturbance of which would constitute a significant impact.

However, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, the impact of Alternative 1
would be less than significant with mitigation under CEQA because it would prevent the
accidental disturbance of human remains, including those outside formal cemeteries.

Under NEPA, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, the impact of Alternative 1
would be less than significant with mitigation because it would prevent the accidental disturbance
of human remains, and, as a result, the Proposed Project would not have an adverse effect on
human remains eligible for listing in the NRHP.

Impact CP-5 Effects on Consistency with Cultural Resources Management Plans
CEQA: This topic is not covered under CEQA.

NEPA: The Reduced Development Alternative would not result in substantial
adverse change in the significance of historic architectural resources or
archaeological resources in accordance with the City’s Programmatic
Agreement. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Alternative 1 would affect the same footprint as the Proposed Project. According to the NWIC
records search, the APE contains no recorded archaeological resources. Further, according to the
NWIC record search results there is a low potential for the presence of unidentified Native
American resources in the APE. Review of historical literature and maps indicated a moderate to
high potential for the presence of unrecorded historic-period archaeological resources in the APE.
As noted, the SHPO concurred with the findings of two properties eligible for inclusion in the
NRHP as identified above. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a would ensure that
construction of Alternative 1 would not adversely affect undocumented archaeological resources
that may exist at the Project site. Therefore, under NEPA, the impact of Alternative 1 would be less
than significant with mitigation because it would not conflict with the requirements for evaluating
potential impacts on archaeological resources as established in the 2007 PA.
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The PA requires that in addition to the Project site, all buildings within the designated APE be
reviewed for NRHP-listing eligibility. As shown in Figure 4.6-2, the APE for the historic
architectural resources evaluation extends beyond the Project site boundaries. Review of properties
within the APE identified 12 properties over 50 years old and, therefore, potentially eligible for the
NRHP. As described above, the Planning Department determined that two properties in the APE
are eligible for listing on the NRHP. The Planning Department also determined that the Project itself
(which also applies to development of Alternative 1) would not adversely affect these properties,
regardless of their status. Therefore, under NEPA, Alternative 1 would result in no impact because
it would not conflict with the requirements for evaluating architectural resources as established
under the 2007 PA.

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

Impact CP-1 Effects on Historical Resources

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative would not cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
Section 15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11
of the San Francisco Planning Code. (No Impact)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative would not have an adverse
effect on an historic-era district, site, building, structure, or object listed in,
or eligible for listing in, the NRHP maintained by the U.S. Secretary of the
Interior. (No Impact)

The Housing Replacement Alternative (Alternative 2) would result in demolition of the Potrero
Terrace and Annex buildings, similar to the Proposed Project. As described in the HRER, the Potrero
housing complex is not a resource for the purposes of CEQA because it does not appear to be
eligible for inclusion in the CRHR as an individual historic resource or as a contributor to a historic

district.l”

Similar to the Proposed Project, under CEQA, Alternative 2 would have no impact on historic
architectural resources because it would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
a historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5.

Under NEPA, Alternative 2 would have no impact because it would not cause a substantial adverse
effect on an historic-era item listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP.

17 San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, 1095 Connecticut Street (Potrero
Terrace/Annex) Case No. 2010.0515E (July 15, 2011). (See Appendix 3.7)
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Impact CP-2 Effects on Archaeological Resources

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative could cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to Section 15064. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative could have an adverse effect
on a prehistoric-era district, site, building, structure, or object listed in, or
eligible for listing in, the NRHP maintained by the U.S. Secretary of the
Interior (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Alternative 2 would result in less ground disturbance than the Proposed Project, but the
archaeological APE would remain the same. According to the PAR Checklist completed by the San
Francisco Planning Department, the Project site has low sensitivity for historical archaeological
resources. However, according to the Planning Department, there is one known sensitive area on the
Project site. Earthcutting activities required for the construction of the existing development on the
Project site including roadways, public utilities, and creation of building pads could have resulted in
damage to or removal of archaeological deposits/features associated with either prehistoric or later
nineteenth-century occupation of the area. In addition, per the PA Stipulation XI, the City requested
that the CHRIS at Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park conduct a records search of the APE. On
October 24, 2011, the CHRIS responded to the City’s request and recommended that a qualified
archaeologist conduct further archival and field study to identify cultural resources. On February 11,
2014, the City requested the SHPO’s comments on CHRIS's recommendation.

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the Proposed
Project on accidentally discovered buried historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.5(a)(c). In addition, based on the potential that archaeological resources may be
present within the Project site, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b shall be undertaken to avoid any
significant adverse effect from Alternative 2 on buried or submerged historical resources. Mitigation
Measure M-CP-2b only applies to the undisclosed area documented by the Planning Department as
sensitive with regard to archaeological resources.

Under CEQA, the impact of Alternative 2 on archaeological resources pursuant to Section 15064
would be less than significant with mitigation.

Under NEPA, the impact of Alternative 2 on archaeological resources would be less than significant
with mitigation because it would not cause a substantial adverse effect on a prehistoric era district,
site, building, structure or object listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP.
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Impact CP-3 Effects on Paleontological Resources

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative could directly or indirectly
destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative could directly or indirectly
destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Alternative 2 would result in less ground disturbance than the Proposed Project, but the majority of
the site would still be affected. As described in Section 4.16, Geology and Soils, the rock unit
underlying the Project site is serpentine. Fossils are not expected to be found in the rock or the soils
on the Project site. In the unlikely event that paleontological resources are discovered in the area
during construction activities, potential significant impact on paleontological resources could occur.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-3a would reduce impacts of Alternative 2 to
paleontological resources to less than significant with mitigation under CEQA and NEPA because
it would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or a unique
geologic feature.

Serpentine bedrock forms the core of most of the hills in San Francisco and therefore is not
considered a unique geologic feature of the Project site. Further, the APE for Alternative 2 is highly
developed and, therefore, any other unique geologic features would have been previously
disturbed. As such, impacts from Alternative 2 would be less-than-significant with mitigation
under CEQA and NEPA.

Impact CP-4 Effects on Human Remains

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative could disturb human remains,
including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative could have an adverse effect
on historic-era or prehistoric-era human remains eligible for listing in the
NRHP maintained by the U.S. Secretary of the Interior. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

Similar to the Proposed Project, although unlikely, it is possible that the Project area contains

undocumented human remains the disturbance of which would constitute a significant impact.

However, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, the impact of Alternative 2
would be less than significant with mitigation because it would prevent the accidental disturbance
of human remains, including those interred outside formal cemeteries.
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Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, described above, would reduce this significant
impact to less than significant with mitigation under CEQA because it would prevent the
accidental disturbance of human remains, including those interred outside formal cemeteries.

Under NEPA, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, the impact of Alternative 2
would be less than significant with mitigation because it would prevent the accidental disturbance
of human remains, and, as a result, the Proposed Project would not have an adverse effect on
human remains eligible for listing in the NRHP.

Impact CP-5 Effects on Consistency with Cultural Resources Management Plans
CEQA: This topic is not covered under CEQA.

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative would not result in substantial
adverse change in the significance of historic architectural resources or
archaeological resources in accordance with the City’s Programmatic
Agreement. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Alternative 2 would affect the same footprint as existing conditions. Nevertheless, construction of
this alternative could potentially affect previously undiscovered archaeological resources.
According to the NWIC records search, the APE contains no recorded archaeological resources, and
there is a low potential for the presence of unidentified Native American resources in the APE.
However, review of historical literature and maps indicated a moderate to high potential for the
presence of unrecorded historic-period archaeological resources in the APE. As noted above, the
SHPO concurred with the findings of two properties eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a would ensure that construction of Alternative 2
would not adversely affect undocumented archaeological resources that may exist at the Project site.
Therefore, under NEPA, the impact of Alternative 2 would be less than significant with mitigation
because it would not conflict with the requirements for evaluating potential impacts on
archaeological resources as established in the City’s 2007 PA.

The PA requires that in addition to the Project site, all buildings within the designated APE be
reviewed for NRHP-listing eligibility. As shown in Figure 4.6-2, the APE for the historic
architectural resources evaluation extends beyond the Project site boundaries. Review of properties
within the APE identified 12 properties over 50 years old and, therefore, potentially eligible for the
NRHP. As described above, the Planning Department determined that two properties in the APE
are eligible for listing on the NRHP. The Planning Department also determined that the Proposed
Project and Alternative 2 would not adversely affect these properties, regardless of their status.
Therefore, under NEPA, Alternative 2 would result in no impact because it would not conflict with

the requirements for evaluating architectural resources as established under the PA.
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Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

Under the No Project Alternative, no construction or change in use at the Project site would take
place. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not affect historic architectural resources and
would not have the potential to disturb sensitive archaeological resources, paleontological
resources, unique geologic features, or human remains.

For the purposes of NEPA and CEQA, the No Project Alternative would result in no impact on
cultural resources.

Cumulative Impacts

The context for considering cumulative impacts of cultural resource impacts is the Eastern
Neighborhoods project area as discussed in Section 5.1, Introduction to the Analysis.

Impact C-CP-1 Cumulative Effects on Historic Architectural Resources

CEQA: The Proposed Project and its alternatives, in combination with other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not resulit
in a significant adverse cumulative impact related to historic architectural
resources. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project or its alternatives, in combination with other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result
in a significant adverse cumulative impact on historic architectural
resources. (No Impact)

The EN EIR identified a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact to historic resources that
could result from development under the EN Plan. This impact would primarily result from the
demolition of historic resources in the EN Plan area.

With the exception of the No Project Alternative, implementation of the Proposed Project or
alternatives would result in demolition of the existing residential buildings and associated facilities
on the Project site. However, as described above in Impact CP-1 and Impact CP-5, the Potrero
housing complex (Potrero Annex and Potrero Terrace) is not a historic resource for the purposes of
CEQA because it is not eligible for inclusion in the CRHR.

Furthermore, the Potrero housing complex is not a historic resource for the purposes of NEPA
because it was determined to be ineligible for listing in the NRHP. Therefore, when considered
individually, implementation of the Proposed Project and its alternatives would not adversely affect
a historic architectural resource.

Under CEQA, the Proposed Project and its alternatives would not contribute to the cumulative
historic architectural resource impacts associated with the projects listed in Section 5.1; accordingly,
the Proposed Project would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts.
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In the context of NEPA, the Proposed Project and its alternatives would result in no impact because
it would not contribute to cumulative impacts on historical architectural resources.

Under both CEQA and NEPA, the incremental contribution of Proposed Project and its alternatives
to these cumulative effects would not be cumulatively considerable.

Impact C-CP-2 Cumulative Effects on Archaeological Resources

CEQA: The Proposed Project and its alternatives, in combination with other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not resulit
in a significant cumulative impact related to archaeological resources. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)

NEPA: The Proposed Project and its alternatives, in combination with other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result
in a significant cumulative impact related to archaeological resources. (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)

The EN EIR determined that buildout could result in significant impacts on undiscovered
archeological resources and identified three mitigation measures that would reduce these potential
impacts to a less-than-significant level. The San Francisco Planning Department also has designed
standard procedures for the mitigation of both known archaeological resources and accidental
discoveries. Consequently, implementation of the cumulative projects would not contribute to a
significant adverse cumulative impact on archaeological resources.

Similarly, under both CEQA and NEPA, with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-2a and
M-CP-2b, the cumulative impact of the Proposed Project and its alternatives on archaeological
resources that are unique and nonrenewable members of finite classes would be less than
significant with mitigation, and the Proposed Project and its alternatives’” incremental contribution
to these cumulative effects would not be cumulatively considerable, as they would not contribute to
a loss of valuable resources.

Impact C-CP-3 Cumulative Effects on Paleontological Resources

CEQA: The Proposed Project and its alternatives, in combination with other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not resulit
in a significant cumulative impact related to paleontological resources.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

NEPA: The Proposed Project and its alternatives, in combination with other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result
in a significant cumulative impact related to paleontological resources.
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Several sections of the California State PRC protect paleontological resources. Section 5097.5 of the
PRC prohibits “knowing and willful” excavation, removal, destruction, injury, and defacement of
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any paleontological feature on public lands (lands under state, county, city, district, or public
authority jurisdiction, or the jurisdiction of a public corporation), except where the agency with
jurisdiction has granted permission. Through compliance with the PRC, overall cumulative impacts
are considered less than significant. As described in Impact CP-3, above, the Proposed Project would
not result in an adverse impact on paleontological resources. Further, adherence to Mitigation
Measure M-CP-3a would ensure that in the event that paleontological resources are discovered
during construction of the Proposed Project, all necessary steps would be taken to limit impacts on
such resources. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not make a significant cumulative
contribution to potential impacts on paleontological resources. The Proposed Project and its
alternatives and all of the cumulative projects listed in Section 5.1 have been or would be required to
adhere to State laws concerning the protection and appropriate treatment of paleontological
resources. As such, under CEQA and NEPA, the contribution of the Proposed Project and its
alternatives to cumulative effects on paleontological resources would be less than significant with
mitigation. The Proposed Project and its alternatives’” incremental contribution to these cumulative

effects would not be cumulatively considerable.

Impact C-CP-4 Cumulative Effects on Human Remains

CEQA: The Proposed Project and its alternatives, in combination with other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not resulit
in a significant cumulative impact related to human remains. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

NEPA: The Proposed Project and its alternatives, in combination with other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result
in a significant cumulative impact related to human remains. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

Similar to archaeological resources, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 requires that development
projects with the potential to affect human remains implement procedures to ensure the appropriate
treatment of such remains. By implementing such procedures, the above listed cumulative projects
would not contribute to a significant adverse cumulative impact on human remains.

Under CEQA, with implementation of M-CP-2a, the cumulative impact of the Proposed Project and
its alternatives on human remains would be less than significant with mitigation. The incremental
contribution of the Proposed Project and its alternatives to impacts on human remains would not be
cumulatively considerable, as it would not contribute to a loss of significant resources.

In the context of NEPA, with the implementation of M-CP-2a, the Proposed Project and its
alternatives’ cumulative impact on human remains would be less than significant with mitigation.
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5.7 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
5.71 Regulatory Framework

M State
California Department of Transportation

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is the responsible agency for management
of transportation infrastructure and transportation improvements in California. Caltrans manages
the state highway system, and works with federal and local transportation agencies to coordinate
funding highway and transit improvements.

Senate Bill 743 and Public Resources Code 21099

On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743, which became effective on
January 1, 2014. Among other provisions, SB 743 added Section 21099 to the Public Resources Code
and eliminated the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects under CEQA. The
Proposed Project meets the definition of a mixed-use residential project on an infill site located
within a transit priority area as specified by Section 21099. Accordingly, from a CEQA perspective,
parking is discussed for informational purposes. Regardless, since the Proposed Project and the
Project alternatives are subject to NEPA, parking impacts are considered in this analysis.

M Local
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA)

The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) is the transportation agency of the
City and County of San Francisco. The SFMTA is responsible for management and operation of
transit systems, including the Municipal Railway (Muni) rail system and all bus and related transit
lines. The SFMTA also establishes service standards for these systems and is responsible for the
operations and maintenance budgets for all transit and related roadway operations. In addition, the
SFMTA assists other City and County agencies, as well as Caltrans, with transit forecasting and

planning needs.
San Francisco Planning Department

The San Francisco Planning Department has established criteria for intersection and freeway

segment and ramps operational LOS in its document Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for
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Environmental Review' (referred to herein as “SF Guidelines”). Those criteria are identified in
“Significance Criteria” below.

San Francisco Planning Code Requirements and Standards

Parking. For most zoning districts that were established prior to 2005, including the RM-2 District,
the San Francisco Planning Code (Section 151) (Planning Code) requires one parking space for each
dwelling unit, excluding affordable housing or senior housing units, and one parking space for
every 500 square feet (sf) of occupied floor area for retail spaces ranging between 5,000 and 20,000 sf
in area. A community/day care center must provide one space of off-street parking for every 25
accommodated children, and music/dance/arts/gymnasium facilities must provide one space for
every 2,000 sf of occupied floor area in excess of 7,500 sf. Planning Code Section 155(i) and requires
one handicap-accessible parking space for every 25 off-street parking spaces and Section 166(d)
requires two car-share parking spaces for the first 200 dwelling units of a residential development
and an additional car-share parking space for every subsequent 200 dwelling units. It should be
noted that for most zoning districts established in 2005 and after, including zoning districts that
were part of the Eastern Neighborhoods, parking requirements were eliminated and replaced with
parking caps.

Driveway Standards. All driveways leading to parking garages must be designed in accordance
with Planning Code Sections 145.1 and 155, standards applicable to Residential Mixed (RM) zoning
districts, and the Planning Department’s Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts.

Bicycle Facilities. Planning Code (Section 155.2) requires one Class 1 bicycle parking space for every
dwelling unit. For buildings containing more than 100 dwelling units, 100 Class 1 spaces plus one
Class 1 space for every four dwelling units over 100, excluding senior citizen dwelling units (see
Table 155.2.11). For dwelling units dedicated to senior citizens or persons with physical disabilities,
and/or residential care facilities, one Class I space is required for every 10 units or beds, whichever is
applicable (see Table 155.2.13).

Planning Code Section 155.2 requires retail uses including; grocery stores, personal services,
restaurants, limited restaurants, and bars to provide one Class 1 space for every 7,500 square feet of
occupied floor area (see Table 155.2.15 and 155.2.16). For retail sales facilities, including; grocery
stores, personal services, restaurants, limited restaurants, and bars where the occupied floor area is
between 25,000 and 50,000 sf in size, one shower and six clothes lockers are required (Planning Code
Section 155.4(c)).Where such uses exceed 50,000 sf, two showers and twelve lockers are required
(Planning Code Section 155.4(c)).

1 City and County of San Francisco, Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review (October
2002).
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For other uses such as offices, medical clinics, and community centers, Planning Code Section 155.4(c)
requires one shower and six lockers for areas between 10,000 and 20,000 sf; two showers and 12
lockers for areas between 20,000 and 50,000 sf; and four showers and 24 lockers for areas greater
than 50,000 sf.

The residential development portion of the project would be exempt from the shower and locker
facilities requirement.

Freight and Loading Facilities. Planning Code Section 152 requires one off-street freight loading
space for retail stores ranging from 10,001 to 60,000 sf in size.

Residential buildings and other facilities (under which the proposed Community Center would be
categorized) are expected to provide loading spaces if they exceed 100,000 sf in gross floor area (i.e.,
one space from 100,001 to 200,000 sf, two spaces from 200,001 sf to 500,000 sf, etc.).

5.7.2 Travel Demand Analysis

Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and other trips that would be generated
by the Proposed Project and the project alternatives. This analysis details an estimate of the trips that
would be generated by the Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative (referred to,
interchangeably, as Alternative 1), while accounting for trip credits due to the removal of the
existing housing units from the Project site. In addition, the Proposed Project’s parking demand,
number of delivery/service vehicle trips, and loading space demand are also evaluated. As
mentioned above, the Proposed Project consists of 1,600 affordable and market rate housing units,
100 senior housing units, 15,000 sf of neighborhood retail shops, and a 35,000-square foot
Community Center. The Reduced Development Alternative would consist of approximately 1,200
affordable and market rate housing units, 80 senior housing units, 15,000 sf of neighborhood retail
shops, and a 25,000 square foot Community Center. The Housing Replacement Alternative
(Alternative 2) would only reconstruct the existing land uses available at the Project site and would
not result in any net new trips; therefore, travel demand estimation for this alternative is not
discussed.

The travel demand, parking demand, and loading demand estimates are based on information
contained in the 2002 SF Guidelines; Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation
Manual, 8" Edition; ITE Parking Generation Manual, 4* Edition; and square footage and housing unit
information provided by the project applicant. Appendix 4.7A includes the travel demand
calculations and the parking and loading demand calculations for the Proposed Project and the
Reduced Development Alternative.

Trip Generation. The person-trip generation for the Proposed Project and the Reduced
Development Alternative includes trips made by residents, visitors, and employees, and is based
upon daily and PM peak hour trip generation rates obtained from SF Guidelines and the ITE Trip
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Generation Manual. Based on SF Guidelines, residential trip generation rates were determined to be
7.5 daily person trips per unit for one-bedroom or studio residences, 10 daily person trips per unit
for two-bedroom or more housing units, 5 daily person trips per unit for senior housing residences,
and 150 daily person trips per 1,000 sf of retail development. Pursuant to the SF Guidelines,
residential trip generation rates were assumed to be the same for both market rate and affordable
housing units. For the proposed Community Center, because a similar land use is not available in
the SF Guidelines, trip generation rates of 1.45 PM peak hour person trips per 1,000 sf and 22.8 daily
person trips per 1,000 sf were obtained from the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 8" Edition, Land Use
#495. Parks proposed within the Project site would not generate new trips because they would
mainly serve as open space for surrounding land uses. The Proposed Project is primarily a
residential development, with small portions of retail and community center developments, which
would result in negligible internal trips. Therefore, to be conservative, no internal trip capture was
assumed as part of this analysis.

The existing Project site does not have specific driveways for vehicles to access each block; therefore,
traffic counts to estimate the trip credits for the existing housing units were not collected. Instead,
trip credits for the existing housing units were estimated using the trip generation rates provided in
SF Guidelines. To estimate trip credits of existing housing units, all housing units are assumed to be
at full occupancy.?

The weekday daily and PM peak hour trip generation rates used for the Proposed Project and
Reduced Development Alternative are shown in Table 5.7-1. The weekday person-trip generation of
the Proposed Project and The Reduced Development Alternative are shown in Table 5.7-2. The
Proposed Project would generate approximately 12,243 net person-trips (inbound and outbound) on
a weekday daily basis and 1,787 net person-trips during the PM peak hour (from 4:00 p.m. to
6:00 p.m.). The Reduced Development Alternative would generate approximately 8,290 net person-
trips (inbound and outbound) on a weekday daily basis and 1,139 net person-trips during the PM
peak hour (from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.).

2 According to the Project Sponsor, about five (5) percent of the existing housing units (about 30 units) might be
vacant, which would result in additional trips of about 53 person trips and 28 vehicle trips during the PM peak
hour. Of these additional trips, a maximum of 14 vehicle trips are anticipated to be distributed to major study
intersections (Cesar Chavez Street/Connecticut Street, 25% Street/Connecticut Street, 25t Street/Dakota
Street/Texas Street, and Cesar Chavez Street/US 101 Off-Ramp) and a maximum of 5 trips to other study
intersections. These additional trips not included in the LOS analysis are not expected to impact LOS values of the
study intersections. Note: subsequent to the publication of the Transportation Impact Analysis, estimates of
vacancy rates are closer to 15 percent.
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Table 5.7-1 Weekday Daily and PM Peak Hour Trip Generation Rates—Proposed
Project and Reduced Development Alternative
. PM Peak Hour . .
Land Use PM Peak Hour Trip Rate Percent of Daily Rate Daily Trip Rate

Residential — 1 Bedroom/Studio2 1.30 person-trips per unit 17.3 7.5 person-trips per unit
Residential - 2 Bedrooms or more? 1.73 person-trips per unit 17.3 10.0 person-trips per unit
Residential — Senior Housing2 0.30 person-trips per unit 6.0 5.0 person-trips per unit
General Retail2 13.5 person-trips per 1,000 sf 9.0 150 person-trips per 1,000 sf
Community Center® 1.45 person-trips per 1,000 sfc — 22.8 person-trips per 1,000 sfc

SOURCE: CDM Smith, Potrero HOPE Transportation Study, Final Report (October 11, 2012).
a. Source: SF Guidelines (October 2002).
b. Source: ITE, Trip Generation Manual, 8 Edition.

c. Since the Community Center would primarily serve the Potrero HOPE, development, these values are assumed to be person-trip rates to
develop a reasonable number of vehicle trips accessing the Community Center. This approach is consistent with the Sunnydale-Velasco
Housing Development Traffic Study.

Table 5.7-2 Weekday Person-Trip Generation—Proposed Project and Reduced
Development Alternative
Proposed Project Reduced Development Alternative
Land Use Size Person-Trips Size Person-Trips
Daily | PM Peak Hour Daily PM Peak Hour
Proposed Development
Residential
1 Bedroom/Studio 496 units 3,720 644 346 units 2,595 449
2+ Bedroom 1,104 units 11,060 1,913 854 units 8,540 1,477
Senior Housing 100 units 500 30 80 units 400 24
Retail 15,000 sf 2,250 203 15,000 sf 2,250 203
Community Center 35,000 sf 801 51 25,000 sf 572 36
Total - 18,311 2,837 - 14,357 2,189
Trip Credits for Existing Development
Residential
1 Bedroom/Studio -53 units -398 -69 -53 units -398 -69
2+ Bedroom -567 units -5,670 -981 -567 units -5,670 -981
Net New Trips — 12,243 1,787 — 8,290 1,139

SOURCE: CDM Smith, Potrero HOPE Transportation Study, Final Report (October 11, 2012).

Mode Split. The project-generated net person-trips were assigned to travel modes in order to
determine the number of auto, transit, walk, and other trips; other trips include trips made by
bicycle, motorcycle, and additional modes. Mode split information for the Proposed Project and
Reduced Development Alternative was obtained from the SF Guidelines for work and non-work
related trips to and from Superdistrict 3 and 2000 U.S. Census data for residential land uses (Census
Tract 227.03). For the proposed Community Center, mode split of non-work related trips was
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developed using the updated trip distribution, which in-turn was developed assuming that all
visitor trips would be from within San Francisco. According to the SF Guidelines, 19 percent of the
visitor trips to a community center would be from outside of San Francisco. The Community Center
proposed as part of this redevelopment project is anticipated to primarily serve the neighborhood
and is not expected to generate any visitor trips to/from outside of San Francisco. Therefore, instead
of using the SF Guidelines to identify distribution of visitor trips to/from the Community Center,
visitor trips were distributed based on the assumption that all trips would originate/terminate
within San Francisco, with the majority originating/terminating within Superdistrict 3, where the
Project site is located. As such, it is assumed that 85 percent of visitor trips to the Community Center

would be from/to Superdistrict 3 and five percent of trips from/to each of the remaining

superdistricts. The mode split percentages used for the analysis are shown in Table 5.7-3.

Table 5.7-3 Mode Split of Project-Related Trips
Mode Residential General Retail Community Center
Work Non-Work Work Non-Work Work Non-Work®

Auto 59.7% 59.7% 71.1% 64.1% 71.1% 45.7%

Transit 20.2% 20.2% 20.2% 11.7% 20.2% 20.8%

Walk 4.9% 4.9% 5.8% 22.4% 5.8% 23.7%

Othera 15.3% 15.3% 2.9% 1.8% 2.9% 9.8%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

SOURCE: CDM Smith, Potrero HOPE Transportation Study, Final Report (October 11, 2012).
a. Other mode includes bicycles, motorcycles, taxis, and additional modes.

b. Mode split was not obtained from SF Guidelines, but developed based on the updated trip distribution assumed for community center’s
visitor trips.

These mode split percentages were applied to the trips generated by the Proposed Project and the
Reduced Development Alternative to identify trips by mode, while the average vehicle occupancy
rate calculated from the 2000 U.S. Census Data for residential land use and that was provided in the
SF Guidelines for other land uses was applied to determine the number of vehicle-trips generated by
the Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative.

The trips by mode for the net project-related trips during the weekday PM peak hour for the
Proposed Project are presented in Table 5.7-4. Approximately 60 percent (1,069 trips) of the person-
trips generated by the Proposed Project are assumed to be auto-based, 19 percent (344 trips) transit-
based, and 21 percent (373 trips) would occur by walk/other modes. In total, the Proposed Project
would result in 891 new vehicle trips during the weekday PM peak hour, of which 575 would be
inbound and 316 would be outbound.

For the Reduced Development Alternative, approximately 60 percent (685 trips) of the person-trips
are assumed to be auto-based, 19 percent (214 trips) would be transit-based, and the remaining
21 percent (241 trips) would occur by walk/other modes. In total, the Reduced Development
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Alternative would result in 553 new vehicle trips during the weekday PM peak hour, of which 351
would be inbound and 202 would be outbound.

For the AM peak hour analysis, it was assumed that the number of trips generated by the project
during the AM peak hour would remain the same as under the PM peak hour, but opposite in
direction. Therefore, during the AM peak hour, the Proposed Project is estimated to generate 891
trips (316 inbound and 575 outbound), the Reduced Development Alternative is estimated to
generate 553 (202 inbound and 351 outbound) new vehicle trips.

Table 5.7-4 Trip Generation by Mode—Weekday PM Peak Hour—Proposed Project

Land Use Auto | Transit IPers\/(\)lrjal-IIripj Other? | Total Vehicle Trips
Proposed Project
Residential 1,524 515 124 390 2,553 1,348
Retalil 130 24 44 4 203 70
Community Center 24 11 12 5 51 11
Trip Credits -626 -212 -51 -160 -1,050 -554
Total 1,069 344 130 243 1,787 891
Reduced Development Alternative
Residential 1,149 389 94 294 1,926 1,017
Retalil 130 24 44 4 203 70
Community Center 17 8 8 3 36 8
Trip Credits -626 -212 -51 -160 -1,050 -554
Total 685 214 96 145 1,139 553

SOURCE: CDM Smith, Potrero HOPE Transportation Study, Final Report (October 11, 2012).
a. Other mode includes bicycles, motorcycles, taxis, and additional modes.

Trip Distribution/Assignment. Similar to mode split estimation, trip distribution for the Proposed
Project and Alternative 1 was based on the information obtained from the SF Guidelines for work
and visitor trips to retail land uses located in Superdistrict 3, in addition to 1990 U.S. Census data for
residential land uses (Census Tract 227). Trip distribution is based on the origin/destination of a
specific trip, and is separated into the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4),
East Bay, North Bay, South Bay, and outside the region. As mentioned earlier, trip distribution of
community center’s visitor trips was not obtained from the SF Guidelines, but was developed
assuming that those trips would be to/from within San Francisco, i.e., 85 percent of visitor trips to
the Community Center would be from/to Superdistrict 3 and five percent of trips from each of the
remaining superdistricts. Trip distribution patterns for the project-generated traffic are shown in
Table 5.7-5.
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As indicated in Table 5.7-5, the highest percentage of the trips generated by the Proposed Project
and the Reduced Development Alternative would come to and from areas within San Francisco.
These distribution patterns were used as the basis for assigning project-related vehicle-trips to
nearby local streets in the study area, and transit-trips to local and regional transit operators. The
trip distribution for project-related inbound and outbound trips during the PM peak hour is shown
in Figure 5.7-1 and Figure 5.7-2. Project trip distribution would be the same for the Proposed Project
and the Reduced Development Alternative.

Table 5.7-5 Trip Distribution Patterns

Place of Trip Origin Residenti.al. General Rejta_lil Community C_e_nter
Work Visitor Work Visitor Work Visitor®
San Francisco
Superdistrict 1 474% | 47.4% 8.3% 6% 8.3% 5%
Superdistrict 2 105% | 10.5% | 10.6% 9% 10.6% 5%
Superdistrict 3 105% | 10.5% | 23.9% 61% 23.9% 85%
Superdistrict 4 10.5% | 10.5% 7.9% 5% 7.9% 5%
East Bay 7.8% 7.8% 14.3% 3% 14.3% 0%
North Bay 1.7% 1.7% 5.6% 2% 5.6% 0%
South Bay 10.9% | 10.9% | 26.9% 9% 26.9% 0%
Out of Region 0.7% 0.7% 2.5% 5% 2.5% 0%
Total | 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

SOURCE: CDM Smith, Potrero HOPE Transportation Study, Final Report (October 11, 2012).
a. Distribution pattern was not obtained from SF Guidelines.

For the AM peak hour analysis, it was assumed that the project trip distribution during the AM
peak hour would remain the same as under the PM peak hour, but opposite in direction, i.e., the AM
peak hour’s inbound trip distribution would be the same as the PM peak hour’s outbound trip
distribution and the AM peak hour’s outbound trip distribution would be the same as the PM peak
hour’s inbound trip distribution.

The distribution of project-related PM peak hour trips to study intersections is summarized in Table
5.7-6.

Loading

The Proposed Project would generate approximately 67 delivery/service vehicle-trips per day,
which would result in a demand of three loading spaces during the average hour and four spaces
during the peak hour of loading demand. By comparison, the Reduced Development Alternative
would generate a total of approximately 41 loading trips, and have a demand for two loading spaces
during both the average and peak hours. The majority of anticipated loading trips would be
associated with residential land uses spread throughout the Project site.
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Table 5.7-6 Project Trip Distribution to Study Intersections—PM Peak Hour
Distribution of
# Study Intersection Traffic Control Project-Related Trips
Inbound Trips | Outbound Trips

Signalized

1 | Cesar Chavez St/Connecticut St Signal 47% 25%

2 | Cesar Chavez St/Pennsylvania Ave/NB 1-280 Off-Ramp Signal 13% 3%

11 | Potrero Ave/231 St Signal 11% 11%
Unsignalized

3 | Pennsylvania Ave/SB I-280 Off-Ramp AWSC 27% 0%

25" St/Indiana St/NB |-280 On-Ramp AWSC 2% 28%

5 | 25" St/Connecticut St AWSC 38% 43%

6 | 25" St/Dakota St/Texas St TWSC 43% 57%

7 231 St/Dakota St OowsC 8% 27%

8 | 234 St/Wisconsin St AWSC 6% 6%

9 | 20" St/Arkansas St AWSC 3% 4%

10 | 22 St/Missouri St owscC 5% 5%

12 | Cesar Chavez St/Vermont St TWSC 18% 14%

13 | Cesar Chavez St/US 101 Off-Ramp owycC 42% 24%

SOURCE: CDM Smith, Potrero HOPE Transportation Study, Final Report (October 11, 2012).
Signal = traffic signal; OWSC = one-way stop-controlled; TWSC = two-way stop-controlled; AWSC = all-way stop-controlled;
OWYC = one-way yield-controlled

Loading demand consists of the number of delivery and service vehicle-trips generated by the
project, plus the number of loading spaces that would be required to accommodate the demand. The
number of daily delivery/service vehicle trips is estimated based on the size of each land use and a
truck trip generation rate (specific to each land use). The number of loading spaces necessary to
accommodate this demand is based on the anticipated hours of operation, turnover of loading
spaces, and an hourly distribution of trips. The loading demand information and rates used in the
analysis were obtained from the SF Guidelines for the proposed retail land use. For the proposed
Community Center, the loading rate for an institutional use from SF Guidelines was used. The daily
delivery/service vehicle trips and loading space demand for the Proposed Project and Reduced
Development Alternative are shown in Table 5.7-7. Because land uses would not change under the
Housing Replacement Alternative, no new loading demand would occur. Table 5.7-7
Delivery/Service Vehicle Trips and Loading Space Demand presents the vehicle trips for the
Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative.

Case No. 2010.0515E 5.7-11 Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan
SCH No. 2010112029 ’ Final EIR/EIS



CHAPTER 5 Environmental Consequences
SECTION 5.7 Transportation and Circulation June 2016

Table 5.7-7 Delivery/Service Vehicle Trips and Loading Space Demand —Proposed
Project and Reduced Development Alternative
T R

Proposed Project

Residential 60.0 2.8 35

Retail 3.3 0.2 0.2

Community Center 35 0.2 0.2
Total 66.8 3.2 39

Reduced Development Alternative

Residential 34.9 1.6 2.0

Retail 3.3 0.2 0.2

Community Center 2.5 0.1 0.1
Total 40.7 19 2.3

SOURCE: CDM Smith, Potrero HOPE Transportation Study, Final Report (October 11, 2012).

The Proposed Project would generate approximately 67 delivery/service vehicle-trips per day,
which would result in a demand of three loading spaces during the average hour and four spaces
during the peak hour of loading demand. Comparatively, Reduced Development Alternative would
generate a total of approximately 41 loading trips and have a demand for two loading spaces during
both the average and peak hours. The majority of anticipated loading trips would occur due to the
location of residential land uses spread throughout the Project site.

Parking Demand

As noted above, the Proposed Project and alternatives are subject to SB 743 and Public Resources
Code Section 21099, which amended CEQA regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain
urban infill projects in transit priority areas. However, since the Proposed Project is also subject to
NEPA, parking impacts are considered in this analysis.

Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (residents, and retail and Community Center
employees), and short-term demand (typically retail and Community Center visitors and services).
The short- and long-term parking demands were calculated following the methodology
recommended by the SF Guidelines. Demand was calculated for the weekday evening period.

For residential land uses, the parking demand was derived by determining both the mix of one
bedroom/studio and two + bedroom housing units, along with the corresponding number of
expected affordable housing and market rate housing units within the project. The unit mixes are
discussed in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives and Project Description.

Long-term parking demand for retail facilities was determined by estimating the number of
anticipated employees and applying the percentage of people who drive as well as average vehicle
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occupancy from the trip generation calculations. Long-term parking demand for the Community
Center was estimated using the total daily work-related vehicle trips. The short-term parking for
both the retail and community center land uses was estimated based on the total daily visitor trips
and an average turnover rate from the SF Guidelines of 5.5 vehicles per space.

Although the retail uses and Community Center may not have their peak parking demand during
the weekday PM peak period, the overall project would have its peak parking demand during the
weekday PM peak period. This is because residential land uses, which are the major contributor of
this project’s parking demand, have their peak parking demand during the weekday PM peak
period. Therefore, the project-generated parking demand was determined for the weekday PM peak
period. Parking demand assumptions for the Proposed Project and Reduced Development
Alternative are shown in Table 5.7-8. The Housing Replacement Alternative would not result in any

new parking demand.

Table 5.7-8 Parking Demand—Weekday Evening Peak Period —Proposed Project and

Reduced Development Alternative

Land Use Short Term | 2l ?_eonr:;n 'Ifierm | Total
Proposed Project
Residential
Affordable 0 823 823
Market rate 0 806 806
Senior Housing 0 20 20
Retalil 67 25 92
Community Center 14 91 23
Total 81 1,683 1,764
Reduced Development Alternative
Residential
Affordable 0 675 675
Market rate 0 516 516
Senior Housing 0 16 16
Retail 67 25 92
Community Center 10 61 16
Total 7 1,238 1,315

SOURCE: CDM Smith, Potrero HOPE Transportation Study, Final Report (October 11, 2012).
a. Estimated from daily work-related vehicle trips.

As shown in Table 5.7-8, the Proposed Project would have a total parking demand for 1,764 spaces
during the evening peak period, with 81 spaces for short-term demand and 1,683 spaces for long-
term demand. The Reduced Development Alternative would have a total parking demand for 1,315
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spaces during the evening peak period, 77 spaces for short-term demand, and 1,238 spaces for long-
term demand.

Supplemental Analysis. The Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA, included as Appendix 4.7A) was
completed in October 2012. After the TIA was finalized several changes were made to the Project,
including:

* One of the planned residential blocks, Block Q, would be eliminated, resulting in 16 blocks
rather than 17;

* The distribution of residential units by block;
= Connecticut Street would terminate at 25t Street rather than 24 and % Street;

* Connecticut Street right-of-way between 25" and 24 and %2 Street would be designated as a
pedestrian connection and replaced by a series of open spaces, stairs, and park spaces;

* Intersection of Connecticut Street and 25% Street would be a three-legged all-way stop-
controlled intersection, rather than a four-legged all-way stop-controlled intersection;

* The 25" Street/Dakota Street/Texas Street intersection would be reconfigured and renamed
25t Street/Texas Street;

= The 23 Street/Dakota Street intersection would be renamed 231 Street/Missouri Street;
* Building heights would be reduced on Blocks A, B, K, and L;
* Building heights would be increased on Block O;

* “Accessible zones’ or zones with roadway grades less than 8.33 percent would be included
within the Project site along Texas, 24, and 23+ Streets; and

*= Up to 816 bicycle parking spaces would be provided, 366 more than originally included (of
these 709 would be Class I spaces, and 107 would be Class II spaces).

All other Project details; including, the type and location of land uses, the overall unit count and
mix, the location of the proposed internal blocks, new vehicle pedestrian connections, and other
planned circulation network modifications within the Project site would remain the same. Although
there is a slight change to the distribution of units across blocks, this change did not result in
changes to trip distribution through Project intersections. Further, conversion of the Connecticut
Street/25% Street intersection from four-legged to three-legged would redistribute traffic through the
intersection, but would not add any trips.

Reconfiguration of the 25"/Dakota/Texas Street intersection and the 23'4/Dakota Street intersection
would result in the following changes to local traffic circulation patterns:
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* Approximately 25 percent of traffic traveling along Pennsylvania Avenue is anticipated
to shift to Texas Street; and

* Approximately 25 percent of traffic traveling along Dakota Street is anticipated to shift to
Arkansas Street.

Given these proposed changes, a supplemental transportation analysis (included as
Appendix 4.7C) was conducted to verify that Project impacts would not significantly deviate
from impacts identified in the 2012 TIA for the Proposed Project. The supplemental
transportation analysis reviewed all of the potential changes to background conditions along
with the changes to the Proposed Project. No changes were made to the assumptions for
transit improvements, and/or bicycle network modifications. However, the cumulative
analysis was based on a horizon year of 2040, as opposed to 2030 in the 2012 TIA. The 2040
SF-CHAMP model run reflected in the supplemental analysis was based on ABAG
Projections 2012, as opposed to the 2030 model run which was based on ABAG Projections
2009. Due to the economic downturn (which is captured in the 2012 ABAG Projections but
not in the 2009 Projections) the future cumulative traffic volumes are lower in the 2040 model
runs than in the 2030 model runs.

However, even given the changes to Proposed Project and the use of the 2040 horizon year,
the impacts of the Proposed Project would still be substantially similar to the projected 2030
horizon year impacts. More specifically, as discussed further below, the TIA identified
significant unavoidable impacts to Study Intersections 2, 3, 4, 12, and 13 in the 2030
Cumulative Plus Project Condition. The supplemental analysis identified significant
unavoidable impacts to Study Intersections 2, 3, 12 and 13, but Study Intersection 4 would
operate at an acceptable level of service (LOS) D in the 2040 Cumulative Plus Project
Condition. In the line-by-line Muni analysis, the 2040 cumulative impacts were comparable
to the 2030 cumulative impacts, except that the 10 Townsend would continue to operate
below Muni’s 85 percent threshold in the 2040 cumulative analysis.

As with the cumulative 2030 analysis, the Proposed Project would also result in a significant
impact to the “All Other Lines Corridor’ of Muni’s Southeast Screenline under the 2040
cumulative analysis. The Proposed Project would not result in any significant impacts to any
of the regional transit operators under the 2030 or 2040 cumulative conditions. Therefore,
since the 2030 cumulative analysis identified more and greater transportation impacts, the
2030 cumulative analysis is more conservative, and the transportation impact findings were
made on the 2030 cumulative condition.
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5.7.3

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

M Significance Criteria under CEQA

For the purpose of this analysis, the following applicable thresholds were used to determine

whether implementing the Proposed Project and its alternatives would result in significant impacts

to transportation and circulation. The following are the significance criteria used by the San

Francisco Planning Department for the determination of impacts associated with a Proposed Project

and alternatives:

Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan

The operational impact on signalized intersections is considered significant when project-
related traffic causes the intersection level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to
LOSE or F, or from LOS E to LOS F. The operational impacts on unsignalized intersections
are considered potentially significant if project-related traffic causes the level of service at the
worst approach to deteriorate from LOSD or better to LOSE or F and Caltrans signal
warrants would be met, or would cause Caltrans signal warrants to be met when the worst
approach is already operating at LOS E or F. The project may result in significant adverse
impacts at intersections that operate at LOS E or F under existing conditions depending upon
the magnitude of the project’s contribution to the worsening of the average delay per vehicle.
In addition, the project would have a significant adverse impact if it would cause major
traffic hazards or contribute considerably to cumulative traffic increases that would cause
deterioration in levels of service to unacceptable levels.

The operational impacts on freeway mainline segments and freeway on-ramp merge and off-
ramp diverge operations are considered significant when project-related traffic causes the
level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOSE or LOSF, or from LOSE to
LOS F. In addition, a project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would
contribute substantially to freeway segment or ramp congestion operating at unacceptable
levels (LOS E or LOS F).

The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a substantial
increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity,
resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial increase in delays or
operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result.
With the Muni and regional transit screenlines analyses, the project would have a significant
effect on the transit provider if project-related transit trips would cause the capacity
utilization standard to be exceeded during the PM peak hour.

The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in
substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for
pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining
areas.

The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create potentially
hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle
accessibility to the site and adjoining areas.
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m A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a loading
demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be accommodated within
proposed on-site loading facilities or within convenient on-street loading zones, and created
potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or
pedestrians.

m The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in
inadequate emergency access.

m  Construction-related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their
temporary and limited duration.

B Context and Intensity Evaluation Guidelines under NEPA

For traffic and transportation, the analysis considers whether the Proposed Project or its alternatives
would:

m  Result in the deterioration in LOS at signalized and unsignalized intersections to a significant
extent:

0 For signalized intersections, result in the deterioration in the LOS from LOS D or
better to LOS E or F, or from LOS E to F

0 For unsignalized intersections, cause the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D
or better to LOS E or F and meet Caltrans signal warrants, or meet Caltrans signal
warrants when the worst approach is already at LOS E or F. For an unsignalized
intersection that operates at LOS E or F under existing conditions, substantially
worsen delays.

0 For freeway mainline segments and freeway on-ramp merge and off-ramp diverge
operations, result in the deterioration in the LOS from LOS D or better to LOS E or F
or from LOS E to F. For a freeway facility operating at LOS F under existing
conditions, contribute substantially (greater than five percent) to a freeway facility.

m  Substantially increase transit demand that could not be accommodated by transit capacity; or

m Create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or bicyclists, or otherwise
substantially interfere with pedestrian or bicyclist access.

B Approach to Analysis

A transportation impact study (TIS) for the Proposed Project, the Reduced Development
Alternative, and the Housing Replacement Alternative was prepared in accordance with a scope of
work approved by the City and County of San Francisco Planning Department.® Unless otherwise
noted, all data and conclusions presented herein are from the TIS. Detailed LOS calculation sheets,

3 CDM Smith, Potrero HOPE Transportation Study, prepared for City and County of San Francisco Planning
Department, Case No. 2010.0515E, Final Report (October 11, 2012).
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including Traffix outputs sheets for the proposed mitigation measures are provided in the TIS
(Appendix 4.7 in this Draft EIR/EIS).

This section describes assumptions and methodology for identifying traffic and transit operations
under Existing Plus Project Conditions. The term “Existing Plus Project” Conditions collectively
refers to the project impacts that would occur under the Proposed Project, Reduced Development
Alternative, or Housing Replacement Alternative. However, the results of the Existing Plus Project
analysis for each of these alternatives are described separately.

The following four scenarios are examined in detail in Appendix 4.7 for the Proposed Project and
Reduced Development Alternative:

m Existing Conditions

m Existing Plus Project Conditions

m 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions

m 2030 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions

The following 13 intersections in the vicinity of or within the Project site were analyzed during the
weekday PM peak hour (the highest hour between 4:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m.):

1. Cesar Chavez Street/Connecticut Street (signalized)

2. Cesar Chavez Street/Pennsylvania Avenue/Northbound Interstate 280 (I-280) Off-Ramp
(signalized)

Pennsylvania Avenue/Southbound I-280 Off-Ramp
25t Street/Indiana Street/Northbound I-280 On-Ramp
25t Street/Connecticut Street

25t Street/Dakota Street/Texas Street

23 Street/Dakota Street

23t Street/Wisconsin Street

o ® N g oW

20 Street/Arkansas Street

10. 22nd Street/Missouri Street

11. Potrero Avenue/23 Street (signalized)

12. Cesar Chavez Street/Vermont Street/U.S. Highway 101 (US 101) Northbound On-Ramp
13. Cesar Chavez Street/US 101 Off-Ramp

In addition, the following six freeway segments were evaluated during the weekday PM peak
period:

1. Northbound I-280 (south of Cesar Chavez Street Off-Ramp)
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Southbound I-280 (south of Pennsylvania Avenue On-Ramp)
Northbound I-280 (north of Indiana Street On-Ramp)

Northbound US 101 (north of Cesar Chavez Street On-Ramp)

2.
3
4. Southbound I-280 (north of Pennsylvania Avenue Off-Ramp)
5
6. Southbound US 101 (north of Cesar Chavez Street Off-Ramp)

The following four ramp junctions located in the vicinity of the Project site were examined during
the weekday PM peak period:

1. Northbound I-280/Cesar Chavez Street Off-Ramp
2. Southbound I-280/Pennsylvania Avenue Off-Ramp
3. Northbound I-280/Indiana Street On-Ramp

4. Southbound I-280/Pennsylvania Avenue On-Ramp

All circulation elements were evaluated during the weekday PM peak period. However, four of the
study freeway segments were also analyzed during the weekday AM peak period (the highest hour
between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m.):

Northbound I-280 (south of Cesar Chavez Street Off-Ramp)
Northbound 1I-280 (north of Indiana Street On-Ramp)
Northbound US 101 (north of Cesar Chavez Street On-Ramp)
Southbound US 101 (north of Cesar Chavez Street Off-Ramp)

AR

Because the Housing Replacement Alternative would only reconstruct the existing land uses
available at the Project site and would neither add net new trips nor modify the neighboring
circulation network, the TIS in Appendix 4.7 evaluated this alternative qualitatively.

Development Assumptions

Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would demolish the existing 620 affordable housing units
and construct up to 1,700 mixed-income housing units (up to 970 affordable, 630 market rate, and
100 senior units) along with two retail facilities (5,500 sf and 9,500 sf in size), a 35,000 st Community
Center (including daycare and preschool facilities), several small parks and open spaces, and
associated residential parking facilities. A detailed breakdown of existing land uses and those
proposed as part of the Proposed Project is provided in Chapter 1, Project Purpose, Need, and
Objectives, and Chapter 2, Project Alternatives and Project Description, respectively.

The Proposed Project would substantially alter the existing street layout within the Project site by
significantly regrading and reconstructing the existing street configuration to be more consistent
with the surrounding neighborhood grid pattern and to provide additional access to and circulation
within the Project site.
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Reduced Development Alternative and Housing Replacement Alternative. In addition to the
Proposed Project, the City is considering two development options: the Reduced Development
Alternative (Alternative 1) and the Housing Replacement Alternative (Alternative 2).

Reduced Development Alternative (Alternative 1). The Reduced Development Alternative would
involve a reduced-scale of development, reducing the maximum height of the proposed buildings at
the Project site from 65 feet (as proposed under the Proposed Project) to 40 feet.

The only difference between the Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative is the
height, number of units, and associated parking and loading spaces. All other elements, including
the type and location of land uses, number and location of proposed internal blocks, new vehicle
and pedestrian connections, and other planned circulation network modifications within the Project
site would be the same as under the Proposed Project.

Compared to the Proposed Project, the Reduced Development Alternative would have fewer
housing units; this alternative would construct up to 1,280 mixed-income housing units (up to 796
affordable units, 404 market rate units, and 80 senior units). It would have the same amount of retail
facilities (5,500 sf and 9,500 sf in size), a smaller Community Center (25,000 sf in size), several small
parks and open spaces, and associated residential parking facilities. A detailed breakdown of
existing land uses and those proposed as part of the Reduced Development Alternative is provided
in Chapter 1, Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives, and Chapter 2, Project Alternatives and Project
Description, respectively.

Housing Replacement Alternative (Alternative 2). Under the Housing Replacement Alternative, all
existing housing units at the Project site would be demolished and rebuilt using the same building
pattern currently in place. The existing Project site plan and street pattern would remain the same as
under existing conditions. This alternative would reconstruct 606 affordable housing units, a 1,300 sf
preschool center, a 2,200 sf child day care center, and associated residential parking facilities. No
additional housing units would be developed. Other amenities such as additional parks, retail
facilities, and Community Center would also not be provided.

Transportation Network Design Standards

All transportation improvements would be designed to SFMTA standards and specifications,
including the installation of new roads, transit facilities, and bicycle/pedestrian improvements.
Improvement plans for these facilities would be reviewed and approved by the SFMTA, San
Francisco Department of Public Works, and San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, prior
to construction. The approval process for project-related transportation facilities would ensure that
improvements are designed to adopted standards.
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Traffic

Background Growth. To be consistent with the traffic study being prepared for a similar HOPE SF
development project (Sunnydale-Velasco Housing Development), intersection volumes under 2030
Cumulative No Project Conditions were developed using the same methodology that was adopted
in that traffic study. According to this methodology, intersection volumes under 2030 Cumulative
No Project Conditions were developed based on the combination of future traffic volumes reported
in Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II Development Plan Environmental Impact
Report, November 2009 (herein referred to as the “CP-HPS Phase Il EIR”) and traffic growth
projected by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority’s Chain Activity Modeling Process
(SF-CHAMP) model. The SF-CHAMP model is the City and County of San Francisco’s unique
activity-based forecasting tool for future travel demand within the city, taking into account future
land use, socioeconomics, and transportation patterns to develop future traffic and transit volumes
along all San Francisco roadways and transit lines. The SE-=CHAMP model predicts future person
trips by mode (auto, transit, walk and bicycle trips). It also forecasts vehicular traffic on regional
freeways, major arterials, and on the local roadway network within the study area considering the
available roadway capacity, origin-destination demand and travel speeds when assigning the future
travel demand to the roadway network. This model can be used to assess transportation-related
impacts due to changes in land use, socioeconomic, and circulation network.

The SF-CHAMP model divides San Francisco into approximately 981 geographic areas, known as
Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs). For each TAZ, travel demand is estimated based on the population
and employment growth assumptions developed by the Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG). The SF-CHAMP Model travel demand estimates incorporate the ABAG land use and socio-
economic database and growth forecasts for year 2030.

2030 Cumulative No Project (Baseline)

2030 Cumulative No Project Intersection Operations (Baseline). The technical memorandum
detailing the development of intersection volumes under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions is
included in Appendix L of the TIS (Appendix 4.7 in this Draft EIR/EIS). This memorandum was
submitted to and approved by the Planning Department.

The vehicle-trips generated by the Proposed Project (576 inbound and 316 outbound) and the
Reduced Development Alternative (352 inbound and 202 outbound) during the weekday PM peak
hour were distributed within the study area using the trip distribution described above. These
distributed project trips were added to year 2030 intersection volumes. Additionally, relevant traffic
circulation adjustments (shifting approximately 25 percent of traffic traveling along Pennsylvania
Avenue to Texas Street and approximately 25 percent of traffic traveling along Dakota Street to
Arkansas Street) were applied to reflect changes in the circulation pattern due to the roadway layout
reconfiguration planned as part of the Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative.
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2030 Cumulative No Project Freeway Segment and Ramp Junction Operations (Baseline). Traffic
volumes at the study freeway segments and ramp junctions under 2030 Cumulative No Project
Conditions were obtained from the CP-HPS Phase II EIR. To account for traffic volumes that would
be generated by the Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard development, freeway and ramp
volumes reported under 2030 Plus Project Conditions of the CP-HPS Phase II EIR were used as 2030
baseline volumes for this study. The vehicle-trips generated by the Proposed Project (576 inbound
and 316 outbound) and the Reduced Development Alternative (352 inbound and 202 outbound)
during the weekday PM peak hour were distributed within the study area using the trip distribution
described above. These distributed project trips were added to year 2030 freeway and ramp

volumes.

Detailed LOS calculation sheets for the study ramp junctions under 2030 Cumulative No Project
Conditions are included in Appendix 4.7.

Transit

The Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would result in transit route changes.
In addition, the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would relocate/consolidate
existing bus stops and create new ones as follows:

m Bus stops serving the 19 Polk and located along northbound Connecticut Street (the corner of
25t and Wisconsin Streets), southbound Connecticut Street (north of 26" Street), and
southbound Wisconsin Street (south of Coral Street) would be eliminated, since the 19 Polk
would not travel through the Project site in the near future.

m Bus stop serving the outbound 10 Townsend and located along westbound 25t Street (east of
Connecticut Street) would be relocated to southbound Arkansas Street (north of 24t Street).

m  Bus stops serving the inbound 10 Townsend and located along northbound Dakota Street
(between 25" and 23 Streets, and south of 23 Street) and westbound 23+ Street (east of
Wisconsin Street) would be relocated and consolidated at northbound Wisconsin Street
(south of 24t Street).

m  Bus stop serving the 48 Quintara-24™ Street and located along eastbound 25 Street (west of
Dakota Street) would be relocated to eastbound 25" Street (west of Connecticut Street)

m  Bus stops serving the 10 Polk and 48 Quintara-24" Street located at northbound Wisconsin
Street (north of 26™ Street and south of 25% Street) would be consolidated at northbound
Wisconsin Street (south of 25t Street).

m  New bus stops would be created along westbound 25% Street (east of Wisconsin Street),
westbound 25% Street (west of Connecticut Street), and various locations along Missouri
Street in both the directions, including north of 24t Street, the corner of 23 and Texas
Streets, and north of Texas Street. These new bus stops are planned to serve the new 58 24t
Street line and other Muni routes.
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As summarized above, three existing bus stops would be eliminated, four would be relocated, two
would be consolidated, and five new bus stops would be created. In total, 12 bus stops would be
created or affected as part of the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative.

The Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would generate transit trips to and
from the Project site, and riders would use nearby Muni lines and regional transit lines, and may
include transfers to other Muni bus lines and light rail lines, or other regional transit providers. The
following describes the approach to analyzing transit impacts on each of these providers.

Muni Line-by-Line Analysis. The 10 Townsend, 19 Polk, and 48 Quintara-24" Street Muni routes
provide direct service to the Project site. Therefore, line-by-line analysis was conducted only for
these three routes under Existing Plus Project Conditions.

Existing Plus Project Muni Screenline Analysis. The most recent Muni screenline data obtained
from the Transit Center District Plan — Transportation Study (AECOM, 2010) for Muni screenlines
that serve the Project site, particularly the corridors within the Southeast screenline, were used to
estimate transit trips for Existing Plus Project conditions during the weekday PM peak hour.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities Analysis

Field observations were conducted to identify pedestrian facilities including sidewalks, crosswalks,
the overall physical condition of the pedestrian network, and bicycle facilities. The analysis of
pedestrian and bicycle facilities impacts is qualitative.

Construction

The analysis of construction impacts is based on preliminary construction information provided by
the project applicant and professional knowledge of similar construction projects throughout city.
Project construction is expected to occur in three non-overlapping phases, spanning from 2015 to
2025, or longer. Construction phasing is discussed in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives and Project
Description.

Cumulative Analysis

This section describes assumptions and methodology for identifying traffic and transit operations
under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions that were used to assess impacts resulting from 2030
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions. The term “2030 Cumulative Plus Project” Conditions
collectively refers to the cumulative impacts that would occur under the Proposed Project or the
Reduced Development Alternative. However, the results of the cumulative analysis for the
Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative are described separately. Because the
Housing Replacement Alternative would not result in any new trips, no cumulative traffic or transit
operations analysis is necessary. Detailed calculation sheets for 2030 Cumulative No Project
Conditions and 2030 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions are included in Appendix 4.7.
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Transit

Foreseeable Transportation Network Changes. The following improvements to the transportation
network located in the vicinity of the Project site are expected in the nearby future and are assumed
in the analysis under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions. These improvements would be
completed by City and County of San Francisco agencies such as SFDPW and SFMTA.

Transit Network Modifications. Under the Muni Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP)
Recommendations, the SFMTA would implement the TEP by 2016. The following changes planned
as part of the TEP recommendations would affect the Muni routes serving the study area:

m  The one-car K Ingleside would continue to be through-routed with the T Third Street.

m  The 10 Townsend would be renamed to become the 10 Sansome. Short-line service would
operate between Van Ness Avenue and Market Street to provide additional capacity,
replacing the to-be-discontinued 12 Pacific service. Existing service during peak periods
within the project study area would be reduced from 10-minute headways to 15-minute
headways.

m  The 19 Polk would be rerouted to operate between Van Ness Avenue/North Point and San
Francisco General Hospital, modifying existing routing in the Civic Center area. Segments
south of 24 Street would be replaced by a revised 48 Quintara-24® Street.

m  The 22 Fillmore would be rerouted to continue along 16t Street to Third Street, creating new
connections to Mission Bay. The segment on 17 Street, Connecticut Street, and 18% Street
would be replaced by a revised 33 Stanyan and more frequent peak service would be
provided to reduce crowding (service every six minutes during the weekday PM peak
period).

m  Service on the 48 Quintara-24" Street would run all day from 48" Avenue to the Navy Yard,
connecting to Hunters Point, currently served by the 19 Polk, complemented by a new 58 24t
Street service connecting Diamond Street with the 22nd Street Caltrain station. Segments
along Douglass Street and Hoffman Street would be served by a revised 35 Eureka. Existing
segments in Potrero Hill would be supplemented by the new 58 24 Street line, and service
along Arkansas Street, 20t Street, and Texas Street would be eliminated.

2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions Muni Line-by-Line (Baseline)

The transit analysis for the 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions was performed based on the
assumptions that all of the TEP recommendations proposed by the SFMTA would be implemented
by 2030. The following changes planned as part of the TEP recommendations would affect the Muni
routes serving the study area and are expected to be in place by year 2030:

m  The 10 Townsend would be renamed to become the 10 Sansome.

m A new 58 24 Street line would serve the Potrero Hill area and replace the to-be-rerouted 19
Polk, while supplementing 48 Quintara-24® Street routes.
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m The 19 Polk would be rerouted and direct service to the project study area would be
discontinued.

m  The 48 Quintara-24® Street line would have all-day service and connect to Hunters Point,
where the 19 Polk currently terminates. It would be rerouted in the Potrero Hill area with the
inclusion of the new 58 24t Street line.

To determine future ridership, Muni transit projections documented in the Transit Center District
Plan Transportation Analysis (AECOM, 2010) were used. This memorandum included an updated
screenline summary for specific Muni routes and regional transit operators. Additionally, the
memorandum used updated TEP data and documented changes to transit service since the last
update to the transit screenlines conducted and published in the SF Guidelines. The memorandum
included screenline data; therefore, each Muni route that would service the Project site was assigned
to appropriate Screenline (Southeast Screenline). Ridership estimates for each Muni study route (10
Townsend/Sansome, 19 Polk, and 48 Quintara-24" Street) was determined by calculating the
difference in projected 2030 Muni screenline ridership from existing (2008) screenline ridership and
determining annual growth rates in transit ridership based on this difference, for both light rail and
bus vehicles. These growth rates were subsequently applied to each individual transit line being
studied in the line-by-line analysis. Additionally, since 19 Polk would not provide direct service to
the Project site under 2030 Cumulative Conditions, it was assumed that the anticipated ridership
demand for 19 Polk in the Potrero Hill area would be served by other Muni routes operating in that
area, approximately 40 percent by the 10 Townsend, 20 percent each by the 22 Fillmore and the new
58 24t Street, and 10 percent each by the 48 Quintara-24t" Street and the T Third Street.

Future year transit capacity for each study route was determined using the proposed service
headways developed by the SFMTA as part of the TEP and documented in the Summary of
Recommendations — Comparison of Proposed and Existing Service Frequencies and Hours of
Service (September 2008). Using the proposed headway of each transit route during the PM peak
hour and the seated capacity of vehicle serving each route, the capacity of Muni routes under 2030
Cumulative Conditions were developed. As part of the TEP, headways were developed for transit
service in the peak direction only. Future headways for service in the non-peak direction were
estimated assuming that the rate of change of headways in the peak and non-peak directions would

remain the same.

2030 Cumulative Plus Project Muni Line-By-Line Analysis. Using the same methodology as for
Existing Plus Project Conditions, project-related Muni-bound transit trips were distributed to the
three Muni lines (10 Townsend/Sansome, 19 Polk, and 48 Quintara-24t Street). Because the 19 Polk
would not provide direct service to the Project site under 2030 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions,
no project-related transit trips were assigned to this line.

2030 Cumulative No Project Muni Southeast Screenline (Baseline). Muni ridership and capacity
under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions were obtained from the transit projections
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documented in the Transit Center District Plan — Transit Network Analysis Memorandum (AECOM,
2009). Weekday PM peak hour capacity utilization for Muni’s Southeast screenline under 2030
Cumulative No Project Conditions takes into account the planned changes to Muni service,
including projected capacity and anticipated service changes.

Under 2030 Cumulative No Project conditions, the overall capacity utilization of the Southeast Muni
Screenline (79 percent) is expected to increase by approximately 13 percent from Existing Conditions
(66 percent); however, it would still operate with capacity utilization below Muni’s standard of
85 percent. Compared to Existing Conditions, under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions, the
capacity utilization of the Third Street corridor would increase from 78 percent to 91 percent
(13 percent increase) and exceed Muni’s 85 percent threshold, while all other lines (excluding Third
Street, Mission Street, and San Bruno/Bayshore corridors) would increase from 70 percent to
85 percent (15 percent increase) and operate at Muni’s 85 percent threshold. The other two corridors,
Mission Street and San Bruno/Bayshore would operate with capacity utilization below the
85 percent threshold.

2030 Cumulative Plus Project Southeast Screenline Analysis. Using the same methodology and
project-generated transit ridership as for Existing Plus Project Conditions, the analysis assumes
approximately 130 and 80 transit trips associated with the Proposed Project and Reduced
Development Alternative, respectively, would cross the Southeast screenline in the peak direction
from downtown San Francisco (along the 10 Townsend, 19 Polk, and T Third Street lines). The
remaining inbound Muni trips (46 for the Proposed Project and 23 for the Reduced Development
Alternative) would use the 22 Fillmore and 48 Quintara-24™ Street lines, which are not included in
the Muni screenlines.

2030 Cumulative No Project Regional Transit Screenline (Baseline). Ridership and capacity
projections of regional transit operators under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions were
obtained from the transit projections documented in the Transit Center District Plan — Transit
Network Analysis Memorandum, (AECOM, 2010).

Under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions, the capacity utilization of most regional transit
operators serving the project study area would worsen from Existing Conditions, with the exception
of BART and SamTrans service to the South Bay, where the expected provision of additional transit
service would offset the anticipated increase in transit ridership. The overall capacity utilization of
all the regional transit operators would increase from 70 percent to 86 percent. The capacity
utilization of BART to the East Bay, AC Transit to the East Bay, and GGT buses to the North Bay are
anticipated to increase from 83 percent to 110 percent for BART, from 60 percent to 113 percent for
AC Transit, and from 63 percent to 114 percent for GGT buses. All regional transit providers have a
100 percent capacity utilization standard. Therefore, capacity utilizations of BART, AC Transit
buses, and GGT buses would increase above their threshold values under 2030 Cumulative No
Project Conditions. All other regional transit operators would operate with capacity utilizations
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below their respective threshold values. Additionally, the East Bay and North Bay regional transit
screenlines are anticipated to operate with capacity utilizations of more than 100 percent.

2030 Cumulative Plus Project Regional Transit Screenline Analysis. The same methodology and
project-generated transit ridership developed for Existing Plus Project Conditions, described above,
was applied to the cumulative analysis of impacts on regional transit operators. Project-related
regional transit trips were added to East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay screenlines.

B Impact Evaluation

Existing Plus Project Conditions

Traffic Impacts

Impact TR-1(a) Effects on Levels of Service

CEQA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would not cause levels of service at local intersections to deteriorate, and
would therefore not conflict with any applicable congestion management
programs, plans, ordinances, or policies establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system at those
locations. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would not result in the deterioration in LOS to a significant extent. (Less
than Significant)

Table 5.7-9 summarizes the analysis of study intersection operations during the weekday PM peak
hour under Existing Conditions and Existing Plus Project Conditions. The resulting traffic volumes
and proposed geometric configurations at the study intersections under Existing Plus Project
Conditions for the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative during the weekday PM
peak hour are illustrated in Figure 5.7-3 and Figure 5.7-4.

Proposed Project

Under Existing Plus Project Conditions, vehicle delays at intersections would increase such that nine
of the 13 study intersections would continue to operate at the same operating conditions (LOS) as
under Existing Conditions during the weekday PM peak hour, while the Proposed Project traffic
would alter the remaining four intersections LOS weekday PM peak hour conditions (25%
Street/Connecticut Street would worsen from LOS A to LOS B, 25t Street/Dakota Street/Texas Street
would worsen from LOS A to LOS C, 23t Street/Dakota Street would worsen from LOS A to LOS B,
and Cesar Chavez Street/US 101 Off-Ramp would worsen from LOS B to LOS C). All the study
intersections would continue to operate at an acceptable LOS (LOS D or better) as under Existing
Conditions.
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Table 5.7-9 PM Peak Hour Intersection Operations—Existing vs. Existing Plus Project
Conditions
Existing Plus Project
# Intersection Existing Proposed Project Reduc:lctie?r?;tei\lloepment
Delay | LOS Delay | LOS Delay | Los

Signalized

1 | Cesar Chavez St/Connecticut St 11.4 B 135 B 12,5 B

9 (ézrsna; Chavez St/Pennsylvania Ave/NB |-280 Off- 384 D 385 D 384 D
11 | Potrero Ave/23r St 222 C 243 C 234 C
Unsignalized

3 | Pennsylvania Ave/SB 1-280 Off-Ramp 15.2 (SB) C 17.0 (WB) C 15.5 (WB) C
4 | 25" St/Indiana St/NB |-280 On-Ramp 11.4 (EB) B 14.2 (EB) B 13.1 (EB) B
5 | 25" St/Connecticut St 8.0 (EB) A 12.5 (\B) B 10.0 (NB) A
6 | 25" St/Dakota St/Texas St2 9.6 (SB) A 17.0 (SB) C 13.6 (SB) B
7 | 239 St/Dakota Sto 9.2 (NB) A 10.6 (NB) B 10.1 (NB) B
8 | 231 St/Wisconsin St 7.5(SB) A 7.8 (SB) A 7.7 (SB) A
9 | 20" St/Arkansas St 8.5 (WB) A 8.6 (WB) A 8.6 (WB) A
10 | 220 St/Missouri St 8.5 (EB) A 8.5 (EB) A 8.5 (EB) A
12 | Cesar Chavez St/Vermont St 25.8 (SB) D 34.5 (SB) D 31.0(SB) D
13 | Cesar Chavez St/US 101 Off-Ramp 13.3(NB) B 22.4 (NB) C 17.6 (NB) C

SOURCE: CDM Smith, Potrero HOPE Transportation Study, Final Report (October 11, 2012).
EB = eastbound; NB = northbound; SB = southbound; WB = westbound

Delay presented in seconds per vehicle; for unsignalized intersections delay and LOS is presented for the worst approach, annotated in
parentheses ().

Bold indicates intersection operates at an unacceptable LOS.

Alternative 2, where no net new project trips would be added would operate similar to Existing Conditions.

a. This intersection is 25"/Dakota/Texas under No Project Conditions and 25"/ Texas under With Project Conditions.
b. This intersection is 23"%/Dakota under No Project Conditions and 23/Missouri under With Project Conditions.

Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

Under Existing Plus Project Conditions, 10 of the 13 study intersections would continue to operate at
the same weekday PM peak hour LOS operating conditions as under Existing Conditions, while the
Reduced Development Alternative traffic would alter the remaining three intersections LOS
weekday PM peak hour conditions (25" Street/Dakota Street/Texas Street would worsen from
LOS A to LOS B, 23+ Street/Dakota Street would worsen from LOS A to LOS B, and Cesar Chavez
Street/US 101 Off-Ramp would worsen from LOS B to LOS C). However, similar to the Proposed
Project, all the study intersections would continue to operate at an acceptable LOS (LOS D or better)

operating condition during the weekday PM peak hour, as under Existing Conditions.

As such, impacts under CEQA would be less than significant because the Proposed Project and the
Reduced Development Alternative would not cause levels of service at local intersections to
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deteriorate, and would therefore not conflict with any applicable congestion management programs,
plans, ordinances, or policies establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the
circulation system at those locations.

The impacts under NEPA on existing intersection operating conditions would be less than
significant because the Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative would not
result in the deterioration in LOS at signalized and unsignalized intersections to a significant extent.

Impact TR-1(b) Effects on Level of Service

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not cause levels of service at local intersections to deteriorate, and
would therefore not conflict with any applicable congestion management
programs, plans, ordinances, or policies establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system at those
locations. (No Impact)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not result in the deterioration in LOS to a significant extent. (No
Impact)

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

Because the Housing Replacement Alternative (Alternative 2) would reconstruct the existing land
uses, it would not result in any additional project-related trips. Therefore, all transportation
operations under this scenario would remain identical to Existing Conditions. All study
intersections would continue to operate at the same LOS operating condition as under Existing
Conditions (LOS D or better) during the weekday PM peak hour.

Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative (Alternative 3) would not result in any new project-related trips.
Therefore, all transportation operations would remain identical to Existing Conditions. All study
intersections would continue to operate at the same LOS as under Existing Conditions (LOS D or
better).

Accordingly, no impact would occur under CEQA because the Housing Replacement Alternative
and the No Project Alternative would not cause levels of service at local intersections to deteriorate,
and would therefore not conflict with any applicable congestion management programs, plans,
ordinances, or policies establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation
system at those locations.

No impact would occur under NEPA because the Housing Replacement Alternative and the No
Project Alternative would not result in the deterioration in LOS at signalized and unsignalized
intersections to a significant extent.
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Freeway Segments

Impact TR-2(a) Effects on Freeway Segments

CEQA: The Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would
not result in the deterioration of LOS or contribute substantial traffic
volumes to a freeway segment. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would
not result in the deterioration of LOS or contribute substantial traffic
volumes to a freeway segment. (Less than Significant)

Table 5.7-10 summarizes the analysis of freeway segment operations during the weekday AM and
PM peak hours under Existing Conditions and Existing Plus Project Conditions for the Proposed
Project and the Reduced Development Alternative.

Table 5.7-10 Existing vs. Existing Plus Project Freeway Segment Operations—

Weekday AM and PM Peak Hours

Existing Plus Project
# Study Freeway Segment Existing Proposed Project ReducAeﬁel?:;/ﬁ\lloepment
Density | LOS Density | LOS Density | LOS
AM Peak Hour
1 | NBI-280 (south of Cesar Chavez St Off-Ramp) 344 D 34.9 D 34.7 D
3 | NBI-280 (north of Indiana St On-Ramp) 22.9 C 23.6 C 23.3 C
5 | NBUS 101 (north of Cesar Chavez St On-Ramp) 304 D 311 D 30.8 D
6 | SBUS 101 (north of Cesar Chavez St Off-Ramp) >45 F >45 F >45 F
PM Peak Hour
1 | NBI-280 (south of Cesar Chavez St Off-Ramp) 16.0 B 16.5 B 16.3 B
2 | SBI-280 (south of Pennsylvania Ave On-Ramp) 29.3 D 29.7 D 29.6 D
3 | NBI-280 (north of Indiana St On-Ramp) 13.1 B 13.5 B 13.4 B
4 | SBI-280 (north of Pennsylvania Ave Off-Ramp) 32.6 D 33.6 D 332 D
5 | NBUS 101 (north of Cesar Chavez St On-Ramp) >45 F >45 F >45 F
6 | SBUS 101 (north of Cesar Chavez St Off-Ramp) 334 D 34.2 D 339 D

SOURCE: CDM Smith, Potrero HOPE Transportation Study, Final Report (October 11, 2012).
Density is reported in passenger cars per mile per lane (pc/mi/In).
Bold indicates unacceptable conditions (LOS E or F).

Proposed Project

Under Existing Plus Project weekday AM peak period conditions, three of the four study freeway
segments would continue to operate at acceptable operating conditions (LOSD or better).
Southbound US 101 (north of the Cesar Chavez Street off-ramp) would continue to operate at LOS F
operating conditions under Existing and Existing Plus Project Conditions. The Proposed Project
would increase traffic on this freeway segment by approximately 77 vehicles (from 8,274 vehicles
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per hour (vph) to 8,351 vph), resulting in less than one percent traffic increase) during the AM peak
hour. Because the Proposed Project would not contribute cumulatively considerable amounts of
traffic to this freeway segment, the Proposed Project’s contribution to the existing LOS F operating
conditions on this freeway segment would not be considered a significant impact during the AM
peak hour.

Under Existing Plus Project weekday PM peak hour conditions, five of the six study freeway
segments would continue to operate at acceptable operating conditions (LOSD or better). The
remaining freeway segment, Northbound US 101 (north of the Cesar Chavez Street off-ramp) would
continue to operate at LOS F under Existing and Existing Plus Project Conditions. The Proposed
Project would increase traffic on this freeway segment by approximately 77 vehicles (from 8,426 vph
to 8,503 vph, resulting in less than one percent traffic increase) during the PM peak hour. Because
the Proposed Project would not contribute substantial amounts of traffic to this freeway segment,
the Proposed Project’s contribution to the existing LOS F operating conditions on this freeway
segment would not be considered a significant impact during the PM peak hour.

Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

The Reduced Development Alternative (Alternative 1) would result in three of the four study
freeway segments continuing to operate at acceptable operating conditions (LOS D or better) under
Existing Plus Project AM peak hour conditions. Although Southbound US 101 (north of the Cesar
Chavez Street off-ramp) would continue to operate at LOS F under Existing Plus Project Conditions,
the Reduced Development Alternative would increase traffic on this freeway segment by 48 vehicles
(from 8,274 vph to 8,322 vph), less than the Proposed Project, resulting in a less than one percent
traffic increase during the PM peak hour.

During the PM peak hour, the Reduced Development Alternative would result in five of the study
freeway segments continuing to operate at LOS D or better under Existing Plus Project Conditions.
The remaining freeway segment, Northbound US 101 (north of the Cesar Chavez Street off-ramp)
would continue to operate at LOSF under Existing and Existing Plus Project Conditions. The
Reduced Development Alternative would increase traffic on this freeway segment by 48 vehicles
(from 8,426 vph to 8,474 vph), resulting in less than one percent traffic increase) during the PM peak
hour. Because the Reduced Development Alternative would not contribute cumulatively
considerable amounts of traffic to this freeway segment, the contribution of this alternative to the
LOS F operating conditions for this segment during the AM peak hour would not be considered a

significant impact.

This impact is considered less than significant under CEQA because the Proposed Project and the
Reduced Development Alternative would not deteriorate LOS from LOS D or better to LOS E or
LOSF, or from LOSE to LOSF. In addition, the Proposed Project and the Reduced Development
Alternative would not contribute substantially to freeway segment operating at unacceptable levels
(LOS E or LOS F).
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This impact is considered less than significant under NEPA because the Proposed Project and the
Reduced Development Alternative would not deteriorate LOS from LOS D or better to LOS E or
LOSF, or from LOS E to LOS F. For a freeway facility operating at LOS F under existing conditions,
the Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative would not contribute substantially
(greater than five percent) to a freeway segment.

Impact TR-2(b) Effects on Freeway Segments

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not result in the deterioration of LOS or contribute substantial traffic
volumes to a freeway segment. (No Impact)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not result in the deterioration of LOS or contribute substantial traffic
volumes to a freeway segment. (No Impact)

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

The Housing Replacement Alternative would not add any new trips; as such, all study freeway
segments would continue to operate with the same LOS and density values as under Existing
Conditions.

Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not result in any new project-related trips; all study freeway
segments would continue to operate with the same LOS and density values as under Existing

Conditions.

No impact would occur under CEQA because the Housing Replacement Alternative and the No
Project Alternative would not deteriorate LOS from LOS D or better to LOSE or LOSF, or from
LOSE to LOSF. In addition, the Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not contribute substantially to freeway segment operating at unacceptable levels (LOS E or
LOSF).

No impact would occur under NEPA because the Housing Replacement Alternative and the No
Project Alternative would not deteriorate LOS from LOS D or better to LOSE or LOSF, or from
LOSE to LOSF. For a freeway segment operating at LOS F under existing conditions, the Housing
Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative would not contribute substantially (greater
than five percent) to traffic on a freeway segment.

Freeway Ramps

Table 5.7-11 summarizes the analysis of study freeway ramp junctions operations during the
weekday PM peak hour under Existing Conditions and Existing Plus Project Conditions.
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Table 5.7-11 Existing vs. Existing Plus Project Ramp Junction Operations—Weekday

PM Peak Hour

Existing Plus Project
# Study Ramp Junction Existing Proposed Project Reduc:lcti el?s;;\l/oepment
Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS
1 | NBI-280/Cesar Chavez St Off-Ramp 48 A 55 A 5.2 A
2 | SB1-280/Pennsylvania Ave Off-Ramp 294 D 30.3 D 29.9 D
3 | NBI-280/Indiana St On-Ramp 17.0 B 17.6 B 17.4 B
4 | SBI-280/Pennsylvania Ave On-Ramp 26.9 C 275 C 27.3 C

SOURCE: CDM Smith, Potrero HOPE Transportation Study, Final Report (October 11, 2012).
Density is reported in passenger cars per mile per lane (pc/mi/in)

Impact TR-3(a) Effects on Freeway Ramps

CEQA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would not result in the deterioration of LOS or contribute substantial traffic
volumes to a freeway ramp. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would
not result in the deterioration of LOS or contribute substantial traffic
volumes to a freeway ramp. (Less than Significant)

Proposed Project

Under Existing Plus Project conditions, all of the study ramp junctions would continue to operate at
the same LOS (LOS D or better) as under Existing Conditions.

Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

Under the Reduced Development Alternative, all of the study ramp junctions would continue to
operate at the same LOS (LOS D or better) as under Existing Conditions.

Under CEQA, the Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative would result in less-
than-significant impacts because the level of service would not deteriorate from LOS D or better to
LOSE or F, or from LOS E to LOS F, or contribute substantially to ramp volumes already operating
at LOSE or F.

Under NEPA, the Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative would result in less-
than-significant impacts because LOS would not deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or F or
from LOS E to F, or, for a freeway ramp operating at LOS F under existing conditions, contribute
substantially (greater than five percent) to a freeway facility.
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Impact TR-3(b) Effects on Freeway Ramps

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative
would not result in the deterioration of LOS or contribute substantial traffic
volumes to a freeway ramp. (No Impact)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative
would not result in the deterioration of LOS or contribute substantial traffic
volumes to a freeway ramp. (No Impact)

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

The Housing Replacement Alternative would not add any new trips; as such, all study ramp
junctions would continue to operate with the same acceptable LOS operating conditions and density
values as under Existing Conditions.

Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not result in any new project-related trips; as such, all study ramp
junctions would continue to operate with the same LOS and density values as under Existing
Conditions.

Under CEQA, no impact would result because the Housing Replacement Alternative and the No
Project Alternative would not cause the level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E

or F, or from LOSE to LOSF, or contribute substantially to ramp volumes already operating at
LOSE or F.

Under NEPA, no impact would result because the Housing Replacement Alternative and the No
Project Alternative would not cause the level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E
or F or from LOS E to F, or, for a freeway ramp operating at LOS F under existing conditions,
contribute substantially (greater than five percent) to a freeway facility.

Transit Impacts: Line-By-Line Analysis

Table 5.7-12 summarizes the analysis of ridership and capacity utilization for Muni line-by-line
operations under Existing Conditions and Existing Plus Project Conditions.
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Table 5.7-12 Existing vs. Existing Plus Project Muni Line-by-Line Analysis—Weekday

PM Peak Hour

Existing . : Existing Plus Project
- - - — Project Trips - - - ——
Ridershipl | Capacity Utilization Ridership | Capacity Utilization

Route Direction of Travel

Proposed Project

Inbound 186 98% 27 213 113%
10 Townsend
Outbound 171 90% 52 223 118%
Inbound 172 68% 22 194 7%
19 Polk
Outbound 124 49% 39 163 65%
_ Inbound 175 46% 28 203 54%
48 Quintara-24" St
Outbound 180 48% 17 197 52%

Reduced Development Alternative

Inbound 186 98% 18 204 108%
10 Townsend
Outbound 171 90% 32 203 107%
Inbound 172 68% 13 185 73%
19 Polk
Outbound 124 49% 24 148 59%
Inbound 175 46% 16 191 51%
48 Quintara-24"h St
Outbound 180 48% 11 191 51%

SOURCE: CDM Smith, Potrero HOPE Transportation Study, Final Report (October 11, 2012).
The discontinued 53 Southern Heights’ ridership was not included in this analysis.
Bold indicates load exceeding Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard.

a. Ridership for peak hour of PM peak period; obtained from Muni APC data. Ridership includes total riders at Maximum Load Point (MLP) of
route during the weekday PM peak hour.

Impact TR-4(a) Effects on Transit Capacity — Muni 10 Townsend Line

CEQA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would increase ridership on the Muni 10 Townsend line, which would result
in an exceedance of Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization threshold.
(Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)

NEPA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would substantially increase transit demand that could not be
accommodated by transit capacity. (Less than Significant)

Proposed Project

The Proposed Project would add 52 additional riders to the outbound 10 Townsend line (about 17
riders per bus during the peak hour) and 27 additional riders to the inbound 10 Townsend line
(about 9 riders per bus during the peak hour). This would constitute nearly an additional standard
busload of transit trips in the outbound direction and half a busload of transit trips in the inbound
direction, substantially more than the threshold of a five percent contribution that is typically
considered significant. As such, the Proposed Project would cause a substantial increase in the

transit ridership of 10 Townsend.
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The Proposed Project related-transit trips would worsen the capacity utilization of the 10 Townsend
at its Major Load Point (MLP) from 98 percent to 113 percent in the inbound direction and from
90 percent to 118 percent in the outbound direction, which would be a deterioration of capacity
utilization. Because the Proposed Project would substantially increase ridership of this line and
would cause the 10 Townsend to operate with capacity utilization exceeding Muni’s 85 percent
threshold, this would be a significant impact under CEQA.

The operations of the 10 Townsend Muni line can only be improved by increasing its capacity,
which requires providing more buses serving this route. A fair-share funding agreement with
SFMTA could help offset the Proposed Project’s contribution (Mitigation Measure M-TR-4).
However, because the ability of SFMTA to provide the additional service on this line to
accommodate the Proposed Project is uncertain, the effectiveness of fair-share mitigation is

unknown.

Because the Proposed Project would increase ridership on the Muni 10 Townsend line, which would
result in an exceedance of Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization threshold, this would remain a
significant and unavoidable impact under CEQA.

The Proposed Project would substantially increase transit demand that could not be accommodated
by transit capacity. However, because the effect would be occurring in a limited geographic area
that is part of a much larger geographic context,* the Proposed Project would result in a less-than-
significant impact under NEPA.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-4 — Fair-Share Contribution to Improve 10 Townsend Line
Capacity (Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative Only). The project
applicant shall work with the SFMTA to determine the feasible mitigation measures and
contribute its fair share to improvements to the 10 Townsend Muni line by financially
compensating SFMTA for the cost of providing the service needed to accommodate the
project at proposed levels of service. The financial contribution shall be calculated and
applied in a manner that is consistent with the SFMTA cost/scheduling model. The amount
and schedule of payment and commitment to application of service needs shall be set forth
in a Transit Mitigation Agreement between the project applicant and SFMTA.

Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

The Reduced Development Alternative would add 30 additional riders to the outbound 10
Townsend line. As such, the Reduced Development Alternative would cause a substantial increase
in the transit ridership of 10 Townsend, particularly in the outbound direction during the PM peak

¢ The effect is considered to occur in a limited geographical area because it would only affect one transit line rather
than at a larger geographical context i.e., affecting multiple transit lines or the entire system. The context for the
analysis of this impact under NEPA is the larger Muni transit network rather than the single line as is the case
under CEQA.
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hour. The transit trips related to the Reduced Development Alternative would worsen the capacity
utilization of the 10 Townsend from 98 percent to 108 percent in the inbound direction and from
90 percent to 107 percent in the outbound direction, which would be a deterioration of capacity
utilization. Because the Reduced Development Alternative would cause the 10 Townsend to operate
with capacity utilization exceeding Muni’s 85 percent threshold, this would be a significant and
unavoidable impact under CEQA.

The operations of the 10 Townsend Muni lines can only be improved by increasing its capacity,
which requires providing more buses serving this route. A fair-share funding agreement with
SFMTA could help offset the Reduced Development Alternative’s contribution (Mitigation Measure
M-TR-4). However, because the ability of SFMTA to provide the additional service on this line to
accommodate the Reduced Development Alternative is uncertain, the effectiveness of fair-share

mitigation is unknown.

Because the Reduced Development Alternative would increase ridership on the Muni 10 Townsend
line, which would result in an exceedance of Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization threshold, this
would remain a significant and unavoidable impact under CEQA.

The Reduced Development Alternative would substantially increase transit demand that could not
be accommodated by transit capacity. However, because the effect would be occurring in a limited
geographic area that is part of a much larger geographic context,® the Reduced Development
Alternative would result in a less-than-significant impact under NEPA.

Impact TR-4(b) Effects on Transit Capacity — Muni 10 Polk and 48 Quintara-24t" Street Lines

CEQA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would not increase ridership on the Muni 19 Polk and 48 Quintara-24" Street
lines, which would not result in an exceedance of Muni’s 85 percent capacity
utilization threshold. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would not substantially increase transit demand that could not be
accommodated by transit capacity. (Less than Significant)

Proposed Project

The Proposed Project would add 39 additional riders to the outbound 19 Polk line and 22 additional
riders to the inbound 19 Polk line. It would add 17 additional outbound trips to the 24 Quintara-24"

Street line and 28 inbound trips to the 48 Quintara-24™" Street line. This would increase the capacity

5 The effect is considered to occur in a limited geographical area because it would only affect one transit line rather
than at a larger geographical context i.e., affecting multiple transit lines or the entire system. The context for the
analysis of this impact under NEPA is the larger Muni transit network rather than the single line as is the case
under CEQA.
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utilization of the 19 Polk line to 77 percent and the 48 Quintara-24" Street line to 54 percent.
However, the 19 Polk and 48 Quintara-24™ Street lines would continue to operate under Muni’s
85 percent utilization threshold.

Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

The Reduced Development Alternative would add 24 additional riders to the outbound and 13
additional riders to the inbound on the 19 Polk line under Existing Plus Project Conditions. It would
result in an additional 11 riders on the outbound and 16 additional riders on the inbound on the 48
Quintara-24t Street line.

Because the 19 Polk and 48 Quintara-24% Street lines would continue to operate under Muni’s
85 percent utilization threshold (73 percent for 19 Polk and 51 percent for 48 Quintara-24" Street),
the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would result in a less-than-significant
impact for the 19 Polk and 48 Quintara-24" Street lines under CEQA.

Similarly, given that the 19 Polk and 48 Quintara-24t Street lines would continue to operate within
Muni’s 85 percent utilization threshold with implementation of the Proposed Project and the
Reduced Development Alternative, the 19 Polk and 48 Quintara-24t" Street lines would experience a
less than significant impact under NEPA.

Impact TR-4(c) Effects on Transit Capacity — Muni 19 Polk, 10 Townsend, and 48 Quintara-
24t Street Lines

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not increase ridership on Muni 19 Polk, 10 Townsend, and 48
Quintara-24t" Street lines, which would not result in an exceedance of Muni’s
85 percent capacity utilization threshold. (No Impact)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not substantially increase transit demand that could not be
accommodated by transit capacity. (No Impact)

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

The Housing Replacement Alternative would not add any new transit-related trips; therefore, the 10
Townsend, 19 Polk, and 48 Quintara-24%* Street Muni lines would continue to operate with the same
capacity utilization as under Existing Conditions.

Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not result in any new transit-related trips; therefore, the 10
Townsend, 19 Polk, and 48 Quintara-24® Street Muni lines would continue to operate with the same
capacity utilization as under Existing Conditions.

The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative would not increase ridership
on Muni 19 Polk, 10 Townsend, and 48 Quintara-24th Street lines and would not result in an
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exceedance of Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization threshold; therefore, no impact would occur
under CEQA.

Similarly, given that the 19 Polk and 48 Quintara-24' Street lines would continue to operate with the
same capacity utilization with implementation of the Housing Replacement Alternative and the No
Project Alternative, there would be no impact on the 19 Polk and 48 Quintara-24t Street lines under
NEPA.

Transit Impacts: Muni Screenline Analysis

Impact TR-5(a) Effects on Screenline Ridership

CEQA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would result in a minimal increase in Muni Southeast screenline ridership
and would not result in an exceedance of capacity utilizations. (Less than
Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project ant the Reduced Development Alternative
would result in a minimal increase in Muni Southeast screenline ridership
and would not result in an exceedance of capacity utilizations. (Less than
Significant)

The project-generated transit trips for the Proposed Project and the Reduced Development
Alternative were distributed to these screenlines based on the distribution shown in Table 5.7-13.
This would result in 275 transit trips (176 inbound and 99 outbound) for the Proposed Project and
170 transit trips (107 inbound and 63 outbound) for the Reduced Development Alternative using
Muni to access the Project site. Only the Southeast screenline was considered for analysis purposes.
This screenline includes ridership traveling in the peak direction during the PM peak hour, i.e.,
away from downtown San Francisco. Because the 99 Muni-based trips for the Proposed Project and
63 Muni-based trips for the Reduced Development Alternative would be traveling in the non-peak
screenline direction, these trips were not included in the screenline analysis. Of the 176 and 103
Muni-based trips in the peak direction for the Proposed Project and the Reduced Development
Alternative, approximately 130 and 80 trips would cross the Southeast screenline using the 10
Townsend, 19 Polk, and T Third Street Muni lines. As such, these were included in the screenline
analysis. The remaining Muni-based trips in the peak direction would use the 22 Fillmore and 48
Quintara-24t Street lines to access the Project site; these two Muni routes do not cross any of the
four screenlines identified for Muni.

Table 5.7-13 summarizes the analysis of ridership and capacity utilization for Muni Southeast
Screenline operations under Existing Conditions and Existing Plus Project Conditions.
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Table 5.7-13 Existing vs. Existing Plus Project Muni Screenline Analysis—Weekday PM

Peak Hour

Existing Plus Project

Southeast Existing Proposed Project Reduc:lc:el?r?;/g\lloepment

Screenline - - - - -
Riderstip | "oty | Unizaton | Trps. | OSSP | Gibcton | Trps | Ridership | ibion

Third St 554 714 78% 39 593 83% 24 578 81%
Mission St 1,254 2,350 53% 0 1,254 53% 0 1,254 53%
San Bruno/Bayshore 1,671 2,256 74% 0 1,671 74% 0 1,671 74%
All Other Lines 1,189 1,708 70% 91 1,280 75% 56 1,245 73%
Total 4,668 7,028 66% 130 4,798 68% 80 4,748 68%

SOURCE: CDM Smith, Potrero HOPE Transportation Study, Final Report (October 11, 2012).

Proposed Project

The addition of 130 riders to the Muni Southeast screenline routes that serve the study area would
not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. As shown in Table 5.7-13, with the
Proposed Project, overall utilization would increase from 66 to 68 percent, which would not exceed
Muni’s standard of 85 percent capacity utilization. The Third Street corridor’s capacity utilization
would increase to 83 percent, which approaches the 85 percent threshold. However, because the 99
outbound Muni trips would occur in the non-peak direction of travel (i.e., inbound to downtown or
not across any transit screenline), these trips would not be expected to cause a significant impact to

Muni’s operations.
Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

The addition of 80 riders to the Muni Southeast screenline routes that serve the study area would
not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization of the Southeast screenline. As shown in
Table 5.7-14, with the Reduced Development Alternative, overall utilization would increase from 66
to 68 percent, which would not exceed Muni’s standard of 85 percent capacity utilization. Because
the 63 outbound Muni trips would occur in the non-peak direction of travel (i.e., inbound to
downtown or not across any transit screenline), these trips would not be expected to cause
significant impact on Muni’s operations.

Therefore, the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would result in a less-than-

significant transit demand impact on the Muni’s Southeast screenline under CEQA.

Similarly, given that implementation of the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative

would result in a less-than-significant impact on Muni’s Southeast screenline under NEPA.
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Impact TR-5(b) Effects of Screenline Ridership

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would result in a minimal increase in Muni Southeast screenline ridership
and would not result in an exceedance of capacity utilizations. (No Impact)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would result in a minimal increase in Muni Southeast screenline ridership
and would not result in an exceedance of capacity utilizations. (No Impact)

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

The Housing Replacement Alternative would not add any new transit-related trips; as such, the
Southeast screenline would continue to operate with the same capacity utilization as under Existing
Conditions. Therefore, this alternative would result in no impact on the Southeast screenline under
CEQA.

Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not result in any new transit-related trips; as such, the Southeast
screenline would continue to operate with the same capacity utilization as under Existing
Conditions.

Therefore, the Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative would result in no
impact on the Southeast screenline under CEQA.

Similarly, given that the Southeast screenline would continue to operate with the same capacity
utilization with implementation of the Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project
Alternative, there would be no impact on the Southeast screenline under NEPA.

Transit Impacts: Regional Screenline Analysis

During the PM peak hour, the Proposed Project would result in 71 transit trips (46 inbound and 25
outbound) and the Reduced Development Alternative would result in 44 transit trips (28 inbound
and 16 outbound) that would use regional transit providers. Project-related regional transit trips
were added to East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay screenlines.

Because the peak direction of travel during the PM peak hour for regional screenlines would be
from San Francisco County to the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay, only the outbound regional
transit trips (25 for the Proposed Project and 16 for the Reduced Development Alternative) were
included in the screenline analysis. The inbound regional transit trips (46 for the Proposed Project
and 28 for the Reduced Development Alternative) would occur in the non-peak direction of travel;
as such, they would not be expected to cause significant impact to regional transit operations.
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Impact TR-6(a) Effects on Screenline Ridership

CEQA: The Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would
result in a minimal increase in regional screenline ridership and would not
result in an exceedance of capacity utilizations. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would
result in a minimal increase in regional screenline ridership and would not
result in an exceedance of capacity utilizations. (Less than Significant)

Table 5.7-14 summarizes the analysis of ridership and capacity utilization for regional transit
screenline operations under Existing Conditions and Existing Plus Project Conditions.

Table 5.7-14 Existing vs. Existing Plus Project Regional Screenline Analysis—

Weekday PM Peak Hour

Existing Plus Project
Regional Existing . Reduced Development
Region Transit P PlefEe Alternative
Operator . . Peak Hour | Capacity | Project . . Capacity | Project . . Capacity
e Capacity Utilization Trips Szl Utilization Trips Hidiesy Utilization
BART 20,067 24,150 83% 7 20,074 83% 5 20,072 83%
East AC Transit 2,517 4,193 60% 2 2,519 60% 2 2,519 60%
Bay Ferries 702 1,519 46% 0 702 46% 0 702 46%
Subtotal 23,286 29,862 78% 9 23,295 78% 7 23,293 78%
GGT Buses 1,397 2,205 63% 1 1,398 63% 1 1,398 63%
E‘O”h GGT 906 1,700 53% 1 907 53% 1 907 53%
ay Ferries
Subtotal 2,303 3,905 59% 2 2,305 59% 2 2,305 59%
BART 10,202 16,800 61% 9 10,211 61% 5 10,207 61%
South Caltrain 1,986 3,250 61% 4 1,990 61% 2 1,988 61%
Bay SamTrans 575 940 61% 1 576 61% 0 575 61%
Subtotal 12,763 20,990 61% 14 12,777 61% 7 12,770 61%
Total 38,352 54,757 70% 25 38,377 70% 16 38,368 70%

SOURCE: CDM Smith, Potrero HOPE Transportation Study, Final Report (October 11, 2012).

Proposed Project

The Proposed Project would result in a negligible net increase in ridership (25 outbound riders), as
shown in Table 5.7-14, and capacity utilizations of all regional transit providers serving the Project
site would remain the same as Existing Conditions (70 percent). Because the Proposed Project would
not result in an exceedance of their designated capacity utilization standards, the Proposed Project
would result in less-than-significant impacts on regional transit operations under CEQA.
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Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

The Reduced Development Alternative would result in a negligible net increase in ridership (16
riders), as shown in Table 5.7-14, and capacity utilizations of all regional transit providers serving
the Project site would remain the same as Existing Conditions (70 percent).

The Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would not result in an exceedance of
their designated capacity utilization standards. Similar to the Proposed Project, this would result in

less-than-significant impacts on regional transit operations under CEQA.

Similarly, given that implementation of the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative
would result in an incrementally small net increase in ridership, the impact on regional transit
operations would be less than significant under NEPA.

Impact TR-6(b) Effects on Screenline Ridership

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would result in a minimal increase in regional screenline ridership and
would not result in an exceedance of capacity utilizations. (No Impact)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would result in a minimal increase in regional screenline ridership and
would not result in an exceedance of capacity utilizations. (No Impact)

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

The Housing Replacement Alternative would not add any new transit-related trips; as such, all
study regional transit services would continue to operate with the same capacity utilization as under
Existing Conditions. Similarly, given that regional transit services would continue to operate with
the same capacity utilization with implementation of the Housing Replacement Alternative, there
would be no impact on regional transit services under CEQA or NEPA.

Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not result in any new transit-related trips; as such, all study
regional transit services would continue to operate with the same capacity utilization as under
Existing Conditions.

Therefore, the Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative would result in no
impact on regional transit operators under CEQA.

Similarly, given that regional transit services would continue to operate with the same capacity
utilization with implementation of the Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project
Alternative, there would be no impact on regional transit operators under NEPA.
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Transit Impacts: Operations Analysis

Impact TR-7(a) Effects on Transit Operations

CEQA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would not affect Muni operations due to underground parking driveway
placement in the Project site. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would not affect Muni operations due to underground parking driveway
placement in the Project site. (Less than Significant)

Proposed Project

The provision of underground parking beneath residential buildings would create multiple
driveways along streets located within the Project site to access those garages. All garage entrances
that would be located along streets with transit service (Missouri, Arkansas, and Wisconsin Streets)
would be required to have additional review by SFMTA Transit Operations to ensure the driveway
would not encumber any bus stop or bus operations, as documented in the Design Guidelines.
Additionally, minimum clearance distance would be provided between any garage driveway and
neighboring intersections as well as Muni stops. These clearance distances would be identified
coordinating with SFMTA. Similarly, any bulb-outs along streets located within the Project site,
including transit streets, would require the review of the Transportation Advisory Staff Committee
(TASC), which includes SFMTA, DPW, and other City agencies, and would be required to meet the
following standards contained in the Better Streets Plan:

m  Streets and bulb-outs shall be designed to accommodate emergency vehicle (WB-40) turns.

m Streets and bulb-outs along Muni routes shall be designed to accommodate a 40-foot (B-40)
bus.

Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

The provision of underground parking beneath residential buildings would create multiple
driveways along streets located within the Project site to access those garages. All garage entrances
that would be located along streets with transit service (Missouri, Arkansas, and Wisconsin Streets)
would not encumber any bus stop. Additionally, minimum clearance distance would be provided
between any garage driveway and neighboring intersections as well as Muni stops. These clearance
distances would be identified coordinating with SFMTA. Similarly, any bulb-outs along streets
located within the Project site, including transit streets, would require the review of the TASC,
which includes SFMTA, DPW and other City agencies, and would be required to meet the following
standards contained in the Better Streets Plan:

m  Streets and bulb-outs shall be designed to accommodate emergency vehicle (WB-40) turns.

m  Streets and bulb-outs along Muni routes shall be designed to accommodate a 40-foot (B-40)
bus.
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Therefore, driveways provided as part of Proposed Project and the Reduced Development
Alternative are not expected to result in any significant impacts on Muni operations. Impacts are
considered less than significant under CEQA.

Similarly, given that implementation of Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would not encumber any bus stop or bus operations, the impact on Muni operations would be less
than significant under NEPA.

Impact TR-7(b) Effects on Transit Operations

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not affect Muni operations due to underground parking driveway
placement in the Project site. (No Impact)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not affect Muni operations due to underground parking driveway
placement in the Project site. (No Impact)

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

The Housing Replacement Alternative would not involve any changes to the roadway layout within
the Project site or construct new buildings with driveway placement that would differ from existing
conditions.

Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not involve any changes to the roadway layout within the Project

site or construct new buildings with driveway placement that would differ from existing conditions.

Therefore, the Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative would result in no
impact under CEQA on Muni operations due to driveway placement.

Similarly, given that implementation of the Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project
Alternative would not result in any changes to the roadway layout, there would be no impact on
Muni operations under NEPA.
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Impact TR-8(a) Effects on Street Network

CEQA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would modify the existing street network within the Project site, resulting in
rerouting of the 10 Townsend, 19 Polk, and 48 Quintara-24" Street Muni
lines. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would modify the existing street network within the Project site, resulting in
rerouting of the 10 Townsend, 19 Polk, and 48 Quintara-24t" Street Muni
lines. (Less than Significant)

Proposed Project

Current Muni lines directly serving the Project site (10 Townsend, 19 Polk, and 48 Quintara-24t
Street) would continue to serve the Project site under Existing Plus Project Conditions as well.
However, the existing street network within the Project site would be modified to a grid system to
better match the neighboring street layout as part of the Proposed Project, as shown in Figure 5.7-5.
This modification in roadway layout would realign all diagonally aligned streets into streets
running in the north/south and east/west directions, thereby rerouting the Muni lines, as illustrated
in Figure 5.7-6. Project design plans, Muni and bus reroutes, as well as potential stop locations, were
reviewed and approved. The planned modification to the roadway layout might increase walking
distance for some bus riders by one to two blocks, but it would reduce travel distance for the Muni

lines and generally improve their operations.
Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

Current Muni lines directly serving the Project site (10 Townsend, 19 Polk, and 48 Quintara-24t
Street) would continue to serve the site under Existing Plus Project Conditions as well. However, the
existing street network within the Project site would be modified to a grid system to closely match
the neighboring street layout as part of the Reduced Development Alternative, as shown in
Figure 5.7-5. This modification in roadway layout would realign all diagonally aligned streets into
streets running in the north/south and east/west directions, thereby rerouting the Muni lines, as
illustrated in Figure 5.7-6. These rerouted Muni lines within the Project site were reviewed and
approved by SFMTA. The planned modification to the roadway layout might increase walking
distance for a few bus riders by one to two blocks, but it would reduce travel distance for the Muni

lines and improve their operations.

Therefore, the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would not result in any
significant impacts on on-site Muni operations under Existing Plus Project Conditions. Impacts are
less than significant under CEQA.

Similarly, given that implementation of the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative
would not reduce travel distances for Muni bus lines, the impact on Muni operations would be less
than significant under NEPA.
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FIGURE 5.7-5: NEW VEHICLE AND PEDESTRIAN CONNECTIONS
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Impact TR-8(b) Effects on Street Network

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not modify the existing street network within the Project site and,
therefore, would not result in the rerouting of the 10 Townsend, 19 Polk, and
48 Quintara-24t" Street Muni lines. (No Impact)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not modify the existing street network within the Project site and,
therefore, would not result in the rerouting of the 10 Townsend, 19 Polk, and
48 Quintara-24* Street Muni lines. (No Impact)

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

The roadway layout within the Project site would not be modified. As such, there would not be any
modifications to Muni bus routing within the Project site. Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

The roadway layout within the Project site would not be modified. As such, there would not be any
modifications to Muni bus routing within the Project site.

Therefore, the Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative would result in no
impact under CEQA on on-site Muni operations due to re-routing.

Similarly, given that implementation of the Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project
Alternative would not result in any changes to Muni bus routing, there would be no impact on
Muni operations under NEPA.

Impact TR-9(a) Effects on Bus Stops

CEQA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would modify the existing street network, resulting in relocation of bus stops
for 10 Townsend, 19 Polk, and 48 Quintara-24t" Street Muni lines within the
Project site. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would modify the existing street network, resulting in relocation of bus stops
for 10 Townsend, 19 Polk, and 48 Quintara-24t" Street Muni lines within the
Project site. (Less than Significant)

Proposed Project

The proposed street realignment and grid reconnections to the surrounding neighborhood would
result in the relocation of existing bus stops within the Project site, as shown in Figure 5.7-5. In
addition, the following changes to the Muni lines directly serving the Project site are planned as part
of the TEP by 2016:

m  The 10 Townsend would be renamed to become the 10 Sansome.
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m  The 19 Polk would be rerouted to operate between Van Ness Avenue/North Point and San
Francisco General Hospital, and would not serve the Project site directly.

m  The 48 Quintara-24" Street would be rerouted so that segments south of 24 Street would be
served by the 48 Quintara-24t Street, instead of the 19 Polk. Service on the 48 Quintara-24®
Street would run all day from 48" Avenue to the Navy Yard, connecting to Hunters Point,
currently served by the 19 Polk.

m A new 58 24 Street service connecting Diamond Street with the 22nd Street Caltrain station
would serve the Project site directly.

m  The bus stop serving the outbound 10 Townsend/Sansome and located along westbound 25t
Street (east of Connecticut Street) would be relocated to southbound Arkansas Street (north
of 24t Street).

m Bus stops serving the inbound 10 Townsend and located along northbound Dakota Street
(between 25t and 23 Streets, and south of 23 Street) and westbound 23t Street (east of
Wisconsin Street) would be relocated and consolidated at northbound Wisconsin Street
(south of 24t Street).

m  The bus stop serving the 48 Quintara-24t Street and located along eastbound 25t Street (west
of Dakota Street) would be relocated to eastbound 25 Street (west of Connecticut Street).

m Bus stops serving the 10 Polk and 48 Quintara-24" Street and located at northbound
Wisconsin Street (north of 26t Street and south of 25% Street) would be consolidated at
northbound Wisconsin Street (south of 25t Street).

m New bus stops would be created along westbound 25% Street (east of Wisconsin Street),
westbound 25" Street (west of Connecticut Street), and various locations along Missouri
Street in both the directions, including north of 24t Street, between 23 and Texas Streets,
and north of Texas Street. These new bus stops are planned to serve the new 58 24" Street
line and other Muni routes.

The following discussion identifies the impact of bus stop relocations on Muni’s operations under
two scenarios: with and without implementation of TEP recommendations before the project
development is completed (anticipated by 2025).

With TEP Implementation

In coordination with SFMTA, the project applicant has developed bus routing and stops through the
Project site to best align with the expected TEP transit route alignments and connect properly with
the remainder of the transit lines external to the project study area. The Proposed Project would
relocate/consolidate existing bus stops and create new ones accounting for the planned changes to
Muni lines serving the Project site as part of the TEP. Final bus stop location and design would be
subject to SFMTA review and approval. Proposed changes to the bus stops include the following;:

m  Bus stops serving the 19 Polk and located along northbound Connecticut Street (between 25t
and Wisconsin Streets), southbound Connecticut Street (north of 26t Street), and southbound
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Wisconsin Street (south of Coral Street) would be eliminated because the 19 Polk would not
travel through the Project site in the near future.

m  The bus stop serving the outbound 10 Townsend/Sansome and located along westbound 25t
Street (east of Connecticut Street) would be relocated to southbound Arkansas Street (north
of 24t Street).

m Bus stops serving the inbound 10 Townsend and located along northbound Dakota Street
(between 25t and 23 Streets, and south of 23 Street) and westbound 23 Street (east of
Wisconsin Street) would be relocated and consolidated at northbound Wisconsin Street
(south of 24t Street).

m  The bus stop serving the 48 Quintara-24t Street and located along eastbound 25 Street (west
of Dakota Street) would be relocated to eastbound 25 Street (west of Connecticut Street).

m Bus stops serving the 10 Polk and 48 Quintara-24" Street and located at northbound
Wisconsin Street (north of 26t Street and south of 25% Street) would be consolidated at
northbound Wisconsin Street (south of 25t Street).

m New bus stops would be created along westbound 25% Street (east of Wisconsin Street),
westbound 25" Street (west of Connecticut Street), and various locations along Missouri
Street in both the directions, including north of 24t Street, between 23" and Texas Streets,
and north of Texas Street. These new bus stops are planned to serve the new 58 24" Street
line and other Muni routes.

In total, 12 bus stops would be created or affected within the Project site, compared to 10 bus stops
under Existing Conditions. The elimination of bus stops serving the 19 Polk on Connecticut Street
and Wisconsin Street would not affect Muni’s operations because the 19 Polk would not access the
Project site in the near future. Even though three bus stops serving the inbound 10 Townsend/
Sansome would be consolidated to one bus stop along northbound Wisconsin Street, it would not
worsen Muni’s operations. The consolidation is planned to enhance Muni operations by reducing
bus travel distance and travel time. However, consolidation of bus stops would increase walking
distance for some of the transit riders by one to two blocks. The Proposed Project would not modify
the number of bus stops within the Project site that would serve the outbound 10 Townsend/
Sansome and 48 Quintara-24™ Street lines. Therefore, the planned relocation and consolidation of
bus stops as part of the Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact on Muni’s
operations with the implementation of TEP recommendations.

Without TEP Implementation

In the event TEP recommendations are not implemented before the project development is
completed, it is anticipated that the locations of bus stops within the Project site would remain the
same, except the following:

m  Bus stop serving the 19 Polk and located along northbound Connecticut Street (between 25%
and Wisconsin Streets) would be relocated to westbound 25% Street (west of Connecticut
Street).
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m  Bus stop serving the 19 Polk and located along southbound Wisconsin Street (south of Coral
Street) would be relocated to westbound 25t Street (east of Wisconsin Street).

m Bus stops serving the inbound 10 Townsend and located along northbound Dakota Street
(between 25" and 23 Streets, and south of 234 Street) and westbound 23+ Street (east of
Wisconsin Street) would be relocated and consolidated at northbound Wisconsin Street
(south of 24t Street).

In total, eight bus stops would be provided within the Project site, compared to 10 bus stops under
Existing Conditions. The relocation of bus stops serving the 19 Polk and the consolidation of bus
stops serving the inbound 10 Townsend would not be anticipated to worsen Muni’s operations. The
consolidation is planned to enhance Muni’s operations by reducing bus travel distance and travel
time. Consolidation and relocations of bus stops would however increase walking distance for some

transit riders by one to two blocks.
Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

With the proposed street realignment and grid reconnections to the surrounding neighborhood
under Existing Plus Project Conditions, the Reduced Development Alternative would result in the
relocation of existing bus stops within the Project site. In addition, the changes to the Muni lines
directly serving the Project site are planned as part of the TEP by 2016 and are outlined above.

The following discussion identifies the impact of bus stop relocations on Muni’s operations under
two scenarios: with and without implementation of TEP recommendations before the project
development is completed (anticipated by 2025).

With TEP Implementation

In coordination with SEMTA, the project applicant has developed bus routing and stops through the
Project site to best align with the expected TEP transit route alignments and connect properly with
the remainder of the transit lines external to the project study area. The Reduced Development
Alternative would relocate/consolidate existing bus stops and create new ones accounting for the
planned changes to Muni lines serving the Project site as part of the TEP.

In total, 12 bus stops would be provided within the Project site, compared to 10 bus stops under
Existing Conditions. The elimination of bus stops serving the 19 Polk would not affect Muni’s
operations, since the 19 Polk would not access the Project site in the near future. Even though three
bus stops serving the inbound 10 Townsend/Sansome would be consolidated to one bus stop along
northbound Wisconsin Street, it would not worsen Muni’s operations. In turn, it could enhance its
operations by reducing bus travel distance and travel time. However, consolidation of bus stops
would increase walking distance for some of the transit riders by one to two blocks. The Reduced
Development Alternative would not modify the number of bus stops within the Project site that
would serve the outbound 10 Townsend/ Sansome and 48 Quintara-24t Street lines. Therefore, the
planned relocation and consolidation of bus stops as part of the Reduced Development Alternative
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would have a less-than-significant impact for both CEQA and NEPA on Muni’s operations with the
implementation of TEP recommendations.

Without TEP Implementation

In the event the TEP recommendations are not implemented before the project development is
completed, it is anticipated that the locations of bus stops within the Project site would remain the
same, except the following:

m  Bus stop serving the 19 Polk and located along northbound Connecticut Street (between 25
and Wisconsin Streets) would be relocated to westbound 25% Street (west of Connecticut
Street).

m  Bus stop serving the 19 Polk and located along southbound Wisconsin Street (south of Coral
Street) would be relocated to westbound 25 Street (east of Wisconsin Street).

m Bus stops serving the inbound 10 Townsend and located along northbound Dakota Street
(between 25" and 23 Streets, and south of 234 Street) and westbound 23t Street (east of
Wisconsin Street) would be relocated and consolidated at northbound Wisconsin Street
(south of 24t Street)

In total, eight (8) bus stops would be provided within the Project site, compared to 10 bus stops
under Existing Conditions. The relocation of bus stops serving the 19 Polk and the consolidation of
bus stops serving the inbound 10 Townsend would not worsen Muni’s operations. It could in turn
enhance Muni’s operations by reducing bus travel distance and travel time. Consolidation and
relocation of bus stops would however increase walking distance for some of the transit riders by
one to two blocks.

Therefore, the planned relocation and consolidation of bus stops as part of the Proposed Project and
Reduced Development Alternative would not have a significant impact on Muni’s operations with
and without the implementation of TEP recommendations. Impacts would be less than significant
under CEQA.

Similarly, while implementation of the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative
would result in the reduction and consolidation of bus stops, the consolidation would enhance Muni
operations by reducing travel distances for Muni bus lines. Therefore, the impact on Muni
operations with and without the TEP would be less than significant under NEPA.

Case No. 2010.0515E 5.7-55 Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan
SCH No. 2010112029 ’ Final EIR/EIS



CHAPTER 5 Environmental Consequences
SECTION 5.7 Transportation and Circulation June 2016

Impact TR-9(b) Effects on Bus Stops

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not modify the existing street network and, therefore, would not result
in the relocation of bus stops for 10 Townsend, 19 Polk, and 48 Quintara-24t"
Street Muni lines within the Project site. (No Impact)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not modify the existing street network and, therefore, would not result
in the relocation of bus stops for 10 Townsend, 19 Polk, and 48 Quintara-24t
Street Muni lines within the Project site. (No Impact)

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

The roadway layout within the Project site would not be modified. Therefore, it would not relocate
any of the bus stops located within the Project site under with or without TEP implementation.

Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

The roadway layout within the Project site would not be modified. Therefore, it would not relocate
any of the bus stops located within the Project site under with or without TEP implementation.

Accordingly, the Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative would result in no
impact under CEQA on Muni operations due to bus stop relocation.

The Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative would also result in no impact
under NEPA.

Pedestrian Impacts: Operations Analysis

Impact TR-10(a) Effects on Pedestrian Facilities

CEQA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would increase the demand for additional pedestrian facilities. (Less than
Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would increase the demand for additional pedestrian facilities. (Less than
Significant)

Proposed Project

During the weekday PM peak hour, the Proposed Project would generate an estimated 476
pedestrian trips, including 130 walk-only trips and 346 trips to/from transit stops.

The Proposed Project would provide pedestrian bulb-outs, wherever feasible, and crosswalks at all
intersections located within the Project site. This would increase the number of these elements as
compared to existing conditions. Bulb-outs provide widened sidewalks for pedestrians, shortened

crossing distances, and also traffic calming. Bulb-out designs at each intersection have not been
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developed; as such, their dimensions and curb radii cannot be provided in this report. However,
they would be required to be designed such that large vehicles, particularly buses, would be able to
make right turns where needed. The project applicant would be required to work with the SEMTA,
DPW, and the San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) to make sure intersections are designed to
meet their specifications. In addition, sidewalks that are 5 to 14 feet wide would be provided along
all streets within the Project site. Wider sidewalks, about 9.5 to 14 feet wide would be provided
along blocks with retail facilities and Community Center (Blocks K and L). All sidewalks and corner
bulb-outs would be compliant with the American Disability Act (ADA), and the Better Streets Plan
(Planning Code Section 138.1), as specified in the Design Guidelines. The planned pedestrian amenities
provided as part of the Proposed Project would be an improvement over existing conditions, as
many portions of the Project site currently do not have any sidewalk facilities, such as continuous
pedestrian sidewalks or crosswalks, and pedestrian bulb-outs at intersections.

New pedestrian connections would be provided as part of the Proposed Project within and along
the periphery of the Project site. These new pedestrian connections are shown in Figure 5.7-5.
Additionally, the Proposed Project would provide new pedestrian paths to link new and existing
neighborhood amenities, including the following;:

m  Connecticut Street would be transformed into a grand series of stairways between the new
24 and Y2 Street and 23t Street linking residents to the Potrero Hill Recreation Center.

m A new stairway connecting 23 Street from Missouri Street to Texas Street would be
provided.

m A new stairway along 22" Street would be provided between Missouri Street and Texas
Street. It is anticipated that this new facility could begin the pedestrian connection to the 22nd
Street Caltrain Station, the 23 Street T Thid Street Station, and the 22nd Street mixed-use
district.

m A pedestrian-accessible path would be provided to important neighborhood amenities,
including Starr King Elementary School and the health clinic located at the Coral
Street/Wisconsin Street intersection.

These new pedestrian connections would improve pedestrian circulation within and in the vicinity
of the Project site. The Proposed Project would attempt to maximize accessibility by locating the
neighborhood core (consisting of retail facilities, Community Center, and the 24" Street Central
Park) at the center of the development on streets with less than 5 percent slope. The project would
also provide pedestrian amenities on the street network such as street lights and plantings on every
block. All of these improvements are consistent with the City’s Better Streets Plan.

Additionally, the project applicant is working with the Mayor’s Office of Disability (MOD) and
SFDPW to prepare an accessibility circulation plan to ensure a circulation strategy for disabled
citizens. This plan would be developed to create more pedestrian paths which would be accessible
in the future, concentrate accessible units along Texas and 24" Streets, which are relatively less steep
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than other streets within the Project site, concentrate accessible units that would have accessible
parking in buildings with the most community amenities, and keep Texas Street relatively flat
throughout. This plan would create a circulation strategy for disabled citizens within the Project site
and reduce the need to access streets with steep grades.

The provision of below-grade residential parking would increase the potential for vehicle-pedestrian
conflicts at driveway access locations. Therefore, to minimize these conflicts and to enhance
pedestrian safety, the following guidelines would be adopted for the design of driveways and curb
cuts:

m  Driveways would generally be provided along major north/south streets to restrict the
majority of the vehicular traffic to these roads and minimize vehicle traffic along minor
east/west streets.

m  Garage entrances shall be no wider than 20 feet if combined for ingress and egress, and no
wider than 12 feet if ingress and egress are separated.

m  Garages with more than 20 parking spaces would be subject to the Planning Department’s
Queue Abatement Condition of Approval, requiring the project applicant to design for and
prevent through monitoring the potential for vehicle queues in the public right-of-way,
including sidewalks.

m  Curb-cuts would be kept to a minimum.

m At driveways for larger garages, warning signals or vehicle alert system shall be deployed to
improve vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle circulation near the garage entrance.

Pedestrian activity within the study area under Existing Conditions was observed to be low, despite
having an elementary school, a health clinic, and a recreation center in the neighborhood. Even with
the construction of the project, pedestrian trips accessing Starr King Elementary School, the health
clinic, and the Potrero Hill Recreation Center are expected to be low to moderate. Because the
Proposed Project would provide pedestrian accessible paths to these facilities along with improve
pedestrian features, including wide sidewalks, crosswalks, and pedestrian bulb-outs, potential
pedestrian and vehicular conflicts are expected to be low.

Although the Proposed Project would increase pedestrian activity with project vehicles within and
in the vicinity of the Project site, the pedestrian improvements planned as part of the Proposed
Project would generally improve conditions and be able to accommodate the increased pedestrian
activity.

Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

During the weekday PM peak hour, the Reduced Development Alternative would generate 310
pedestrian trips, consisting of 96 walk-only trips and 214 trips to/from transit stops.
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The Reduced Development Alternative would provide pedestrian bulb-outs, wherever feasible, and
crosswalks at all intersections located within the Project site. This would increase the number of
these elements as compared to existing conditions. Bulb-outs provide widened sidewalks for
pedestrians, shortened crossing distances, and also traffic calming. Bulb-out designs at each
intersection have not been developed; as such, their dimensions and curb radii cannot be provided
in this report. However, they would be required to be designed such that large vehicles, particularly
buses, would be able to make right turns where needed. The project applicant would be required to
work with the SFMTA, DPW, and the SFFD to make sure intersections are designed to meet their
specifications. In addition, sidewalks that are 5 to 14 feet wide would be provided along all streets
within the Project site. Wider sidewalks, about 9.5 to 14 feet wide would be provided along blocks
with retail facilities and Community Center (Blocks K and L). All sidewalks and corner bulb-outs
would be compliant with the ADA. The planned pedestrian amenities provided as part of the
Reduced Development Alternative would be an improvement over existing conditions, as many
portions of the Project site currently do not have any sidewalk facilities, such as continuous

pedestrian sidewalks or crosswalks, and pedestrian bulb-outs at intersections.

New and extensive pedestrian connections would be provided as part of the Reduced Development
Alternative within and along the periphery of the Project site. These new pedestrian connections are
shown in Figure 5.7-5. Additionally, the Reduced Development Alternative would provide new
pedestrian paths to link new and existing neighborhood amenities, including the following:

m  Connecticut Street would be transformed into a grand series of stairways between the new
24 and Y2 Street and 23t Street linking residents to the Potrero Hill Recreation Center.

m A new stairway connecting 23 Street from Missouri Street to Texas Street would be
provided.

m A new stairway along 227 Street would be provided between Missouri Street and Texas
Street. It is anticipated that this new facility could begin the pedestrian connection to the 22nd
Street Caltrain Station, the 23t Street T Third Street Station, and the 222¢ Street mixed-use
district.

m A pedestrian-accessible path would be provided to important neighborhood amenities,
including Starr King Elementary School and the health clinic located at the Coral
Street/Wisconsin Street intersection.

These new pedestrian connections would improve pedestrian circulation within and in the vicinity
of the Project site. The Reduced Development Alternative would attempt to maximize accessibility
by locating the neighborhood core (consisting of retail facilities, Community Center, and the 24"
Street Central Park) at the center of the development on streets with less than 5 percent slope. The
project would also provide pedestrian amenities on the street network such as street lights and
plantings on every block. These improvements are consistent with the City’s Better Streets Plan.
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Additionally, the project applicant is working with the MOD and SFDPW to prepare an accessibility
circulation plan to provide a circulation strategy for disabled citizens. This plan would be developed
to create more pedestrian paths which would be accessible in the future, concentrate accessible units
along Texas and 24™ Streets, which are relatively less steep than other streets within the Project site,
concentrate accessible units that would have accessible parking in buildings with the most
community amenities, and keep Texas Street relatively flat throughout. This plan would provide a
circulation strategy for disabled citizens within the Project site and reduce the need to access streets
with steep grades.

The provision of below-grade residential parking would increase the potential for vehicle-pedestrian
conflicts at driveway access locations. Therefore, to minimize these conflicts and to enhance
pedestrian safety, the following guidelines would be adopted for the design of driveways and curb
cuts:

m Driveways would generally be provided along major north/south streets to restrict the
majority of the vehicular traffic to these roads and minimize vehicle traffic along minor
east/west streets.

m  Garage entrances shall be no wider than 20 feet if combined for ingress and egress, and no
wider than 12 feet if ingress and egress are separated.

m  Garages with more than 20 parking spaces would be subject to the Planning Department’s
Queue Abatement Condition of Approval, requiring the project applicant to design for and
prevent through monitoring the potential for vehicle queues in the public right-of-way,
including sidewalks.

m  Curb-cuts would be kept to a minimum.

m At driveways for larger garages, warning signals or vehicle alert system shall be deployed to
improve vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle circulation near the garage entrance.

Pedestrian activity within the study area under Existing Conditions was observed to be low, despite
having an elementary school, a health clinic, and a recreation center in the neighborhood. Even with
the construction of the project, pedestrian trips accessing Starr King Elementary School, the health
clinic, and the Potrero Hill Recreation Center are expected to be low to moderate. Because the
Reduced Development Alternative would provide pedestrian accessible paths to these facilities
along with improved pedestrian features, including wide sidewalks, crosswalks, and pedestrian
bulb-outs, potential pedestrian and vehicular conflicts are expected to be low.

Although the Reduced Development Alternative would increase pedestrian activity with project
vehicles within and in the vicinity of the Project site, the pedestrian improvements planned as part
of the Reduced Development Alternative would generally improve conditions and be able to
accommodate the increased pedestrian activity.
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Therefore, the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would result in a less-than-
significant impact under CEQA on pedestrian operations within and adjacent to the Project site.

Similarly, given that implementation of the Proposed Project and Reduced Development
Alternative would improve pedestrian connectivity, the effect on pedestrian operations would be
less than significant under NEPA.

Impact TR-10(b) Effects on Pedestrian Facilities

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not increase the demand for additional pedestrian facilities. (No
Impact)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not increase the demand for additional pedestrian facilities. (No
Impact)

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

The pedestrian facilities would remain the same as under existing conditions, and no improvements
would be provided. This alternative would not add any new pedestrian trips to the study area and
pedestrian activity within the study area, and pedestrian trips would continue to be similar to
Existing Conditions. Therefore, pedestrian facilities currently available at the Project site would
continue to be adequate to handle the existing pedestrian traffic.

Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

The pedestrian facilities would remain the same as under existing conditions, and no improvements
would be provided to pedestrian facilities. This alternative would not add any new pedestrian trips
to the study area and pedestrian activity within the study area, and pedestrian trips would continue
to remain low. Therefore, pedestrian facilities currently available at the Project site would continue
to be adequate to handle the low pedestrian traffic.

Therefore, the Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative would have no impact
under CEQA.

As implementation of the Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative would not
add any pedestrian trips, there would be no impact under NEPA.
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Bicycle Impacts: Operations Analysis

Impact TR-11(a) Effects on Bicycle Facilities

CEQA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would result in the demand for new bicycle parking spaces and additional
bicycle routes. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would result in the demand for new bicycle parking spaces and additional
bicycle routes. (Less than Significant)

Proposed Project

Bicycle Parking

There are currently no bicycle parking spaces at the Project site. The Proposed Project would include
1,700 dwelling units (with 1,600 non-senior-housing units), and, thus, would require 1,550 bicycle
parking spaces for residential use.

Based on Planning Code Section 155.2, retail spaces over 7,500 sf are required to provide bicycle
parking spaces. Therefore, the Proposed Project would require two Class 1 and six Class 2 bicycle
parking spaces for the planned retail.

For the proposed Community Center, Planning Code Section 155.2 states that buildings with public
uses including a community center must provide bike parking if they are over 5,000 sf. Therefore,
the Proposed Project would require seven Class 1 and 21 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for the
planned Community Center.

In addition to bicycle parking, the Community Center within the Proposed Project would be
required to provide shower and clothes locker facilities. According to Planning Code Section 155.3,
for facilities between 20,000 and 50,000 sf in size, two showers and 12 lockers are required. The
residential development portion of the project would be exempt from the shower and locker
facilities requirement.

Based on current designs, the Proposed Project would provide 839 bicycle spaces within the Project
site, of which 810 spaces would be secured spaces distributed within the residential buildings, and
the remaining 29 spaces, subject to SEFMTA review and approval, would be provided on-street as
bicycle racks. The proposed distribution of on-street bicycle spaces within the Project site for the
Proposed Project is shown in the Transit and Bike Parking layout, included in Appendix B of the TIS
(Appendix 4.7 in this Draft EIR/EIS). Exact locations of secured bicycle parking spaces would be
determined following the building design phase and review and approval by SFMTA. In addition,
the Proposed Project, based on current designs, would provide at least two showers and 12 locker

facilities in the Community Center.
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Bicycle parking spaces would be distributed around the Project site, with secured bicycle parking
within each residential building and on-street bicycle racks provided near the commercial,
recreational and Community Center facilities, subject to SFMTA review and approval. The design of
residential bicycle parking would vary for each building, but in all cases would be easily accessible
and designed to minimize conflicts between bicycles, pedestrians and drivers. As shown in
Appendix B of the TIS (Appendix 4.7 in this Draft EIR/EIS), concentrations of bicycle racks would be
provided around Community Center and open space areas. Within buildings, bicycle facilities
would be located in well-lit, safely accessible areas. Because the Proposed Project is anticipated to be
built in several phases over time, adequate bicycle facilities would be provided in accordance with
the number of residential units being constructed during each phase, and coordination with SFMTA
for the on-street bicycle parking would occur as streets were completed. Therefore, the Proposed
Project would meet the Planning Code requirements for bicycle parking, showers, and lockers.

Bicycle Circulation

There are no bicycle routes within the Project site, and access to the site is minimal. Bicycle activity
at the site and vicinity is low.

The Proposed Project would not provide any dedicated bicycle facilities within the Project site.
However, the redesign of the street layout as part of the Proposed Project would provide streets
with grades less than 8.33 percent within the Project site along Texas, 24%, and 23 Streets. While no
bicycle routes currently traverse the Project site, opportunities for bicycle connections are envisioned
along these less steep streets provided as part of the Proposed Project. Opportunities for key bicycle
connections are created along the following streets:

m Texas Street in the north/south direction between 25t and 2204 Streets
m  24% Street in the east/west direction between Wisconsin and Texas Streets
m 251 Street in the east/west direction between Connecticut and Indiana Streets

m Connecticut Street in the north/south direction between 25t and Cesar Chavez Streets

These planned opportunities for key bicycle connections are shown in the Mobility and Circulation
Concept Plan, included in Appendix B of the TIS (Appendix 4.7 in this Draft EIR/EIS). Also, street
and landscape design with wider sidewalks, 11- to 12-foot travel ways, better internal connections,
and more public pathways is expected to encourage bicycling opportunities as part of roadway
accommodations. Back-in vehicle parking would be provided on 24t Street between Arkansas and
Missouri Streets to increase safety for bicyclists. Head-in parking would be limited to Texas Street.
Bicycle racks are planned, subject to SFMTA review and approval, for all public open spaces, the
Community Center, and along retail facilities as designated in the Transit and Bike Parking layout,
included in Appendix B of the TIS (Appendix 4.7 in this Draft EIR/EIS). All these roadway and
parking features are expected to promote multimodal use of the street network. These amenities
would offer a more inviting environment for bicycle riders to utilize these roadways.
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With an increased residential density, an increase in bicycle activity within the study area is
anticipated due to the Proposed Project. During the PM peak hour, 243 net project-related trips
would occur using modes other than automobile, transit, and walking. It is anticipated that a
majority of these “other” trips would be by bicycle. Even though there are no bicycle facilities
(bicycle routes) at or near the Project site under existing conditions, as mentioned above, the
redesign of the street layout and design as part of the Proposed Project would likely encourage
bicycle travel and connections along relatively flat streets within the Project site, including Texas
Street, 24 Street, 25 Street, and Connecticut Street. With an increase in residential density, parking
and parking garage driveways, conflicts between new vehicles and bicyclists would also increase.
Vehicles and bicyclists would share project roadways, and bicyclists would conflict with parking
and parking garage driveways. However, street design would generally improve bicycle conditions,
and bicycle travel was observed to be relatively low in the Project area.

Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

Bicycle Parking

There are currently no bicycle parking spaces at the Project site.

The Reduced Development Alternative would include 1,280 dwelling units (1,200 of which would
be non-senior-housing units). This would require 616 bicycle parking spaces for residential use.

Based on Planning Code Section 155.2, retail spaces in excess of 7,500 sf in gross floor area would be
required to provide bicycle parking spaces. Therefore, the Proposed Project would require two Class
1 and six Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for the planned retail.

For the proposed Community Center, Planning Code Section 155.2 states that buildings with public
uses including a community center must provide bike parking if they are over 5,000 sf. Therefore,
the Reduced Development Alternative would require five Class 1 and ten Class 2 bicycle parking
spaces for the planned Community Center.

In addition to bicycle parking, the Community Center within the Reduced Development Alternative
would be required to provide shower and clothes locker facilities. According to Planning Code
Section 155.3, for facilities between 20,000 and 50,000 sf in size, two showers and 12 lockers are
required. The residential development portion of the project would be exempt from the shower and
locker facilities requirement.

Based on current designs, the Reduced Development Alternative would provide 639 secured bicycle
spaces and subject to SFMTA review and approval, 23 spaces would be provided on-street as bicycle
racks. The proposed distribution of on-street bicycle spaces within the Project site for the Reduced
Development Alternative is shown in the Transit and Bike Parking layout, included in Appendix B
of the TIS (Appendix 4.7 in this Draft EIR/EIS). Exact locations of secured bicycle parking spaces
would be determined following the building design phase and review and approval by SEMTA. In
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addition, the Reduced Development Alternative would provide at least two showers and four locker
facilities in the Community Center.

Bicycle parking spaces would be distributed throughout the Project site, with secured bicycle
parking within each residential building and on-street bicycle racks provided near the commercial,
recreational and Community Center facilities, subject to SFMTA review and approval. The design of
residential bicycle parking would vary for each building, but in all cases would be easily accessible
and designed to minimize conflicts between bicycles, pedestrians and drivers. As shown in
Appendix B of the TIS (Appendix 4.7 in this Draft EIR/EIS), concentrations of bicycle racks would be
provided around Community Center and open space areas. Within buildings, bicycle facilities
would be located in well-lit, safely accessible areas. Because the Reduced Development Alternative
is anticipated to be built in several phases over time, adequate bicycle facilities would be provided
in accordance with the number of residential units being constructed during each phase, and
coordination with SFMTA for the on-street bicycle parking would occur as streets were completed.
Therefore, the Reduced Development Alternative would meet the Planning Code requirements for
bicycle parking, showers, and lockers.

Bicycle Circulation

There are no bicycle routes within the Project site, and there is no dedicated bicycle access to the site.
Bicycle activity at the site and in the vicinity is low.

The Reduced Development Alternative would not provide any dedicated bicycle facilities within the
Project site. However, the redesign of the street layout as part of the Reduced Development
Alternative would provide streets with grades less than 8.33 percent within the Project site along
Texas, 24, and 23 Streets. While no bicycle routes currently traverse the Project site, opportunities
for bicycle connections are envisioned along these less steep streets provided as part of the Reduced
Development Alternative. Opportunities for key bicycle connections are created along the following
streets:

m Texas Street in the north/south direction between 25t and 22"¢ Streets

m  24% Street in the east/west direction between Wisconsin and Texas Streets

m 25" Street in the east/west direction between Connecticut and Indiana Streets

m  Connecticut Street in the north/south direction between 25" and Cesar Chavez Streets
These planned opportunities for key bicycle connections are shown in the Mobility and Circulation
Concept Plan, included in Appendix B of the TIS (Appendix 4.7 in this Draft EIR/EIS). Also, street
and landscape design with wider sidewalks, 11- to 12-foot travel ways, better internal connections,
and more public pathways is expected to encourage bicycling opportunities as part of roadway
accommodations. Back-in vehicle parking would be provided on 24t Street between Arkansas and

Missouri Streets to increase safety for bicyclists. Head-in parking would be limited to Texas
Street. Bicycle racks are planned, subject to SEMTA review and approval, for all public open spaces,
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the Community Center, and along retail facilities as designated in the Transit and Bike Parking
layout, included in Appendix B of the TIS (Appendix 4.7 in this Draft EIR/EIS). All these roadway
and parking features are expected to promote multimodal use of the street network. These amenities
would offer a more inviting environment for bicycle riders to utilize these roadways.

With an increased residential density, an increase in bicycle activity within the study area is
anticipated due to the Reduced Development Alternative. During the PM peak hour, 145 net project-
related trips would occur using modes other than automobile, transit, and walking. It is anticipated
that a majority of these “other” trips would be by bicycle. Even though there are no bicycle facilities
(bicycle routes) at or near the Project site under existing conditions, as mentioned above, the
redesign of the street layout and design as part of the Reduced Development Alternative would
likely encourage bicycle travel and connections along relatively flat streets within the Project site,
including Texas Street, 24t Street, 25 Street, and Connecticut Street. With an increase in residential
density, parking and parking garage driveways, conflicts between new vehicles and bicyclists could
also increase. However, street design would generally improve bicycle conditions, and bicycle travel

was observed to be relatively low in the Project area.

Therefore, under CEQA, the Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative would
result in less-than-significant impacts to the study area bicycle operations under Existing Plus
Project Conditions.

Given that implementation of the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would
improve bicycle conditions, even though it could result in increased conflicts with motor vehicles,
the overall effect on bicycle operations would be less than significant under NEPA.

Impact TR-11(b) Effects on Bicycle Facilities

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not result in the demand for new bicycle parking spaces and
additional bicycle routes. (No Impact)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not result in the demand for new bicycle parking spaces and
additional bicycle routes. (No Impact)

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

There are no bicycle facilities within the Project site, and no improvements would be provided
under the Housing Replacement Alternative. The roadway network would not be modified, and
there would be no changes to bus routes. Therefore, there would be no potential for increased
conflicts with other modes of transportation compared to existing conditions.
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Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

There are no bicycle facilities within the Project site, and no improvements would be provided
under the No Project Alternative. The roadway network would not be modified, and there would be
no changes to bus routes. Therefore, there would be no potential for increased conflicts with other

modes of transportation compared to existing conditions.

Therefore, under CEQA there would be no impact from the implementation of the Housing
Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative.

Similarly, the Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative would have no impact
under NEPA.

Loading Impacts: Operations Analysis

Impact TR-12(a) Effects on Loading

CEQA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would include activities that would increase loading space demand. (Less
than Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would include activities that would increase loading space demand. (Less
than Significant)

Proposed Project

Freight Loading

The Proposed Project would include two retail facilities in Blocks K and L, which would be less than
10,000 sf in size. According to Planning Code Section 152, one off-street freight loading space would
be required for retail stores ranging from 10,001 to 60,000 sf in size. Therefore, the Proposed Project
would not be required to provide any loading space for retail. Residential buildings and other
facilities (under which the Community Center would be categorized) are expected to provide
loading spaces if they exceed 100,000 sf in gross floor area (i.e., one space from 100,001 to 200,000 sf,
two spaces from 200,001 sf to 500,000 sf, etc.). Residential buildings around the Project site would
total 2,000,000 sf in size across 16 blocks, with some blocks having multiple residential buildings. It
is not anticipated that any of the residential buildings would individually exceed 100,000 sf. Also,
the Community Center would be less than 100,000 sf in gross floor area. Therefore, no freight

loading spaces are required for residential or Community Center land uses.

The Proposed Project would generate approximately 67 delivery/service vehicle-trips per day,
which would be a loading demand of approximately three spaces and four spaces during the
average and peak loading hours. Although the Proposed Project is not required to provide off-street
loading space, the project applicant would seek to provide at least 18 on-street loading spaces
throughout the Project site by generally providing at least one on-street loading space per block that
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would accommodate this loading demand. These yellow-marked loading spaces are subject to
review and approval by SFMTA at a public hearing. The on-street loading spaces would be
provided close to retail and Community Center facilities, and where appropriate, such as at the
senior housing facility and near residential lobbies. Their exact location would be determined when
the buildings are designed.

Passenger Drop-Off/Pick-Up Activities

The same on-street loading spaces that could be provided for the Proposed Project would also be
used for passenger pick-up/drop-off activities within the Project site. The project applicant may also
seek a white passenger zone for the senior housing use. The on-street loading spaces would be
provided close to Community Center, senior housing facility, and residential lobbies. Their exact
location would be determined when the buildings are designed. However, streets located in the
vicinity of the buildings have sufficient street frontages to accommodate these on-street passenger

loading spaces.
Solid Waste Storage and Access

Solid waste collection would be a combination of centralized and decentralized garbage, recycling,
and compost collection areas to maximize efficiency depending on the type of building. For all
project-related land uses, including residential, retail, and Community Center, garbage bins and
dumpsters would be located internally within each building including in the parking garage where
present. The exact locations of each collection area would be determined following the building
design phase, but generally internal to each building, near maintenance, loading, or parking
facilities. Garbage bins and dumpsters would be taken to the street and returned to the garages by
maintenance personnel on pick-up days. The project applicant would coordinate with the San
Francisco Department of the Environment (SF Environment) and the SEMTA’s Sustainable Streets
Division to ensure that the garbage containers remain on the street for the shortest time and would
not result in any safety hazards on pedestrian, bicycle, or traffic circulation.

Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

Freight Loading

The Reduced Development Alternative would include two retail facilities in Blocks K and L, which
would be less than 10,000 sf in size. According to Planning Code Section 152, one off-street freight
loading space would be required for retail stores ranging from 10,001 to 60,000 sf in size. Therefore,
the Reduced Development Alternative would not be required to provide any loading space for
retail. Residential buildings and other facilities (under which the Community Center would be
categorized) are expected to provide loading spaces if they exceed 100,000 sf in gross floor area (i.e.,
one space from 100,001 to 200,000 sf, two spaces from 200,001 sf to 500,000 sf, etc.). Residential
buildings around the Project site would total 2,000,000 sf in size across 16 blocks, with some blocks
having multiple residential buildings. It is not anticipated that any of the residential buildings
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would individually exceed 100,000 sf. Also, the Community Center would be less than 100,000 sf in
gross floor area. Hence, no freight loading spaces are required for residential or community center
land uses.

The Reduced Development Alternative would generate approximately 41 delivery/service vehicle-
trips per day, which would be a loading demand of approximately two spaces during both the
average and peak loading hours. Although the Reduced Development Alternative is not required to
provide off-street loading space, the project applicant would seek to provide at least 18 on-street
loading spaces throughout the Project site by generally by providing at least one on-street loading
space per block that would accommodate this loading demand. These yellow-marked loading
spaces are subject to review and approval by SFMTA at a public hearing. The on-street loading
spaces would be provided close to retail and community center facilities, and where appropriate,
such as at the senior housing facility and near residential lobbies. Their exact location would be
determined when the buildings are designed.

Passenger Drop-Off/Pick-up Activities

The same on-street loading spaces that could be provided for the Reduced Development Alternative
would also be used for passenger pick-up/drop-off activities within the Project site. The project
applicant may also seek a white passenger zone for the senior housing use. The on-street loading
spaces would be provided close to Community Center, senior housing facility, and residential
lobbies. Their exact location would be determined when the buildings are designed. However,
streets located in the vicinity of the buildings have sufficient street frontages to accommodate these

on-street passenger loading spaces.
Solid Waste Storage and Access

Solid waste collection would be a combination of centralized and decentralized garbage, recycling,
and compost collection areas to maximize efficiency depending on the type of building. For all
project-related land uses, including residential, retail, and Community Center, garbage bins and
dumpsters would be located internally within each building including in the parking garage where
present. The exact locations of each collection area would be determined following the building
design phase, but generally internal to each building, near maintenance, loading, or parking
facilities. Solid waste bins and dumpsters would be taken to the street and returned to the garages
by maintenance personnel on pick up days. The project applicant would coordinate with SF
Environment and the SFMTA’s Sustainable Streets Division to ensure that the garbage facilities
would remain on the street for the shortest time and would not result in any safety hazards on
pedestrian, bicycle, or traffic circulation.

Because the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would include off-street
loading space that would accommodate demand, on-street passenger loading spaces for passenger
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loading/unloading, and neither solid storage nor solid waste access is expected to interfere with
pedestrian bicycle or traffic circulation, there would be less-than-significant impacts under CEQA.

Similarly, the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would include off-street
loading space that would accommodate demand, on-street passenger loading spaces for passenger
loading/unloading, and neither solid storage nor solid waste access is expected to interfere with
pedestrian bicycle or traffic circulation, there would be less-than-significant impacts under NEPA.

Impact TR-12(b) Effects on Loading

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not include activities that would increase loading space demand. (No
Impact)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not include activities that would increase loading space demand. (No
Impact)

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

The Project site does not have any retail land uses. Therefore, under Existing Conditions, freight
loading operations do not occur within the Project site, nor does the Project site have any on- or off-
street loading spaces. The Housing Replacement Alternative would not result in any changes in land
use or increase space that would require new loading space. However, five off-street loading spaces
would be provided as part of this alternative. These off-street loading spaces would be distributed
across the Project site.

Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

The Project site does not have any retail land uses. Therefore, under Existing Conditions, freight
loading operations do not occur within the Project site, nor does the Project site have any on- or off-
street loading spaces. The No Project Alternative would not result in any changes in land use or
increase space that would require new loading space.

Therefore, under CEQA, the Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative would
have no impact.

Similarly, there would be no impact under NEPA from the implementation of the Housing
Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative because there would not be any changes in
land use or increase space that would require new loading space.
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Emergency Access Impacts: Operation Analysis

Impact TR-13(a) Effects on Circulation

CEQA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would modify the Project site circulation network and connections to the
existing off-site roadway network, but this would not adversely affect
emergency access. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would modify the Project site circulation network and connections to the
existing off-site roadway network, but this would not adversely affect
emergency access. (Less than Significant)

The closest fire station in the vicinity of the Project site is SFFD Station #37, located at 798 Wisconsin
Street, near the intersection of 22¢ Street and Wisconsin Street. It is located approximately 0.25 mile
northwest of the Project site. The closest police station is Mission Police Station, located at 630
Valencia Street, near the intersection of 17" and Valencia Streets. It is located approximately 2 miles
northwest of the Project site.

Proposed Project

The street configuration planned as part of the Proposed Project would create an on-site grid of
streets with easier cross-site access. All new streets would provide emergency vehicle access and
would meet the SFFD’s access requirements. New connections would include extending Arkansas
Street from 23 Street to 26t Street, extending Missouri Street directly south from 23 Street directly
to 25t Street, formalizing Texas Street and connecting it to Missouri Street on the northern edge of
the site, and new east/west streets connecting Wisconsin Street and Coral Street to Texas Street. All
buildings would be required to meet all applicable building and life safety regulations.

Please refer to Impact TR-14(a), below, for an analysis of emergency access during construction.

Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

The street configuration planned as part of the Reduced Development Alternative would create an
on-site grid of streets with easier cross-site access. All new streets would provide emergency vehicle
access and would meet the SFFD’s access requirements. New connections would include extending
Arkansas Street from 23 Street to 26t Street, extending Missouri Street directly south from 23
Street directly to 25% Street, formalizing Texas Street and connecting it to Missouri Street on the
northern edge of the site, and new east/west streets connecting Wisconsin Street and Coral Street to
Texas Street. All buildings would be required to meet all applicable building and life safety
regulations.

For these reasons, the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would not result in
inadequate emergency access, and the impact would be less than significant under CEQA.
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Because the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would provide emergency
vehicle access and would meet SFFD’s access requirements, the adverse effects on emergency access
would be less than significant under NEPA.

Please refer to Impact TR-14(a), below, for an analysis of emergency access during construction.

Impact TR-13(b) Effects on Circulation

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would retain the existing Project site circulation network and connections to
the existing off-site roadway network. (No Impact)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would retain the existing Project site circulation network and connections to
the existing off-site roadway network. (No Impact)

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

The roadway layout within the Project site would not be modified. Therefore, it would not affect
emergency access compared to existing conditions.

Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

The roadway layout within the Project site would not be modified. Therefore, it would not affect

emergency access compared to existing conditions.

Accordingly, the Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative would result in
no impact under CEQA and no impact under NEPA.

Construction Impacts

Impact TR-14(a) Construction Effects on Circulation

CEQA: The Proposed Project, the Reduced Development Alternative, and the
Housing Replacement Alternative would involve extensive construction over
several years that could result in the following temporary conditions: street
closures and detours, rerouting of Muni lines and bus stops, and sidewalk
closures. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

NEPA: The Proposed Project, the Reduced Development Alternative, and the
Housing Replacement Alternative would involve extensive construction over
several years that could result in the following temporary conditions: street
closures and detours, rerouting of Muni lines and bus stops, and sidewalk
closures. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

For the Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative, Phase 1 would consist of the
vicinity south of 25 Street in the Terrace portion of the Project site. Phase 2 would consist of the
area between 23 Street and 25 Street, or the remaining portions of the Terrace site. Phase 3 would
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consist of development of the entire Annex site. The exact timing of construction of each phase has
not been determined.

However, for the proposed project, Phase 1 would last approximately 26 months with streets closed
for approximately 8 months, and Phases 2 and 3 would each last 48 months with streets closed for
approximately 12 months during each phase. All street layout improvements would be constructed
when neighboring blocks are constructed. This construction phasing is preliminary and is subject to
change.

For the Reduced Development Alternative, Phase 1 is anticipated to last 22 months, Phase 2 is
expected to last 42 months, and Phase 3 is anticipated to last 43 months. For the Housing
Replacement Alternative, Phases 1, 2, and 3 are expected to last about 20, 34, and 35 months,
respectively.

Each phase of construction would include demolition of existing facilities, followed by grading and
construction of new facilities. Wherever possible, the project would accommodate on-site relocation
of existing residents. Qualified residents would be able to move into the new housing units as they
become available. The project applicant would develop an access plan for pedestrians and transit
during each phase of construction coordinating with the residents, SFMTA, SFDPW, and other
utility agencies and the City departments.

As with other similar construction projects within the city, construction activity is expected to occur
on Monday through Saturday from 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. Construction staging and worker
parking would not be provided within the Project site and would occupy the on-street parking
spaces instead. All construction work would be performed using the Regulations for Working in San
Francisco Streets (the Blue Book).

Proposed Project

Site Access

The redevelopment of the Project site would involve temporary street closures in each phase for the
demolition, regrading, modification of site layout, and construction activities. These street closures
are expected to last for about eight months, but not the whole duration of each phase. A proposed
street closure plan follows:

Phase 1. During Phase 1, portions of 25" and 26" Streets located between Wisconsin and
Connecticut Streets would be closed for all traffic, except for construction and emergency vehicles.
However, to minimize disruption to east/west traffic, these streets would be closed in two non-
overlapping periods, each period lasting about four to five months. During the period when 26t
Street is closed, traffic would be detoured to 25" Street via Wisconsin Street. During the period
when 25t Street is closed, traffic would be detoured to 26t Street via Connecticut Street. As such,

travel distance for traffic would increase by about one to two blocks during both the periods. The
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closure of portions of 25" and 26t Streets would add about 100 to 150 detour trips during the PM
peak hour to 26", Connecticut, 25%, and Wisconsin Streets in either direction for a period of 10 to 14
months. Currently, these streets carry about 100 to 200 vehicles in each direction during the PM
peak hour. With the detour traffic, the overall traffic on these streets would increase to about 300 to
350 vehicles per hour in each direction. Because the typical capacity of a local roadway is about 800
vehicles per hour per lane, even with the addition of detour traffic 26, Connecticut, 25%, and
Wisconsin Streets would continue to operate at levels lower than their capacities.

Phase 2. During Phase 2, the portion of Connecticut Street located from 25% Street to Wisconsin
Street and that of Dakota Street from 24 Street to 25t Street would be closed for about 12 months.
The majority of the north/south traffic would be detoured to Wisconsin Street via 23 Street during
this phase. Residents of the Potrero Annex portion of the Project site would have to access
neighboring circulation network via 23 and Wisconsin Streets, resulting in an increase in travel
distance by about 0.3 mile. It is expected that detour traffic of about 150 vehicles would be added to
Wisconsin Street (from 234 to 25% Streets), 23t Street (from Wisconsin Street to Dakota Street), and
25t Street (from Wisconsin Street to Dakota Street) in each direction during the PM peak hour. All
three streets (Wisconsin, 23, and 25t Streets) currently operate well below their capacities of about
800 vehicles per hour per lane (they carry about 200 to 250 vehicles in each direction); therefore,
even with the addition of detour traffic, these streets would continue to operate at levels lower than
their capacities.

The student drop-off/pick-up facilities for Starr King Elementary School are located along Wisconsin
Street between Coral Road and Carolina Street. As such, the increase in traffic along Wisconsin
Street (from 23t to 25t Streets) during Phase 2 due to detour traffic would delay the school’s pick-up
and drop-off activities during the morning and evening peak hours. However, as mentioned above,
even with the addition of detour traffic, Wisconsin Street is expected to continue to operate at levels
lower than their capacities. Therefore, significant delays to drop-off and pick-up activities at the
school are not expected.

Phase 3. During Phase 3, the portion of 23 Street located east of Dakota Street and that of Dakota
Street from 24t to 23 Streets would be closed for about 12 months. Due to the street closures, traffic
from the Potrero Terrace portion of the Project site would be detoured to extended Arkansas Street
via 23 Street and newly built portion of 24t Street within the Project site, resulting in an increase in
travel distance by about one to two blocks. Similar to Phase 2, detour traffic of about 50 to 100
vehicles would be added to 24t Street (from Arkansas Street to Dakota Street) and 23t Street
(between Dakota Street and Arkansas Street), while about 150 vehicles would be added to Arkansas
Street (between 234 and 24 Streets) in each direction during the PM peak hour. Traffic volumes
along streets located within the Project site are in general low and operate well below their
capacities. Therefore, even with an increase of about 100 to 150 vehicles during the PM peak hour
due to the detour traffic, these streets are expected to operate at levels lower than their capacities.
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During construction work, local access to any homes/businesses located on adjacent streets would
be maintained, as required. None of the street closures planned as part of the three phases would
block direct access to Starr King Elementary School, Starr King Open Space, or the Potrero Hill
Recreation Center. A portion of the traffic accessing these facilities using 25t%, 26", Connecticut,
Dakota, and 23 Streets would have to detour using the routes discussed above during each
construction phase when those streets are closed. Also, as mentioned above, the increase in traffic
along Wisconsin Street (from 23 to 25t Streets) during Phase 2 due to detour traffic would delay
the school’s drop-off and pick-up activities during the morning and evening peak hours, though
significant delays are not expected due to less-than-capacity traffic on Wisconsin Street.

No Ramp and freeway lane closures are anticipated during the construction of the Proposed Project.
All lane closures would be within or adjacent to the Project site; therefore, the potential street
closures during the construction of the Proposed Project would not affect traffic on the state
highway system.

Street closures would temporarily disrupt traffic, resulting in a significant impact under both CEQA
and NEPA.

Construction Traffic

Traffic Operations. The Proposed Project would include grading of approximately 248,160 cubic
yards of earthwork over the three construction phases. During Phase 1, approximately 18,000 cubic
yards of earthwork would be used as fill and approximately 7,400 cubic yards would be exported off
site. During Phase 2, approximately 135,680 cubic yards would be excavated and filled on site, but a
total of approximately 213,490 cubic yards would be necessary for fill; as such, approximately 77,810
cubic yards of fill would be imported to the Project site. During Phase 3, approximately 35,730 cubic
yards of earthwork would be used as fill and approximately 51,350 cubic yards would be exported
off site. This earthwork would generate a minimum of about 3,550 truck trips (assuming 18-wheel
trucks with a capacity of 70 cubic yards would be used for hauling) and a maximum of about 14,600
truck trips (assuming dump trucks with a capacity of about 17 cubic yards would be used for
hauling) during the construction period. Construction work is anticipated to occur Monday through
Saturday from 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. The hours of construction would be consistent with the
Department of Building Inspection requirements, and the contractor would be required to comply
with the City’s Noise Ordinance. This would translate to about 9 to 34 truck trips per day, based on
the conservative assumption of a six-month period of hauling activity per phase. Additionally,
development of the Project site would involve approximately 150 daily worker trips during Phase 1
and approximately 220 during Phases2 and 3. In total, the Proposed Project would generate
approximately 144 construction-related vehicle trips (110 worker trips and 34 trucks trips) during
the PM peak hour. Therefore, the total peak hour construction-related vehicle trips would be
substantially fewer than the number of vehicle-trips that would be generated by the project
(approximately 890 PM peak hour vehicle trips). Additionally, construction-related trips would be
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temporary depending on the phase of construction. To minimize impacts, construction-related
traffic, include truck traffic and worker traffic is expected to avoid the weekday morning and
evening peak commute hours. Nevertheless, because construction traffic could reduce capacity of
surrounding streets due to planned street closures and detours, this would be a significant impact
under CEQA and NEPA.

Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Operations

When street closures are implemented during the construction phase, it is anticipated that sidewalks
located along those roadways would also be temporarily closed. However, temporary pedestrian
facilities, subject to SFMTA approval, would be provided under those circumstances to facilitate
pedestrian movement within and to the Project site. It is anticipated that demolition and
construction during each phase would be planned to maintain pedestrian connections to the Project
site. As such, the construction-related temporary closures due to the Proposed Project would be a
less-than-significant impact under CEQA and a less-than-significant impact under NEPA on the
pedestrian operations within the study area.

Although it is anticipated that very few construction workers would access the Project site using
transit, on foot, or using bicycle, it is anticipated that the construction traffic along with street
closures could increase the potential vehicle-pedestrian and vehicle-bicycle conflicts within the
study area. However, there is low pedestrian and bicycle activity in the vicinity of the Project site
under Existing Conditions. As such, the pedestrian and bicycle facilities available within the study
area are expected to handle the bicycle and pedestrian activity related to construction traffic. Also,
construction sites would be fenced off during each construction phase to avoid and minimize
disruption to pedestrian and bicycle operations outside the construction zone.

Parking

Construction staging and worker parking would not be provided, but would occupy the on-street
parking spaces available within the Project site. Therefore, even though construction workers would
cause a temporary parking demand, it would be accommodated on site and is not anticipated to
impact neighboring parking operations.

On-Site Transit Operations

During Phase 1, Muni lines traveling along 25" Street might be rerouted to 26™ Street via
Connecticut Street when 25t Street between Connecticut and Wisconsin Streets is closed. Also, due
to the closure of 25% and 26™ Streets in Phase 1, bus stops located at the Wisconsin Street/25% Street
and Connecticut Street/26™ Street intersections might be closed or relocated. However, since both
25t Street and 26t Street would not be closed at the same, the above mentioned bus stops are not
expected to close at the same time. So riders could access Muni buses from the other bus stop when
one is closed. Additionally, Muni riders could access two other neighboring bus stops located within
a block radius at the Wisconsin Street/26t% Street and 25t Street/Connecticut Street intersections.
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During Phase 2, Muni lines traveling along 26" Street would be restored to 25t Street. However, all
Muni lines traveling along Dakota Street between 25% and 23 Streets and along Connecticut Street
between 25" and Wisconsin Streets might be rerouted to Wisconsin Street. Due to the closure of
Connecticut and Dakota Streets, two bus stops located along these roadway segments would be
closed or relocated. However, Muni riders could access buses from four other neighboring bus stops
located within a two-block radius at the Wisconsin Street/Coral Street, Dakota Street/23rd Street, 25t
Street/Dakota Street, and 25t Street/Dakota Street intersections.

During Phase 3, all Muni lines traveling along Dakota Street between 25 and 23 Streets and along
Connecticut Street between 25" and Wisconsin Streets might be rerouted to Wisconsin Street and
Arkansas Street that would be extended during Phase 2. Due to the closure of Dakota Street, the bus
stop located at the Dakota Street/23r Street intersection would also be closed or relocated. However,
Muni riders could access buses from the neighboring bus stop located within a two-block radius at
the Wisconsin Street/23 Street intersection.

Construction Emergency Vehicle Access

The construction emergency vehicle access plan for the Proposed Project is shown in Figure 5.7-7.

During Phase 1, emergency vehicle access routes would consist of Connecticut Street between 26t
and Wisconsin Streets, Connecticut Street between 261 and 25% Streets, 25t Street between
Connecticut and Dakota Streets, and Dakota Street north of 25t Street. During Phase 2, emergency
vehicle access routes would consist of Connecticut Street between 26t and 25t Streets, 25t Street
between Connecticut and Wisconsin Streets, Wisconsin Street between 25t and 23t Streets, and 23+
Street east of Wisconsin Street. During Phase 3, the emergency access route would consist of
Connecticut Street between 26t and 25t Streets, 25t Street between Arkansas and 25% Streets, 25t
Street between Arkansas and Missouri Streets, Arkansas Street between 25" and 24 and ¥ Streets,
Missouri Street between 25t and 24 and % Streets, and 24 and 1. Street between Arkansas and

Missouri Streets.
Summary

Due to the length of the construction schedule (approximately 10 years), the number of required
street closures/detours, the number of bus route and stop relocations and the uncertainty associated
with a long construction project, the Proposed Project would result in a significant impact.

However, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-14, which would require
implementation of a Construction Transportation Control Plan (TCP) submitted to TASC, would
help alleviate the impact. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant with mitigation with
the implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-14 under both CEQA and NEPA.
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Mitigation Measure M-TR-14 - Construction Traffic Control Plan (Proposed Project,
Reduced Development Alterative, and Housing Replacement Alternative). To reduce
construction-related impacts, the project applicant shall develop and implement a
Construction Transportation Control Plan (TCP) for each construction phase to anticipate
and minimize impacts of various construction activities associated with the Proposed Project,
Reduced Development Alternative and Housing Replacement Alternative. The TCP shall be
submitted to TASC, consisting of representatives from the SFMTA and Muni operations, Fire
Department, Police Department, and SFDPW for review/approval.

Specifically, the plan shall:

Case No. 2010.0515E

Identify construction traffic management and a cohesive program of operational and
demand management strategies designed to maintain acceptable levels of travel flow
during periods of construction activities. These include, but are not limited to,
construction strategies, demand management activities, alternative route strategies,
and public information strategies consistent with best practices in San Francisco, as
well as other cities or agencies that, although not being implemented in the city,
could provide valuable management practices for the project. Management practices
include, but are not limited to:

> Planning site construction and truck deliveries such as to minimize construction-
related traffic operations during the weekday morning and evening peak
commute hours

> Identifying ways to reduce construction worker vehicle trips through
transportation demand management programs and methods to manage
construction work parking demands, such as promoting carpooling/vanpooling,
encouraging transit usage, discouraging workers from parking off-site, etc.

> Working further with SFDPW to identify the best traffic detours during each
construction phase

> Identifying best practices to accommodate pedestrians, such as temporary
pedestrian wayfinding signage or temporary walkways

> Working with the SEMTA to identify relocated Muni routes and stops

> Identifying ways to consolidate truck delivery trips, including a plan to
consolidate deliveries from a centralized construction material and equipment
storage facility

> Identifying best practices to manage traffic flows on surrounding streets

Describe procedures required by different departments and/or agencies in the city for
implementation of the TCP, such as reviewing agencies, approval processes, and
estimated timelines. For example:

> The project applicant shall coordinate temporary and permanent changes to the
transportation network within the city of San Francisco, including traffic, street
and parking changes and lane closures, with the SEMTA. All travel lane, parking
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lane, or sidewalk closures shall be reviewed by the TASC. Any permanent
changes may require meeting with the SFMTA Board of Directors or one of its
sub-Committees. This may require a public hearing. Temporary traffic and
transportation changes must be coordinated through the SFMTA’s
Interdepartmental Staff Committee on Traffic and Transportation (ISCOTT) and
would require a public meeting. As part of this process, the Construction Plan
may be reviewed by the TASC to resolve internal differences between different
transportation modes.

> Caltrans Deputy Directive 60 (DD-60) requires TCP and contingency plans for all
state highway activities. These plans shall be part of the normal project
development process and must be considered during the planning stage to allow
for the proper cost, scope and scheduling of the TCP activities on Caltrans right-
of-way. These plans shall adhere to Caltrans standards and guidelines for stage
construction, construction signage, traffic handling, lane and ramp closures and
TCP documentation for all work within Caltrans right-of-way.

m  Notify emergency vehicle providers about the planned street closures/detours and
their duration for each construction phase.

m  Develop a public information plan to provide adjacent residents and businesses with
regularly updated information regarding project construction, including construction
activities, durations, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel
lane closures, and other lane closures.

m Hire a transportation manager to actively manage the construction vehicle, truck
loading, passenger loading and emergency vehicle access to the Project site through
at least the most intense phases of construction.

m  Develop a public information plan to provide adjacent residents and businesses with
regularly updated information regarding project construction, including construction
activities, durations, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel
lane closures, and other lane closures.

m Hire a transportation manager to actively manage the construction vehicle, truck
loading, passenger loading and emergency vehicle access to the Project site through
at least the most intense phases of construction.

Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

Site Access

The redevelopment of the Project site would involve temporary street closures in each phase for the
demolition, regrading, modification of site layout, and construction activities. These street closures
are expected to last for about eight months, but not the whole duration of each phase. During
Phase 1, portions of 25% and 26" Streets located between Wisconsin and Connecticut Streets would
be closed for all traffic, except for construction and emergency vehicles. However, to minimize
disruption to east/west traffic, these streets would be closed in two non-overlapping periods, each
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period lasting about four to five months. During the period when 26t Street is closed, traffic would
be detoured to 25" Street via Wisconsin Street. During the period when 25t Street is closed, traffic
would be detoured to 26t Street via Connecticut Street. As such, travel distance for traffic would
increase by about one to two blocks during both the periods. The closure of portions of 25t and 26
Streets would add about 100 to 150 detour trips during the PM peak hour to 26", Connecticut, 25%,
and Wisconsin Streets in either direction for a period of 10 to 14 months. Currently, these streets
carry about 100 to 200 vehicles in each direction during the PM peak hour. With the detour traffic,
the overall traffic on these streets would increase to about 300 to 350 vehicles per hour in each
direction. Because the typical capacity of a local roadway is about 800 vehicles per hour per lane,
even with the addition of detour traffic 26t, Connecticut, 25", and Wisconsin Streets would continue
to operate at levels lower than their capacities.

During Phase 2, the portion of Connecticut Street located from 25" Street to Wisconsin Street and
that of Dakota Street from 24" Street to 25" Street would be closed for about 12 months. The
majority of the north/south traffic would be detoured to Wisconsin Street via 23 Street during this
phase. Residents of the Potrero Annex portion of the Project site would have to access neighboring
circulation network via 23 and Wisconsin Streets, resulting in an increase in travel distance by
about 0.3 mile. It is expected that detour traffic of about 150 vehicles would be added to Wisconsin
Street (from 23 to 25% Streets), 23" Street (from Wisconsin Street to Dakota Street), and 25% Street
(from Wisconsin Street to Dakota Street) in each direction during the PM peak hour. All three streets
(Wisconsin, 23, and 25 Streets) currently operate well below their capacities of about 800 vehicles
per hour per lane (they carry about 200 to 250 vehicles in each direction); hence, even with the
addition of detour traffic these streets would continue to operate at levels lower than their

capacities.

The student drop-off/pick-up facilities for Starr King Elementary School are located along Wisconsin
Street between Coral Road and Carolina Street. As such, the increase in traffic along Wisconsin
Street (from 23 to 25t Streets) during Phase 2 due to detour traffic would delay the school’s pick-up
and drop-off activities during the morning and evening peak hours. However, as mentioned above,
even with the addition of detour traffic, Wisconsin Street is expected to continue to operate at levels
lower than their capacities. Therefore, significant delays to drop-off and pick-up activities at the
school are not expected.

During Phase 3, the portion of 23 Street located east of Dakota Street and that of Dakota Street from
24t to 231 Streets would be closed for about 12 months. Due to the street closures, traffic from the
Potrero Terrace portion of the Project site would be detoured to extended Arkansas Street via 23
Street and newly built portion of 24t Street within the Project site, resulting in an increase in travel
distance by about one to two blocks. Similar to Phase 2, detour traffic of about 50 to 100 vehicles
would be added to 24™ Street (from Arkansas Street to Dakota Street) and 23t Street (between
Dakota Street and Arkansas Street), and about 150 vehicles would be added to Arkansas Street
(between 23 and 24t Streets) in each direction during the PM peak hour. Traffic volumes along
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streets located within the Project site are in general low and operate well below their capacities.
Therefore, even with an increase of about 100 to 150 vehicles during the PM peak hour due to the
detour traffic, these streets are expected to operate at levels lower than their capacities.

During construction work, local access to any homes/businesses located on adjacent streets would
be maintained, as required. None of the street closures planned as part of the three phases would
block direct access to Starr King Elementary School, Starr King Open Space, or the Potrero Hill
Recreation Center. A portion of the traffic accessing these facilities using 25%, 26, Connecticut,
Dakota, and 23t Streets would have to detour using the routes discussed above during each
construction phase when those streets are closed. Also, as mentioned above, the increase in traffic
along Wisconsin Street (from 23t to 25% Streets) during Phase 2 due to detour traffic would delay
the school’s drop-off and pick-up activities during the morning and evening peak hours, though
significant delays are not expected due to less-than-capacity traffic on Wisconsin Street.

No Ramp and freeway lane closures are anticipated during the construction of the Reduced
Development Alternative. All lane closures would be within or adjacent to the Project site; therefore,
the potential street closures during the construction of the Reduced Development Alternative would
not affect traffic on the state highway system.

With implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-14, impacts related to street closures during
construction of the Reduced Development Alternative would be less than significant with
mitigation under CEQA and NEPA.

Construction Traffic

Traffic Operations. The Reduced Development Alternative would include grading of
approximately 248,160 cubic yards of earthwork over the three construction phases. During Phase 1,
approximately 18,000 cubic yards of earthwork would be used as fill and approximately 7,400 cubic
yards would be exported off site. During Phase 2, approximately 135,680 cubic yards would be
excavated and filled on site, but a total of approximately 213,490 cubic yards would be necessary for
fill; as such, approximately 77,810 cubic yards of fill would be imported to the Project site. During
Phase 3, approximately 35,730 cubic yards of earthwork would be used as fill and approximately
51,350 cubic yards would be exported off site. This earthwork would generate a minimum of about
3,550 truck trips (assuming 18-wheel trucks with a capacity of 70 cubic yards would be used for
hauling) and a maximum of about 14,600 truck trips (assuming dump trucks with a capacity of
about 17 cubic yards would be used for hauling) during the construction period. Construction work
is anticipated to occur Monday through Saturday from 7:00 am. to 5:00 p.m. The hours of
construction would be consistent with the Department of Building Inspection requirements, and the
contractor would be required to comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance. This would translate to
about 9 to 34 truck trips per day, based on the conservative assumption of a six-month period of
hauling activity per phase. Additionally, development of the Project site would involve
approximately 150 daily worker trips during Phase 1 and approximately 220 during Phases 2 and 3.
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In total, the Reduced Development Alternative would generate approximately 144 construction-
related vehicle trips (110 worker trips and 34 trucks trips) during the PM peak hour. Therefore, the
total peak hour construction-related vehicle trips would be substantially fewer than the number of
vehicle-trips that would be generated by this alternative (approximately 550 PM peak hour vehicle
trips). Additionally, construction-related trips would be temporary depending on the phase of
construction. To minimize impacts, construction-related traffic, include truck traffic and worker
traffic is expected to avoid the weekday morning and evening peak commute hours. Nevertheless,
because construction traffic could reduce capacity of surrounding streets due to planned street
closures and detours, this would be considered a significant impact under CEQA and NEPA.

Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Operations

When street closures are implemented during the construction phase, it is anticipated that sidewalks
located along those roadways would also be temporarily closed. However, temporary pedestrian
facilities, subject to SFMTA approval, would be provided under those circumstances to facilitate
pedestrian movement within and to the Project site. It is anticipated that demolition and
construction during each phase would be planned to maintain pedestrian connections to the Project
site. As such, under CEQA, the construction-related temporary closures due to the Reduced
Development Alternative would result in less than significant impacts on the pedestrian operations
within the study area. Under NEPA, impacts would be less than significant.

Although it is anticipated that very few construction workers would access the Project site using
transit, on foot, or using bicycle, it is anticipated that the construction traffic along with street
closures could increase potential vehicle-pedestrian and vehicle-bicycle conflicts within the study
area. However, there is low pedestrian and bicycle activity in the vicinity of the Project site under
Existing Conditions. As such, the pedestrian and bicycle facilities available within the study area are
expected to handle the bicycle and pedestrian activity related to construction traffic. Also,
construction sites would be fenced off during each construction phase to avoid and minimize

disruption to pedestrian and bicycle operations outside the construction zone.
Parking

Construction staging and worker parking would not be provided, but would occupy the on-street
parking spaces available within the Project site. Therefore, even though construction workers would
cause a temporary increase in parking demand, it would be accommodated on site and is not
anticipated to impact neighboring parking operations.

On-Site Transit Operations

During Phase 1, Muni lines traveling along 25% Street might be rerouted to 26™ Street via
Connecticut Street when 25t Street between Connecticut and Wisconsin Streets is closed. Also, due
to the closure of 25" and 26 Streets in Phase 1, bus stops located at the Wisconsin Street/25" Street
and Connecticut Street/26'™ Street intersections might be closed or relocated. However, since both
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251 Street and 26t Street would not be closed at the same, the above-mentioned bus stops are not
expected to close at the same time. So riders could access Muni buses from the other bus stop when
one is closed. Additionally, Muni riders could access two other neighboring bus stops located within
a block radius at the Wisconsin Street/26t Street and 25% Street/Connecticut Street intersections.

During Phase 2, Muni lines traveling along 26 Street would be restored to 25t Street. However, all
Muni lines traveling along Dakota Street between 25t and 23 Streets and along Connecticut Street
between 25t and Wisconsin Streets might be rerouted to Wisconsin Street. Due to the closure of
Connecticut and Dakota Streets, two bus stops located along these roadway segments would be
closed or relocated. However, Muni riders could access buses from four other neighboring bus stops
located within a two-block radius at the Wisconsin Street/Coral Street, Dakota Street/23t Street, 25"
Street/Dakota Street, and 25t Street/Dakota Street intersections.

During Phase 3, all Muni lines traveling along Dakota Street between 25% and 234 Streets and along
Connecticut Street between 25" and Wisconsin Streets might be rerouted to Wisconsin Street and
Arkansas Street that would be extended during Phase 2. Due to the closure of Dakota Street, the bus
stop located at the Dakota Street/23r Street intersection would also be closed or relocated. However,
Muni riders could access buses from the neighboring bus stop located within a two-block radius at
the Wisconsin Street/23 Street intersection.

Construction Emergency Vehicle Access

The construction emergency vehicle access plan for the Reduced Development Alternative is shown
in Figure 5.7-7.

During Phase 1, emergency vehicle access routes would consist of Connecticut Street between 26t
and Wisconsin Streets, Connecticut Street between 26% and 25% Streets, 25t Street between
Connecticut and Dakota Streets, and Dakota Street north of 25t Street. During Phase 2, emergency
vehicle access routes would consist of Connecticut Street between 26t and 25t Streets, 25t Street
between Connecticut and Wisconsin Streets, Wisconsin Street between 25t and 23t Streets, and 23
Street east of Wisconsin Street. During Phase 3, the emergency access route would consist of
Connecticut Street between 26t and 23t¢ Streets, 26t Street west of Connecticut Street, 25t Street

west of Connecticut Street, and 24t Street east and west of Connecticut Street.
Summary

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-14, which would require implementation of a
Construction TCP) submitted to TASC, would help alleviate the impact. Therefore, the Reduced
Development Alternative impact would be less than significant with mitigation under CEQA and
NEPA.

Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan 5.7-84 Case No. 2010.0515E
Final EIR/EIS ' SCH No. 2010112029



CHAPTER 5 Environmental Consequences
June 2016 SECTION 5.7 Transportation and Circulation

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

Site Access

During Phases 1 and 3 of the Housing Replacement Alternative, no streets would be closed.
Therefore, there would be no site-access related impacts during these two phases. However, during
Phase 2, the portion of Connecticut Street located north of 25% Street would be closed for about 27
months. Since this segment of Connecticut Street would only serve the Potrero Terrace portion of the
Project site located north of 25" Street, which would be under construction during Phase 2, the
planned street closures during Phase 2 would not affect access to/from the remaining portions of the
Project site. All other traffic would be detoured to 25" Street to access Wisconsin Street. As
mentioned earlier, currently 25% Street carries about 100 to 200 vehicles in each direction during the
PM peak hour. With the detour traffic, the overall traffic on these streets is expected to increase to
about 300 vehicles per hour in each direction. Therefore, even with the addition of detour traffic 25%
Street would continue to operate at levels lower than its capacity (about 800 vehicles per hour per
lane).

Fencing, grading, and street closures would be planned so as to maintain access to the existing
occupied units at all times during the construction period. Temporary pedestrian facilities would be
provided to facilitate pedestrian movement within and to the Project site. It is anticipated that
demolition and construction during each phase would be planned such as to maintain pedestrian
and bicycle access to the Project site. As mentioned earlier, the project applicant would develop an
access plan for pedestrians and transit during each phase of construction coordinating with the
residents, SFMTA, SFDPW, and other utility agencies and the City departments. In the event of
emergency, emergency vehicles would be able to access the occupied portion of the Project site at all
times. A discussion on the emergency vehicle access plan during the construction period is provided
later in this section.

Construction Traffic

Traffic Operations. The Housing Replacement Alternative would involve approximately 150 daily
worker trips during Phase 1, approximately 260 during Phase 2, and approximately 220 during
Phase 3. This alternative would involve a maximum of about 164 construction-related vehicle trips
(130 worker trips and 34 trucks trips) during the PM peak hour. These peak hour construction-
related vehicle trips would be substantially higher than the number of vehicle-trips that would be
generated by this alternative, because the Housing Replacement Alternative would result in no net
increase in PM peak hour vehicle trips compared to existing conditions. To minimize impacts,
construction-related traffic, including truck traffic and worker traffic is expected to avoid the
weekday morning and evening peak commute hours.
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Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Operations

When street closures are implemented during the construction phase, it is anticipated that sidewalks
located along those roadways would also be temporarily closed. However, temporary pedestrian
facilities, subject to SFMTA approval, would be provided under those circumstances to facilitate
pedestrian movement within and to the Project site. It is anticipated that demolition and
construction during each phase would be planned to maintain pedestrian connections to the Project
site. As such, the construction-related temporary closures would result in less-than-significant
impacts on the pedestrian operations within the study area under CEQA and a less-than-significant
impact under NEPA.

It is anticipated that very few construction workers would access the Project site using transit, on
foot, or using bicycle, but construction traffic along with street closures would increase potential
vehicle-pedestrian and vehicle-bicycle conflicts within the study area. Because there is low
pedestrian and bicycle activity in the vicinity of the Project site under Existing Conditions, the
pedestrian and bicycle facilities available within the study area are expected to handle the bicycle
and pedestrian activity related to construction traffic. Also, construction sites would be fenced off
during each construction phase to avoid and minimize disruption to pedestrian and bicycle
operations outside the construction zone.

Parking

Construction staging and worker parking would be provided within the Project site. Therefore, even
though construction workers would cause a temporary parking demand, it would be
accommodated on site and is not anticipated to impact neighboring parking operations.

On-Site Transit Operations

During Phases 1 and 3 of this alternative, no streets would be closed. Therefore, no rerouting of
Muni lines is required for these two phases. However, bus stops may be closed or relocated due to
ongoing construction off-street. Under such conditions, Muni riders could access buses from
neighboring bus stops located within a two-block radius. Also, during Phase 2, the portion of
Connecticut Street located north of 25t Street would be closed or relocated. Therefore, Muni lines
traveling along Connecticut Street between 25" and Wisconsin Streets might have to be rerouted to
Wisconsin Street. Due to the closure of Connecticut Street, the bus stops located along this roadway
segment would be closed or relocated as well. However, Muni riders could access buses from three
other neighboring bus stops located within a two-block radius at the Wisconsin Street/Coral Street,
25t Street/Connecticut Street, and Wisconsin Street/25t Street intersections.

To minimize construction-related impacts on Muni’s operations, the project applicant would be
required to work with the SFMTA to develop a bus rerouting and bus stop relocation plan prior to
each construction phase.
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Construction Emergency Vehicle Access

The construction emergency vehicle access for the Housing Replacement Alternative would remain
the same as under Existing Conditions. During Phases 1 and 3, emergency vehicle access routes
would be provided via the following two routes:

m Connecticut Street located between 26t and Wisconsin Streets

m Connecticut Street located between 26t and 25t Streets, 25t Street between Connecticut and
Dakota Streets, and Dakota Street north of 25t Street

During Phase 2, emergency vehicle access would be provided via the following two routes:

m  Connecticut Street located between 26t and 25t Streets, 25t Street between Connecticut and
Dakota Streets, and Dakota Street north of 25t Street

m Connecticut Street between 26t and 25% Streets, 25% Street between Connecticut and
Wisconsin Streets, Wisconsin Street between 25t and 23t Streets, and 23 Street east of
Wisconsin Street

Summary

Implementation of the Housing Replacement Alternative would result in no street closures during
Phases 1 or 3. A portion of Connecticut Street north of 25" Street would be closed for about 27
months. This would not affect emergency access because alternate routes would be available.
However, it could involve temporary rerouting of Muni lines traveling on that street and bus stops.
Although peak hour construction trips would be higher than the number generated by this
alternative, construction traffic is expected to avoid the weekday morning and evening peak

commute hours.

Because implementation of the Housing Replacement Alternative would take place over
approximately 68 months (5.6 years), due to the duration of the project, this is considered a less than
significant impact under CEQA and NEPA.

However, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-14, which would require implementation of
a Construction TCP submitted to TASC, would help alleviate the impacts of the Proposed Project,
Reduced Development Alternative, and Housing Replacement Alternative. Street closures during
Phase 2 and temporary bus stop and route relocations would be temporary in nature. Therefore,
with the implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-14, the impact would be less than significant
with mitigation under CEQA and NEPA.
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Impact TR-14(b) Construction Effects on Circulation

CEQA: The No Project Alternative would not involve construction over
several years that could result in the following temporary conditions: street
closures and detours, rerouting of Muni lines and bus stops, and sidewalk
closures. (No Impact)

NEPA: The No Project Alternative would not involve construction over
several years that could result in the following temporary conditions: street
closures and detours, rerouting of Muni lines and bus stops, and sidewalk
closures. (No Impact)

Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no demolition or construction of buildings and
roadway network improvements. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would result in no impact
under CEQA on site access, Muni operations, or pedestrian facilities.

Similarly, the No Project Alternative would result in no impact under NEPA.
Parking Impact: Operations Analysis

As noted above, the Proposed Project and alternatives are subject to SB 743 and Public Resources
Code Section 21099, which amended CEQA regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain
urban infill projects in transit priority areas. However, since the Proposed Project is also subject to
NEPA, and the issue of parking was raised during the scoping period, a parking impact analysis is
included below.

Impact TR-15(a) Effects on Parking
CEQA: This topic is not covered under CEQA.
NEPA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative

would provide parking consistent with local planning requirements. (No
Impact)

As stated above, the parking impact analysis under NEPA is focused on compliance with local
planning requirements which are discussed below. The following parking demand analysis is
included for informational purposes.

Proposed Project

The Proposed Project would result in a total parking demand for about 1,764 spaces during the
evening peak period, consisting of 81 spaces for short-term demand and 1,683 spaces for long-term
demand. As shown in Table 5.7-15, to meet current Planning Code requirements for the site, the
Proposed Project would be required to provide 663 off-street parking spaces (630 spaces for
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residential, 16 spaces for retail, and 17 spaces for the Community Center). An additional 42

handicap-accessible and 9 car-share spaces would also be required.

Table 5.7-15 San Francisco Planning Code Off-Street Parking Requirements

Code Proposed Project Reduced Development Alternative
FAEE | Requiement | size | MU | POPOS | pifference | size | i | POPOSed | piference
Residential
Market rate 1 per unit 630 units 630 535 -95 404 units 404 345 -59
Affordable None 970 units 0 485 485 796 units 0 398 398
Senior Housing None 100 units 0 20 20 80 units 0 15 15
e s
Block K 5,500 gsf 0 0 0 5,500 gsf 0 0 0
Block L 9,500 gsf 16 10 -6 9,500 gsf 16 10 -6
Community Center naa 35,000 gsf 17 5 -12 25,000 gsf 12 5 -7
Total 663 1,055 392 432 773 341
wdey e e e e | o [ w | o
2 per first 200
Car-share units, 1 every n.a. 9 9 0 n.a. 7 7 0
200 units after

SOURCE: CDM Smith, Potrero HOPE Transportation Study, Final Report (October 11, 2012).

a. Parking requirements for the Community Center are determined by calculating the parking requirement of each specific use in the facility
(gymnasium, pre-school, etc.) and totaling the parking requirements for each of these uses.

gsf = gross square feet

Off-Street Automobile Parking

However, the parking requirements would change with the creation of the Special Use District,
consistent with the following performance standards. Preliminarily, the number of off-street parking
spaces within this Special Use District shall not exceed one parking space per residential dwelling
unit; or one parking space per 500 sf occupied commercial, institutional and community facility
space. Car share parking spaces shall be provided in the amount set forth in Section 166 of the
Planning Code.

Based on the performance standards outlined above, the Project as presently proposed would
provide approximately 600 on-street and 1,055 off-street parking spaces within the Project site
consisting of 485 parking spaces for affordable housing units, 535 parking spaces for market rate
housing units, 20 parking spaces for senior housing, 10 parking spaces for retail use, and five spaces
for the Community Center. In addition, there would be 42 handicap-accessible spaces and nine car-
share spaces. Car-share spaces would be publicly accessible, as defined by the Planning Code.

In general, these off-street parking spaces would be split by structured or underground garages to
be constructed at each block. The exact locations of the parking spaces would be determined
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following the building design phase. As required by the City of San Francisco, all parking spaces for
housing units would be unbundled and sold separately from the housing unit itself.

Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

The Reduced Development Alternative would result in a total parking demand for about 1,315
spaces during the evening peak period, consisting of 77 spaces for short-term demand and 1,238
spaces for long-term demand. As shown in Table 5.7-15, to meet Planning Code requirements, the
Reduced Development Alternative would be required to provide 432 off-street parking spaces (404
spaces for residential, 16 spaces for retail, and 13 spaces for the Community Center). An additional
30 handicap-accessible and 7 car-share spaces are also required.

Consistent with the performance standards in the Special Use District the Reduced Development
Alternative would include a maximum of approximately 773 off-street parking spaces within the
Project site consisting of 398 parking spaces for affordable housing units, 345 parking spaces for
market rate units, 15 parking spaces for senior housing units, 10 spaces for retail uses, and 5 spaces
for the Community Center. In addition, there would be 30 handicap-accessible spaces and 7 car-
share spaces. Car-share spaces would be publicly accessible, as defined by the Planning Code.

In general, these off-street parking spaces would be accommodated within structured podium-level
or underground garages to be constructed at each block. The exact locations of the parking spaces
would be determined following the building design phase. As required by the City of San Francisco,
all parking spaces for housing units would be unbundled and sold separately from the housing unit
itself.

Because the Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative would be consistent with
the performance standards established for parking within the Special Use District and the Planning
Code, no impact would occur.

Impact TR-15(b) Effects on Parking
CEQA: This topic is not covered under CEQA.
NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative

would provide parking consistent with local planning requirements. (No
Impact)

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

The Housing Replacement Alternative would have the same parking demand and supply as under
Existing Conditions. As shown in Table 5.7-15, the Planning Code does not include residential
parking requirements for affordable residential housing units. Therefore, there would be no conflict
with local planning requirements. There would be no impact.
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Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would have the same parking demand as under Existing Conditions.
Parking occupancy within the Project site is less than 50 percent for both on- and off-street facilities
during the weekday PM peak period under Existing Conditions, indicating that the parking demand
at the Project site is less than the available parking supply.

Therefore, the Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative would be identical to
Existing Conditions, the available on-site parking supply of approximately 256 off-street and 100 on-
street parking spaces is expected to be sufficient to meet the parking demand of this alternative, and
there would be no impact.

Site Access and On-Site Circulations: Operations Analysis

Impact TR-16(a) Effects on Site Access and On-Site Circulation

CEQA: The newly constructed roadway network associated with the
Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative would
effectively connect the local roadway system, but could impact internal
circulation. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

NEPA: The newly constructed roadway network associated with the
Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative would
effectively connect the local roadway system, but could impact internal
circulation. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Proposed Project

The Proposed Project would incorporate existing and reconfigured roadways on the Project site.
Within the Project site, 23 Street would have its intersection with Dakota Street eliminated and it
would be straightened and extended eastward to meet the newly constructed Missouri Street. 26t
Street would retain its existing roadway alignment, with minor sidewalk, crosswalk, and bulb-out
improvements and is proposed to have a 54-foot-wide right-of-way between Wisconsin Street and
Connecticut Street. Wisconsin Street would remain in its current alignment. Texas Street and
Missouri Street would be extended and connect at the northern border of the Project site. Arkansas
Street would be extended from 23 Street south to 26™ Street. Instead of traveling
northwest/southeast, Connecticut Street would be realigned to travel north/south and would
terminate at 24 and Y2 Street. From there, a pedestrian path and open space would be provided as an
extension north and connect to the Potrero Hill Recreation Center. Two new streets are proposed for
an east/west alignment: a 24 Street extension and 24 and Y2 Street. The 24" Street extension would
travel east/west from Wisconsin Street to Texas Street. From Arkansas Street to Texas Street, 24 and
4 Street would be south of 24t Street. Dakota Street, Turner Terrace, and Watchman Way would be
eliminated.
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It is anticipated that the newly constructed roadway grid would better connect locally with other
nearby streets. Vehicular site circulation is anticipated to consist primarily of localized traffic and
transit service accessing the residential units, parks, and Community Center on the Project site.
Intersections located within the Project site that were evaluated in this study (25 Street/Connecticut
Street, 23 Street/Missouri Street, 234 Street/Wisconsin Street, and 25% Street/Texas Street)
experience LOS D or better operating conditions after implementing the Proposed Project. Due to
the anticipated localized traffic patterns for the Proposed Project, and the acceptable internal study
intersection operating conditions, it is not expected that the Project site would experience any
significant circulation or site access issues as a result of project implementation. However, since the
designs of intersection bulb-outs and driveways connecting to the parking garages are not
developed, the Proposed Project could result in a significant impact on traffic circulation under
CEQA.

Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

The Reduced Development Alternative would incorporate existing and reconfigured roadways on
the Project site. Within the Project site, the intersection of 23t Street and Dakota Street would be
eliminated; 234 Street would be straightened and extended eastward to meet the newly constructed
Missouri Street. 26t Street would retain its existing roadway alignment, with minor sidewalk,
crosswalk, and bulb-out improvements, and a 54-foot-wide right-of-way between Wisconsin Street
and Connecticut Street. Wisconsin Street would remain in its current alignment. Texas Street and
Missouri Street would be extended and connect at the northern border of the Project site. Arkansas
Street would be extended from 23+ Street south to 26 Street. Instead of traveling
northwest/southeast, Connecticut Street would be realigned to travel north/south and would
terminate at 24 and % Street. From there, a pedestrian path and open space would be provided as an
extension north and connect to the Potrero Hill Recreation Center. Two new streets are proposed for
an east/west alignment: a 24t Street extension and 24 and Y2 Street. The 24 Street extension would
travel east/west from Wisconsin Street to Texas Street. From Arkansas Street to Texas Street, 24 and
5 Street would be south of 24t Street. Dakota Street, Turner Terrace, and Watchman Way would be
eliminated.

It is anticipated that the newly constructed roadway grid would better connect locally with other
nearby streets. Vehicular site circulation is anticipated to consist primarily of localized traffic and
transit service accessing the residential units, parks, and Community Center on the Project site.
Intersections located within the Project site that were evaluated in this study (25 Street/Connecticut
Street, 23 Street/Missouri Street, 23 Street/Wisconsin Street, and 25% Street/Texas Street)
experience LOSD or better operating conditions after implementing the Reduced Development
Alternative. Due to the anticipated localized traffic patterns for the Proposed Project, and the
acceptable internal study intersection operating conditions, it is not expected that the Project site
would experience any significant circulation or site access issues as a result of project
implementation. However, since the designs of intersection bulb-outs and driveways connecting to

Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan 5.7.92 Case No. 2010.0515E
Final EIR/EIS ' SCH No. 2010112029



June 2016

CHAPTER 5 Environmental Consequences
SECTION 5.7 Transportation and Circulation

the parking garages are not developed, the Reduced Development Alternative could result in a

significant impact to traffic circulation.

Mitigation Measure M-TR-16 — Design of Bulb-Outs and Driveways (Proposed Project,
Reduced Development Alternative, and Housing Replacement Alternative). During the
design of each phase of the project, the project applicant shall develop designs for
intersection bulb-outs and driveways connecting to parking garages incorporating the
guidelines and design controls provided below. These design recommendations were
identified from Better Streets Plan and guidelines provided by SFMTA, and the Planning
Department.

Bulb-out Design (Source — Better Streets Plan)

All streets within the Project site shall adhere to standards contained in the Better
Streets Plan by the San Francisco Planning Department, including the following;:

> Streets and bulb-outs shall be designed to accommodate emergency vehicle (WB-
40) turns

> Streets and bulb-outs along Muni routes shall be designed to accommodate a 40-
foot (B-40) bus

Bulb-outs shall be designed consistent with the SFDPW and other City agency
specifications to accommodate use of mechanical street sweepers, and shall be
consistent with SFFD and SFMTA regulations. All bulb-outs require the approval of
the interagency TASC committee.

Driveway Design (Source — Better Streets Plan, Planning Department, and SFMTA)

Case No. 2010.0515E

All driveways leading to parking garages shall be designed in accordance with the
San Francisco Planning Code Sections 145.1 and 155 standards applicable in RM zoning
districts and the Planning Department’s Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb
Cuts.

Garages with more than 20 parking spaces would be subject to the Planning
Department’'s Queue Abatement Condition of Approval, requiring the project
applicant to design for and prevent through monitoring the potential for vehicle
queues in the public right-of-way.

Garage entrances and curb cuts shall be designed to minimize their impact on other
modes of travel, including pedestrian circulation.

Garage entrances shall be no wider than 20 feet if combined for ingress and egress,
and no wider than 12 feet if ingress and egress are separated.

Garage entrances located along streets with transit service (Missouri, Arkansas, and
Wisconsin Streets) shall not encumber any bus stop and not be located directly before
a bus stop.

5.7-93 Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan
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The minimum clearance distance between any garage driveway and neighboring intersections
would be identified coordinating with the SFMTA.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-16 would ensure compliance with the Better Streets
Plan and SFMTA. As a result, the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative impacts
would be less than significant with mitigation under CEQA.

As implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-16 would ensure that internal circulation of
Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would not be affected, the impacts on
circulation would be less than significant under NEPA.

Impact TR-16(b) Effects on Site Access and On-Site Circulation

CEQA: With the Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project
Alternative the existing roadway would remain, therefore; would not result in
an impact to internal circulation. (No Impact)

NEPA: With the Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project
Alternative the existing roadway would remain, therefore; would not result in
an impact to internal circulation. (No Impact)

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

The Housing Replacement Alternative would not modify the existing roadway network within the
Project site. All site-access points would remain unchanged and internal circulation would continue

to function as it does under existing conditions.
Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not modify the existing roadway network within the Project site.
All site-access points would remain unchanged and internal circulation would continue to function
as it does under existing conditions.

Therefore, under CEQA, the Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative would
have no impact on site access or on-site circulation associated with modification of the roadway
network. Similarly, the Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative would result
in no impact under NEPA.
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2030 Cumulative Impacts

Impact C-TR-1(a) 2030 Cumulative Impacts

CEQA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to delay
exceedances at intersection #2—Cesar Chavez Street/Pennsylvania
Avenue/Northbound 1-280 Off-Ramp. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to delay
exceedances at intersection #2—Cesar Chavez Street/Pennsylvania
Avenue/Northbound 1-280 Off-Ramp. (Less than Significant)

Under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions, during the weekday PM peak hour, five of the 13
study intersections (Potrero Avenue/23t Street, 234 Street/Dakota Street, 23 Street/Wisconsin
Street, 20t Street/Arkansas Street, and 224 Street/Missouri Street) would continue to operate at the
same acceptable LOS (LOS C or better) as under Existing Conditions, and LOS conditions at the
remaining eight study intersections would deteriorate from their existing operations. However, of
these eight intersections, four would continue to operate with an acceptable LOS (LOS D or better).
The remaining four intersections would operate at an unacceptable LOS (LOS E or F):

m Intersection #2 — Cesar Chavez Street/Pennsylvania Avenue/Northbound I-280 Off-Ramp
(worsening from LOS D under Existing Conditions to LOS F under 2030 Cumulative No
Project Conditions)

m Intersection #3 — Pennsylvania Avenue/Southbound I-280 Off-Ramp (worsening from LOS C
under Existing Conditions to LOS F under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions)

m Intersection #12 — Cesar Chavez Street/Vermont Street (worsening from LOS C under
Existing Conditions to LOS F under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions)

m Intersection #13 — Cesar Chavez Street/US 101 Off-Ramp (worsening from LOS B under
Existing Conditions to LOS F under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions)

Traffic volumes at the study intersections, along with their geometric configurations under 2030
Cumulative No Project Conditions are illustrated in Figure 5.7-8. The resulting traffic volumes and
proposed geometric configurations at the study intersections under 2030 Cumulative Plus Project
Conditions are illustrated in Figure 5.7-9. Table 5.7-16 summarizes the analysis of study intersection
operations during the weekday PM peak hour under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions and
2030 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions.

Under 2030 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions, eight of the 13 study intersections would continue
to operate at an acceptable LOS (LOS D or better) during the weekday PM peak hour as compared
to 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions.
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Table 5.7-16 PM Peak Hour Intersection Operations—2030 Cumulative vs. Cumulative

Plus Project Conditions

2030 Cumulative Plus Project
Existing 2030 Cumulative d Proi Reduced Development
# Intersection Fojposss e s Alternative
Delay R}gnc - LOS Delay R}/a/t(lz o LOS Delay Rva/t(|: o LOS Delay Rva/tcl: o LOS

Signalized
| Cesar Chavez St 63 | — |B| 23 | —|c| 41 | —|D]| 32 | —|D

Connecticut St

Cesar Chavez St/
2 | Pennsylvania Ave/ 384 — D 82.9 107 | F 85.2 108 | F 84.4 107 | F

NB 1-280 Off-Ramp
11 | Potrero Ave/231 St 22.2 — C 24.3 — C 26.6 — C 25.6 — C
Unsignalized

Pennsylvania Ave/ J ’
3 SB 1-280 Off-Ramp 152(SB) | — C | 928(SB) | 1.10 | Fc | 50.1(wB) | 093 | F 40.3(WB) | 0.87 | E

25 St/Indiana St/ d
4 NB 1-280 On-Ramp 114 (EB) | — B 21.5 (EB) — C | 379(EB) | 088 | E 30.7(EB) | 082 | D
5 | 25" St/Connecticut St| 8.0 (EB) | — A | 10.3(NB) — B 280(NB) | — D 16.6 (NB) — C
6 | 25" St/Texas St 9.6 (SEB) | — A | 11.0(SB) — B 30.1(SB) — D 20.0 (SB) — C
7 | 231 St/Dakota Stb 92(NB) | — | A | 201(NB) | — | A | 121(NB) | — | B | 105(NB) | — | B
8 | 234 St/WisconsinSt | 7.5(SB) | — A 8.1(SB) — A 8.5 (SB) — A 8.3(SB) — A
9 |20 St/Arkansas St | 85(WB) | — | A | 100WB) | — | A | 102(WB) | — | B | 102(WB) | — | B
10 | 22 St/Missouri St 85(EB) | — A 8.5 (EB) — A 8.8 (EB) — A 8.7 (EB) — A
1 |CesarChavez U1 5, gsp) | — | ¢ | >1000(SB) | 297 | Fe | >1000(SB) | 3.76 | F¢ | >1000 (SB) | 3.48 | F¢

Vermont St

Cesar Chavez St/ d d
13 Js 101 Oft-Ramp 133(NB) | — | B | 104.6(NB) | 1.14 | Fe | 276.0(NB) | 1.55 | F¢ | 213.1(NB) | 1.41 | F

SOURCE: CDM Smith, Potrero HOPE Transportation Study, Final Report (October 11, 2012).
V/C ratio = volume-to-capacity ratio; it is reported for intersections operating at LOS E and F only.
EB = eastbound; NB = northbound; SB = southbound; WB = westbound

Delay is presented in seconds per vehicle; for unsignalized intersections, delay, v/c ratio, and LOS are presented for the worst approach,
annotated in parenthesis ().

Bold indicates intersection operates at an unacceptable LOS.

a. This intersection is 25"/Dakota/Texas under Cumulative Conditions and 25"/Texas under Cumulative Plus Project Conditions.
b. This intersection is 23'4/Dakota under Cumulative Conditions and 23/Missouri under Cumulative Plus Project Conditions.

c. This intersection satisfies Caltrans signal warrants under 2030 Cumulative Conditions.

d. This intersection satisfies Caltrans signal warrants under 2030 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions.

The remaining five intersections (#2 — Cesar Chavez Street/Pennsylvania Avenue/NB 1-280 Off-
Ramp, #3 — Pennsylvania Avenue/SB I-280 Off-Ramp, #4 — 25% Street/Indiana Street/NB 1-280 On-
Ramp, #12 — Cesar Chavez Street/Vermont Street, and #13 — Cesar Chavez Street/US 101 Off-Ramp)
would operate at an unacceptable LOS (LOS E or F).
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Proposed Project

Intersection #2 — Cesar Chavez Street/Pennsylvania Avenue/Northbound I-280 Off-Ramp. The
Cesar Chavez Street/Pennsylvania Avenue/Northbound 1-280 Off-Ramp intersection would operate
at LOSF under 2030 Cumulative No Project and 2030 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions. The
Proposed Project would increase traffic along the critical movements operating at LOS F as follows:

m 0.2 percent or one trip along the eastbound left-turning movement

m (0.4 percent or three trips along the westbound through movement
Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

Intersection #2 — Cesar Chavez Street/Pennsylvania Avenue/Northbound I-280 Off-Ramp. The
Cesar Chavez Street/Pennsylvania Avenue/Northbound I-280 Off-Ramp intersection would operate
at LOSF under 2030 Cumulative No Project and 2030 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions. The
Reduced Development Alternative would increase traffic along one critical movement operating at
LOSF as follows:

m  Two trips or 0.3 percent along the westbound through movement

Although the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would increase traffic along
the critical movement operating at LOSF at the Cesar Chavez Street/Pennsylvania
Avenue/Northbound 1-280 Off-Ramp, the increase would be less than five percent. Therefore, this
would not be considered a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts at this intersection and
would represent a less than significant cuamulative impact under CEQA.

Similarly, the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would result in less than
significant cumulative impact under NEPA.

Impact C-TR-1(b) 2030 Cumulative Impacts

CEQA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to delay
exceedances at four intersections: #3 — Pennsylvania Avenue/SB 1-280 Off-
Ramp, #4 — 25" Street/Indiana Street/NB 1-280 On-Ramp, #12 — Cesar Chavez
Street/Vermont Street and #13 — Cesar Chavez Street/US 101 Off-Ramp.
(Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)

NEPA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to delay
exceedances at four intersections: #3 — Pennsylvania Avenue/SB 1-280 Off-
Ramp, #4 — 25" Street/Indiana Street/NB 1-280 On-Ramp, #12 — Cesar Chavez
Street/Vermont Street and #13 — Cesar Chavez Street/US 101 Off-Ramp.
(Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)
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Proposed Project

Based on the significance criteria discussed earlier in this section, the Proposed Project would result
in significant traffic impacts at the following four study intersections under 2030 Cumulative Plus

Project Conditions:

m  #3 - Pennsylvania Avenue/SB I-280 Off-Ramp

m #4 - 25% Street/Indiana Street/NB 1-280 On-Ramp
m  #12 — Cesar Chavez Street/Vermont Street

m  #13 — Cesar Chavez Street/US 101 Off-Ramp

Intersection #3 — Pennsylvania Avenue/Southbound I-280 Off-Ramp. The LOS/worst approach of
the Pennsylvania Avenue/Southbound I-280 Off-Ramp intersection would operate at LOSF
(approximate average vehicle delay of 93 seconds) for the southbound approach under 2030
Cumulative No Project Conditions, and shift to the westbound approach with the worst average
delay decreasing for the intersection to 50 seconds, although the overall LOS would remain at LOS F
under 2030 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions. As mentioned earlier in this section, the
modification of roadway layout planned as part of the Proposed Project is anticipated to shift
approximately 25 percent of traffic travelling along Pennsylvania Avenue to Texas Street. This shift
in traffic would reduce traffic along northbound and southbound Pennsylvania Avenue, thereby
improving traffic operations at this intersection under 2030 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions. As
such, the worst operating approach at this intersection would also shift from southbound approach
under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions to westbound approach under 2030 Cumulative Plus
Project Conditions. This intersection would satisfy the Caltrans signal warrants under both 2030
Cumulative No Project and Cumulative Plus Project Conditions. Therefore, contribution of the
Proposed Project to traffic along the worst approach was examined. The Proposed Project would
increase traffic along the westbound left-turning movement by about 160 vehicle trips (18 percent).
Because the Proposed Project would alter the worst approach and result in an increase in traffic of
the westbound left-turning critical movement at the Pennsylvania Avenue/Southbound I-280 Off-

Ramp intersection by more than five percent, this would be a significant cumulative impact.

Capacity improvements such as providing an additional left-turning lane on the Southbound I-280
Off-Ramp to improve the operating conditions of this approach and intersection was considered, but
would require providing an additional through lane along Southbound Pennsylvania Avenue, from
either reducing sidewalk widths or encroaching into the neighboring property. Therefore, adding an
additional southbound left-turn lane, although considered, is not recommended as mitigation.

Mitigation Measure C-M-TR-1a, which would consist of signalizing this intersection, was identified
to potentially reduce this impact. Installation of a traffic signal at this location would improve the
operating conditions of this intersection from LOS F (approximately 50 seconds of delay per vehicle
for the westbound approach) to LOS B (approximately 17 seconds of delay per vehicle). However,
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when signal warrants are met at any intersection, before a signal is recommended, additional review
and prioritization is required by SFMTA. The intersection is evaluated to determine whether a signal
would be warranted; and if so, it would be added to the proposed signal list maintained by SFMTA
Transportation Engineering. The intersection signalization is prioritized based on a number of
factors, including availability of funding, degree of hazard, and need in relation to other locations in
the city. SFMTA does not have any plans to install a traffic signal at this intersection currently, and
therefore the project contributing to a potential future signalization at this intersection would not be
a feasible mitigation measure. The project applicant would work with SEFMTA to identify any
alternative improvements at this intersection and contribute its fair share to improvements at the
impacted intersections.

Due to the uncertainty of implementation of Mitigation Measure C-M-TR-1a, the feasibility of the
recommended mitigation measure is unknown. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s impact at the
Pennsylvania Avenue/Southbound 1-280 Off-Ramp intersection would remain significant and
unavoidable under CEQA. The adverse cumulative effect under NEPA would be considered a
significant and unavoidable impact in light of worsening conditions at various area intersections
that would compound the effect.

Mitigation Measure C-M-TR-la - Pennsylvania Avenue/Southbound 1-280 Off-Ramp
Traffic Signal (Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative Only). The project
applicant shall mitigate its impact to traffic related to the project development by
coordinating with SFMTA on the appropriateness of signalization at this location or similar
improvements to traffic operations. The project applicant shall financially compensate
SFMTA for its fair share of the cost of signalization at this location or other similar traffic-
related improvements in the vicinity which would similarly improve traffic operating
conditions. The financial contribution shall be calculated and applied based on the proposed
development’s fair share of the identified improvements.

Intersection #4 — 25th Street/Indiana Street/Northbound I-280 On-Ramp. The worst approach
(eastbound approach) of the 25" Street/Indiana Street/Northbound I-280 On-Ramp intersection
would deteriorate from LOS C (about 22 seconds of delay) under 2030 Cumulative No Project
Conditions to LOS E (about 38 seconds of delay) under 2030 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions. In
addition, traffic added by the Proposed Project would cause Caltrans signal warrant to be met at this
intersection under 2030 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions. This would be a significant cumulative
impact.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure C-M-TR-1b would improve the intersection operations to
LOS C (approximately 24 seconds of delay per vehicle in the northbound direction). Hence, with
Mitigation Measure C-M-TR-1b, the traffic impact at this intersection would be reduced to less than
significant for the Proposed Project. Constructing a new left-turn pocket would result in the
removal of two on-street parking spaces or, although less likely, a slight reduction in sidewalk
widths along the eastbound approach. These impacts related to the implementation of Mitigation
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Measure C-M-TR-1b would not be considered significant, and would be consistent with those
analyzed with the Proposed Project. The impact would be less than significant under CEQA and
NEPA.

Mitigation Measure C-M-TR-1b - 25" Street/Indiana Street/Northbound I-280 On-Ramp
Eastbound Approach Turn Lane Modification or Traffic Signal (Proposed Project Only).
Restripe the eastbound approach so as to convert the existing shared left-through lane to a
through lane and provide a new 75-foot left-turn pocket. The restriping would require
prohibition of on-street parking for approximately 75 feet in the eastbound approach (loss of
two parking spaces).

Intersection #12 — Cesar Chavez Street/Vermont Street. The worst approach (southbound
approach) of the Cesar Chavez Street/Vermont Street intersection would operate at LOS F under
2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions. In addition, this intersection would continue to satisfy the
Caltrans signal warrants under 2030 Cumulative No Project and Cumulative Plus Project
Conditions. Therefore, contribution of the Proposed Project to traffic along the worst approach was
examined. The Proposed Project would increase traffic along the southbound approach of this
intersection by about 33 vehicles (11 percent). Because the Proposed Project would alter the worst
approach and result in an increase in traffic of the southbound approach at the Cesar Chavez
Street/Vermont Street intersection by more than five percent, this would be a significant cumulative

impact.

During the PM peak hour of 2030 Cumulative Conditions, the southbound approach of this
intersection would operate with an average vehicle delay greater than 1,000 seconds. This is
primarily due to the lack of sufficient gaps between vehicles travelling along Cesar Chavez Street
(2,319 vph) for the southbound left-turning vehicles (148 vph) to perform the maneuver. Capacity
improvements at this intersection would not help improve gaps between traffic travelling along
Cesar Chavez Street. As such, capacity improvements alone, although considered, are not
recommended to improve operations at this intersection.

Similarly, restricting southbound left turns from Vermont Street to Cesar Chavez Street was
considered for mitigation. This improvement would reduce the delay of the southbound approach
from greater than 1,000 seconds per vehicle (LOSF) to approximately 45 seconds per vehicle
(LOS E). However, elimination of left turns would force vehicles turning left to use Cesar Chavez
Street/Connecticut Street intersection to travel along eastbound Cesar Chavez Street. This would
worsen operations at the Cesar Chavez Street/Connecticut Street intersection from LOS D to LOS F.

Therefore, this improvement is not recommended as a feasible mitigation measure either.

Mitigation Measure C-M-TR-1c, which would signalize this intersection, was identified to
potentially reduce this impact. Installation of a traffic signal at this location would improve the
operating conditions of this intersection from LOS F (greater than 1,000 seconds of delay per vehicle
in the southbound direction) to LOS B (approximately 17 seconds of delay per vehicle). However,
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when signal warrants are met at any intersection, before a signal is recommended, additional review
and prioritization is required by SFMTA. In particular, this intersection is located less than 50 feet
away from the neighboring unsignalized intersection of Cesar Chavez Street and US 101 Off-Ramp,
and as such, traffic signalization at this intersection is not likely to be considered feasible. SEMTA
does not have any plans to install a traffic signal at this intersection currently, and therefore the
project contributing to a potential future signalization at this intersection would not be a feasible
mitigation measure. Therefore, the impact at the intersection of Cesar Chavez Street/Vermont Street

would be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure C-M-TR-1c — Cesar Chavez Street/Vermont Street Intersection Traffic
Signal (Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative Only). The project
applicant shall therefore mitigate its impact to traffic related to the project development by
coordinating with SFMTA on the appropriateness of signalization at this location or similar
improvements to traffic operations. The project applicant shall financially compensate
SFMTA for its fair share of the cost of signalization at this location or other similar traffic-
related improvements in the vicinity which would similarly improve traffic operating
conditions. The financial contribution shall be calculated and applied based on the proposed
development’s fair share of the identified improvements.

Intersection #13 — Cesar Chavez Street/US 101 Off-Ramp. The worst approach (northbound
approach) of the Cesar Chavez Street/US 101 Off-Ramp intersection would operate at LOS F under
2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions. In addition, this intersection would continue to satisfy the
Caltrans signal warrants under 2030 Cumulative No Project and Cumulative Plus Project
Conditions. Therefore, contribution of the Proposed Project to traffic along the worst approach was
examined. The Proposed Project would increase traffic along the northbound approach of this
intersection by about 222 vehicles (33 percent). Because the Proposed Project would alter the worst
approach and result in an increase in traffic of the northbound approach at the Cesar Chavez Street/
US 101 Off-Ramp intersection by more than five percent, this would be a significant cumulative
impact.

This intersection would satisfy the Caltrans signal warrant during the PM peak hour. However,
even with the installation of a traffic signal this intersection would continue to operate at LOS F
(approximately 105 seconds of delay per vehicle). Hence, improving the traffic operations at this
intersection would require widening of the US 101 Off-ramp, in addition to installing a traffic signal.
However, widening of the off-ramp would involve substantial right-of-way acquisition, ramp
construction, and pavement striping. Additionally, when signal warrants are met at any
intersection, before a signal is recommended, additional review and prioritization is required by
SFMTA. The intersection is evaluated to determine whether a signal would be warranted; and if so,
it would be added to the proposed signal list maintained by SFMTA Transportation Engineering.
The intersection signalization is prioritized based on a number of factors, including availability of
funding, degree of hazard, and need in relation to other locations in the city. SFMTA does not have
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any plans to install a traffic signal at this intersection currently, and therefore the project
contributing to a potential future signalization at this intersection would not be a feasible mitigation

measure.

The Planning Department is currently developing improvements to the Cesar Chavez
Street/Bayshore Avenue/Potrero Avenue intersection as part of the Cesar Chavez East Community
Design Plan. According to this plan, a “hairball” design of this intersection has been recommended
to improve pedestrian and bicycle operations. In addition, it has been proposed to allow left turns
from eastbound Cesar Chavez Street directly onto the northbound US 101 On-ramp near Vermont
Street. It is anticipated that these recommendations would improve the operating conditions of the
Cesar Chavez Street/US 101 Off-Ramp intersection. However, the Cesar Chavez East Community
Design Plan is in the planning stage and has not been adopted yet. The project applicant would
work with SFMTA to identify any alternative improvements at this intersection and contribute its

fair share to improvements at this intersection.

Due to the uncertainty of the implementation of Mitigation Measure C-M-TR-1d, the feasibility of
the recommended mitigation measure is unknown. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s impact at the
Cesar Chavez Street/US 101 Off-Ramp intersection would remain significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure C-M-TR-1d — Cesar Chavez Street/US 101 Off-Ramp Traffic Signal
(Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative Only). The project applicant shall
therefore mitigate its impact to traffic related to the project development by coordinating
with SEMTA on the appropriateness of signalization at this location or similar improvements
to traffic operations. The project applicant shall financially compensate SEMTA for its fair
share of the cost of signalization at this location or other similar traffic-related improvements
in the vicinity which would similarly improve traffic operating conditions. The financial
contribution shall be calculated and applied based on the proposed development’s fair share
of the identified improvements.

Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

Figure 5.7-10 illustrates the resulting traffic volumes and proposed geometric configurations at the
study intersections under 2030 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions. Based on the significance
criteria discussed earlier in this section, the Reduced Development Alternative would result in
significant traffic impacts at the following three study intersections under 2030 Cumulative Plus
Project Conditions:

m #3 - Pennsylvania Avenue/SB I-280 Off-Ramp
m  #12 — Cesar Chavez Street/Vermont Street
m  #13 — Cesar Chavez Street/US 101 Off-Ramp
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Intersection #3 — Pennsylvania Avenue/Southbound I-280 Off-Ramp. The worst approach of the
Pennsylvania Avenue/Southbound 1-280 Off-Ramp intersection would operate at LOSF
(approximate average vehicle delay of 93 seconds) for the southbound approach under 2030
Cumulative No Project Conditions, but would improve to operate at LOS F (approximate average
vehicle delay of 50 seconds) for the westbound approach under 2030 Cumulative Plus Project
Conditions. As mentioned earlier in this section, the modification of roadway layout planned as part
of the Reduced Development Alternative is anticipated to shift approximately 25 percent of traffic
travelling from Pennsylvania Avenue to Texas Street. This shift in traffic would reduce traffic along
northbound and southbound Pennsylvania Avenue, thereby improving traffic operations at this
intersection under 2030 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions. As such, the worst operating approach
at this intersection would also shift from southbound approach under 2030 Cumulative No Project
Conditions to westbound approach under 2030 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions. Also, this
intersection would continue to satisfy the Caltrans signal warrants under 2030 Cumulative No
Project and Cumulative Plus Project Conditions. Therefore, contribution of the Reduced
Development Alternative to traffic along the worst approach was examined. The Reduced
Development Alternative would increase traffic along the westbound left-turning movement by
about 105 vehicle trips (13 percent), which is slightly lower than the Proposed Project’s contribution
of 160 vehicle trips (18 percent). However, similar to the Proposed Project, the Reduced
Development Alternative would alter the worst approach and result in an increase in traffic of the
westbound left-turning critical movement at the Pennsylvania Avenue/Southbound 1-280 Off-Ramp
intersection by more than 5 percent; this would be a significant cumulative impact.

Similar to that for the Proposed Project, installation of a traffic signal would improve the operating
conditions of this intersection from LOSF (approximately 50 seconds of delay per vehicle for the
westbound approach) to LOS B (approximately 17 seconds of delay per vehicle). However, the
project contributing to a potential future signalization at this intersection would not be a feasible
mitigation measure due to reasons discussed above for the Proposed Project.

Intersection #12 - Cesar Chavez Street/Vermont Street. The worst approach (southbound
approach) of the Cesar Chavez Street/Vermont Street intersection would operate at LOS F under
2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions. In addition, this intersection would continue to satisfy the
Caltrans signal warrants under 2030 Cumulative No Project and Cumulative Plus Project
Conditions. Therefore, contribution of the Reduced Development Alternative to traffic along the
worst approach was examined. The Reduced Development Alternative would increase traffic along
the southbound approach of this intersection by about 24 vehicles (8 percent), which is slightly
lower than the Proposed Project’s contribution of 33 vehicles (11 percent). However, similar to the
Proposed Project, the Reduced Development Alternative would alter the worst approach and result
in an increase in traffic of the southbound approach at the Cesar Chavez Street/Vermont Street
intersection by more than five percent, this would be a significant cumulative impact.
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Similar to that for the Proposed Project, installation of a traffic signal would improve the operating
conditions of this intersection, but would still continue to operate at LOS F. However, the project
contributing to a potential future signalization at this intersection would not be a feasible mitigation
measure due to reasons discussed above for the Proposed Project.

Intersection #13 — Cesar Chavez Street/US 101 Off-Ramp. The worst approach (northbound
approach) of the Cesar Chavez Street/US 101 Off-Ramp intersection would operate at LOS F under
2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions. In addition, this intersection would continue to satisfy the
Caltrans signal warrants under 2030 Cumulative No Project and Cumulative Plus Project
Conditions. Therefore, contribution of the Reduced Development Alternative to traffic along the
worst approach was examined. The Reduced Development Alternative would increase traffic along
the northbound approach of this intersection by about 146 vehicles (22 percent), which is lower than
the Proposed Project’s contribution of 222 vehicles (33 percent). However, similar to the Proposed
Project, the Reduced Development Alternative would alter the worst approach and result in an
increase in traffic of the northbound approach at the Cesar Chavez Street/US 101 Off-Ramp
intersection by more than five percent, this would be a significant cuamulative impact.

Similar to that for the Proposed Project, installation of a traffic signal would improve the operating
conditions of this intersection, but would still continue to operate at LOS F. However, the project
contributing to a potential future signalization at this intersection would not be a feasible mitigation
measure due to reasons discussed above for the Proposed Project.

Summary

Mitigation Measures C-M-TR-la through C-M-TR-1d for the Proposed Project and Reduced
Development Alternative require the project applicant to contribute a fair-share payment to impacts
at affected intersections. Due to the uncertainty of these mitigation measures, this cumulative impact
is considered significant and unavoidable under CEQA.

Similarly, due to uncertainty of the effectiveness of Mitigation Measures C-M-TR-la through
C-M-TR-1d, the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would result in a
significant and unavoidable impact at the affected intersections under NEPA.
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Impact C-TR-1(c) 2030 Cumulative Effects

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to delay
exceedances at Project study intersections. (No Impact)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to delay
exceedances at Project study intersections. (No Impact)

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

The Housing Replacement Alternative would not add any new trips; as such, all study intersections
would continue to operate with the same LOS and delay values as under 2030 Cumulative No
Project Conditions.

Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not add any new trips; as such, all study intersections would
continue to operate with the same LOS and delay values as under 2030 Cumulative No Project
Conditions.

Therefore, the Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative would result in no
cumulative impact on study area intersection LOS under CEQA.

Similarly, the Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative would result in no
cumulative impact on study area intersection LOS under NEPA.

Impact C-TR-2(a) 2030 Cumulative Effects on LOS

CEQA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to LOS F conditions
in the PM peak hour at the Northbound 1-280 (north of Indiana Street On-
Ramp) freeway segment. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to LOS F conditions
in the PM peak hour at the Northbound 1-280 (north of Indiana Street On-
Ramp) freeway segment. (Less than Significant)

Table 5.7-17 summarizes the analysis of freeway segment operations during the weekday AM and
PM peak hours under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions and 2030 Cumulative Plus Project
Conditions.
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Table 5.7-17 AM and PM Peak Hour Freeway Segment Operations—2030 Cumulative vs.

2030 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions

Existing Cuni%?gtiv e 2030 Cumulative Plus Project
# Study Freeway Segment Density | LOS | Density | LOS Proposed Project Dz?lzfsg;int
ternative
Density | LOS Density | LOS

AM Peak Hour

1 | NB I-280 (south of Cesar Chavez St Off-Ramp) 344 D >45 F >45 F >45 F
3 | NB 1-280 (north of Indiana St On-Ramp) 229 C 31.8 D 325 D 322 D
5 | NB US 101 (north of Cesar Chavez St On-Ramp) 304 D >45 F >45 F >45 F
6 | SB US 101 (north of Cesar Chavez St Off-Ramp) >45 F >45 F >45 F >45 F
PM Peak Hour

1 | NB I-280 (south of Cesar Chavez St Off-Ramp) 16.0 B >45 F >45 F >45 F
2 | SB1-280 (south of Pennsylvania Ave On-Ramp) 29.3 D >45 F >45 F >45 F
3 | NB 1-280 (north of Indiana St On-Ramp) 13.1 B 332 D 33.6 D 335 D
4 | SB1-280 (north of Pennsylvania Ave Off-Ramp) 32.6 D >45 F >45 F >45 F
5 | NB US 101 (north of Cesar Chavez St On-Ramp) >45 F >45 F >45 F >45 F
6 | SB US 101 (north of Cesar Chavez St Off-Ramp) 334 D >45 F >45 F >45 F

SOURCE: CDM Smith, Potrero HOPE Transportation Study, Final Report (October 11, 2012).
NB = northbound; SB = southbound

Density is reported in passenger cars per mile per lane (pc/mi/in).

Bold indicates unacceptable conditions (LOS E or F).

a. Source: Freeway analysis conducted as part of the CP-HPS Phase Il EIR.

b. Source: Ramp junction analysis conducted as part of the CP-HPS Phase Il EIR.

Proposed Project

AM Peak Hour

Under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions, during the AM peak hour, none of the study
freeway segments would operate at the same LOS as under Existing Conditions; LOS of all the study
freeway segments would deteriorate from their existing operations. However, one freeway segment
(Northbound 1-280, north of Indiana Street On-Ramp) would operate at an acceptable LOS (LOS D
or better). The remaining three freeway segments would operate at an unacceptable LOS (LOS F)

and include the following:
m  Northbound I-280 (south of Cesar Chavez Street Off-Ramp)
m  Northbound US 101 (north of Cesar Chavez Street On-Ramp)
m  Southbound US 101 (north of Cesar Chavez Street Off-Ramp)
Under 2030 Cumulative Plus Project weekday AM peak hour conditions, one study freeway

segment (#3 — Northbound I-280 north of Indiana Street On-Ramp) would continue to operate at
acceptable operating conditions (LOS D or better) as would occur for 2030 Cumulative No Project
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Conditions. The remaining three study freeway segments (#1 — Northbound I-280 south of Cesar
Chavez Street Off-Ramp, #5 — Northbound I-280 north of Cesar Chavez Street On-Ramp, and #6 —
Southbound US 101 north of Cesar Chavez Street Off-Ramp) would operate at unacceptable
operating conditions (LOS F). However, the Proposed Project’s contribution to the increase in traffic
along these three freeway segments that would operate at LOS F would be less than 5 percent.

PM Peak Hour

During the PM peak hour, only one study freeway segment (Northbound US 101, north of Cesar
Chavez Street On-Ramp) would operate at the same LOS (LOS F) as under Existing Conditions, and
LOS of the remaining five study freeway segments would deteriorate from their existing operations.
However, of these five study freeway segments, one segment (Northbound I-280, north of Indiana
Street On-Ramp) would operate with an acceptable LOS (LOS D or better). The remaining four
freeway segments would operate at an unacceptable LOS (LOS F) and include the following:

m  Northbound I-280 (south of Cesar Chavez Street Off-Ramp)

m  Southbound I-280 (south of Pennsylvania Avenue On-Ramp)
m  Southbound I-280 (north of Pennsylvania Avenue Off-Ramp)
m  Southbound US 101 (north of Cesar Chavez Street Off-Ramp)

Under 2030 Cumulative Plus Project weekday PM peak hour conditions, only one study freeway
segment would continue to operate at acceptable operating conditions (LOS D or better) under 2030
Cumulative and 2030 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions #3 — Northbound I-280 (north of Indiana
Street On-Ramp).

The remaining five freeway segments, #1 — Northbound 1-280 (south of Cesar Chavez Street Off-
Ramp, #2 — Southbound I-280 (south of Pennsylvania Avenue On-Ramp), #4 — Southbound I-280
(north of Pennsylvania Avenue Off-Ramp), #5 — Northbound US 101 (north of Cesar Chavez Street
On-Ramp), and #6 — Southbound US 101 (north of Cesar Chavez Street Off-Ramp) would operate at
unacceptable operating conditions (LOS F).

At freeway segments #1 — Northbound I-280 (south of Cesar Chavez Street Off-Ramp, #2 —
Southbound I-280 (south of Pennsylvania Avenue On-Ramp), #5 — Northbound US 101 (north of
Cesar Chavez Street On-Ramp), and #6 — Southbound US 101 (north of Cesar Chavez Street Off-
Ramp), the Proposed Project’s contribution to traffic increase would vary between 0.7 percent and
1.3 percent, which would not be cumulatively considerable. However, the Proposed Project’s
contribution to traffic increase along these five freeway segments that would operate at LOS F
would be less than 5 percent and is not anticipated to be significant. Since the Proposed Project
would not contribute cumulatively considerable amounts of traffic to these freeway segments, the
Proposed Project would result in a less than significant impact during the PM peak hour, as well.
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Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

Table 5.7-17 summarizes the analysis of freeway segment operations during the weekday AM and
PM peak hours under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions and 2030 Cumulative Plus Project
Conditions.

AM Peak Hour

Under 2030 Cumulative Plus Project weekday AM peak hour conditions, one study freeway
segment (#3 — Northbound I-280 north of Indiana Street On-Ramp) would continue to operate at
acceptable operating conditions (LOS D or better) as would occur for 2030 Cumulative No Project
Conditions. The remaining three study freeway segments (#1 — Northbound 1-280 south of Cesar
Chavez Street Off-Ramp, #5 — Northbound I-280 north of Cesar Chavez Street On-Ramp, and #6 —
Southbound US 101 north of Cesar Chavez Street Off-Ramp) would operate at unacceptable
operating conditions (LOS F). However, the Reduced Development Alternative’s contribution to the
increase in traffic along these three freeway segments operating at LOSF would be less than
5 percent.

PM Peak Hour

Under 2030 Cumulative Plus the Reduced Development Alternative weekday PM peak hour
conditions, only one study freeway segment would continue to operate at acceptable operating
conditions (LOS D or better) under 2030 Cumulative and 2030 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
(#3 — Northbound I-280 (north of Indiana Street On-Ramp).

The remaining five freeway segments, #1 — Northbound 1-280 (south of Cesar Chavez Street Off-
Ramp, #2 — Southbound I-280 (south of Pennsylvania Avenue On-Ramp), #4 — Southbound I-280
(north of Pennsylvania Avenue Off-Ramp), #5 — Northbound US 101 (north of Cesar Chavez Street
On-Ramp), and #6 — Southbound US 101 (north of Cesar Chavez Street Off-Ramp) would operate at
unacceptable operating conditions (LOS F).

At these five freeway segments, the Reduced Development Alternative’s contribution to traffic
increase would be less than 5 percent, which would not be cumulatively considerable.

Therefore, under CEQA, the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would result
in less-than-significant traffic impacts at all of the study freeway segments under 2030 Cumulative
Plus Project Conditions.

Similarly, given that the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would not result
in a decrease in LOS at the study freeway segments, the cumulative effects related to increases in
delay would be less than significant under NEPA.
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Impact C-TR-2(b) 2030 Cumulative Effects on LOS

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to LOS F
conditions in the PM peak hour at the Northbound 1-280 (north of Indiana
Street On-Ramp) freeway segment. (No Impact)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to LOS F
conditions in the PM peak hour at the Northbound 1-280 (north of Indiana
Street On-Ramp) freeway segment. (No Impact)

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

The Housing Replacement Alternative would not add any new trips; as such, all study freeway
segments would continue to operate with the same LOS and density values as under 2030
Cumulative No Project Conditions.

Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not add any new trips; as such, all study freeway segments would
continue to operate with the same LOS and density values as under 2030 Cumulative No Project
Conditions.

Therefore, the Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative would result in no
cumulative impact on study area freeway segments under CEQA.

Similarly, the Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative would result in no
cumulative impact on study area freeway segments under NEPA.

Impact C-TR-3(a) 2030 Cumulative Effects on Freeways

CEQA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to freeway ramp
junction operations. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to freeway ramp
junction operations. (Less than Significant)

Table 5.7-18 summarizes the analysis of study freeway ramp junctions operations during the
weekday PM peak hour under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions and 2030 Cumulative Plus
Project Conditions.
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Table 5.7-18 PM Peak Hour Ramp Junction Operations—2030 Cumulative vs. 2030

Cumulative Plus Project Conditions

Existing 2030 Cumulative 2030 Cumulative Plus Project
. . Reduced Development
# Study Ramp Junction i LOS i LOS Proposed Project AEmaive
Density LOS Density LOS

1 NB I-280/Cesar Chavez St Off- 48 A DEC F DEC F DEC F

Ramp
9 SB |-280/Pennsylvania Ave Off- 29 4 D DEC F DEC F DEC F

Ramp
3 | NBI-280/Indiana St On-Ramp 17.0 B DEC F DEC F DEC F
4 Einl]-SBOIPennsylvama Ave On- 26.9 c DEC F DEC E DEC F

SOURCE: CDM Smith, Potrero HOPE Transportation Study, Final Report (October 11, 2012).
NB = northbound; SB = southbound

DEC = demand exceeds capacity

Density is reported in passenger cars per mile per lane (pc/mi/In).

Bold indicates unacceptable conditions (LOS E or F).

Proposed Project

Under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions, all of the study ramp junctions would operate at an
unacceptable LOS (LOSF). As shown in Table 5.7-18, under 2030 Cumulative Plus Project
Conditions, the contribution of the Proposed Project to the increase in traffic at the study ramp
junctions would vary between 1 percent and 1.8 percent. This would not be a cumulatively
considerable contribution to LOSF at these ramp junctions. Alternative 1 — Reduced Development

Alternative

Under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions, all of the study ramp junctions would operate at an
unacceptable LOS (LOS F). Under 2030 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions, the contribution of the
Reduced Development Alternative to the increase in traffic at the study ramp junctions would vary
between 0.6 percent and 1 percent. This would not be a cumulatively considerable contribution to
LOSF at these ramp junctions, and would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts under

NEPA at all of the study ramp junctions.

Therefore, under CEQA, the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would result
in less-than-significant cumulative impacts at all of the study ramp junctions.

Similarly, the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would result in less-than-

significant cumulative impacts at all of the study ramp junctions under NEPA.
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Impact C-TR-3(b) 2030 Cumulative Effects on Freeways

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to freeway ramp
junction operations (No Impact)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to freeway ramp
junction operations (No Impact)

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

The Housing Replacement Alternative would not add any new trips; as such, all study ramp
junctions would continue to operate with the same LOS and density values as under 2030
Cumulative No Project Conditions.

Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not add any new trips; as such, all study ramp junctions would
continue to operate with the same LOS and density values as under 2030 Cumulative No Project
Conditions.

Therefore, the Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative would result in no
cumulative impact under CEQA on study area freeway ramp junctions.

Under NEPA, the Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative would result in no
cumulative impact.

Impact C-TR-4(a) 2030 Cumulative Effects on Transit Capacity

CEQA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to capacity
utilization exceedances on the 10 Townsend and 48 Quintara-24t" Street
Muni lines. (Significant and Unavoidable)

NEPA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to capacity
utilization exceedances on the 10 Townsend and 48 Quintara-24t" Street
Muni lines. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

For the Proposed Project, it is assumed 119 of the 175 inbound trips to the Project site and 66 of the
98 outbound transit trips would be served by the 10 Townsend, 19 Polk, and 48 Quintara-24t Street
lines (because of transit line orientation, an inbound trip to the Project site for the 10 Townsend and
19 Polk routes would constitute an outbound trip as defined by Muni’s operational direction). For
the Reduced Development Alternative, 72 of the 107 inbound trips and 42 of the 63 outbound trips
would be served by these three Muni lines. Table 5.7-19 summarizes the analysis of ridership and
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capacity utilization for Muni line-by-line operations under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions
and 2030 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions.

Table 5.7-19 Muni Line-by-Line Ridership Analysis—2030 Cumulative vs. Cumulative

Plus Project Weekday PM Peak Hour

Existing 2030 Cumulative 2030 Cumulative Plus

Route Travel Project Project
Direction _ . Capacity . . Capacity Trips . . Capacity
RIBESIE Utilization RIBESIE Utilization RIGERID Utilization
Proposed Project
10 Townsend/ Inbound 186 98% 238 94% 36 274 109%
Sansome? Outbound 171 90% 219 87% 68 287 114%
Inbound 172 68% 220 58% op 220 58%
19 Polk
Outbound 124 49% 159 42% op 159 42%
48 Quintara- Inbound 175 46% 224 89% 30 254 101%
240 St Outbound 180 48% 230 91% 21 251 100%

Reduced Development Alternative

10 Townsend/ Inbound 186 98% 238 94% 23 261 104%
Sansome? Outbound 171 90% 219 87% 42 261 104%
Inbound 172 68% 220 58% 0b 220 58%

19 Polk
Outbound 124 49% 159 42% 0b 159 42%
48 Quintara- Inbound 175 46% 224 89% 17 241 96%
24" St Outbound 180 48% 230 91% 13 243 97%

SOURCE: CDM Smith, Potrero HOPE Transportation Study, Final Report (October 11, 2012).

Bold indicates load exceeding Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard.

a. The 10 Townsend is proposed to be renamed to the 10 Sansome following TEP implementation.

b. No project-related transit trips were assumed to access 19 Polk due to the proposed rerouting of this line as part of the TEP.

Proposed Project

10 Townsend/Sansome Line

The 10 Townsend/Sansome line would operate with capacity utilization exceeding the Muni’s
85 percent threshold under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions. Under 2030 Cumulative Plus
Project Conditions, during the weekday PM peak hour, the Proposed Project would substantially
increase the ridership of outbound 10 Townsend/Sansome by about 68 riders (about 23 riders per
bus during the peak hour) and inbound 10 Townsend/Sansome by about 36 riders (about 12 riders
per bus during the peak hour). This would result in an increase in capacity utilization of 15 percent
(from 94 to 109 percent) in the inbound direction and an increase of 27 percent (from 87 to
114 percent) in the outbound direction.

48 Quintara-24t Street Line

The 48 Quintara-24™ Street line would operate with capacity utilization exceeding the Muni’s
85 percent threshold under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions. Under 2030 Cumulative Plus
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Project Conditions, during the weekday peak hour, the Proposed Project would increase outbound
48 Quintara-24t Street by about 19 riders (about 3 riders per bus during the peak hour) and inbound
48 Quintara-24" Street by about 30 riders (about 5 riders per bus during the peak hour). This would
result in an increase in capacity utilization of 12 percent (from 89 to 101 percent) in the inbound
direction and an increase of 8 percent (from 91 to 99 percent) in the outbound direction.

Because the Proposed Project would increase the ridership of this line by a maximum of 30 trips
(12 percent) and the increase would cause the 85 percent threshold to be exceeded, this would be a
significant cumulative impact for the 48 Quintara-24t Street line.

The operations of the 10 Townsend/Sansome and 48 Quintara-24" Street Muni lines can only be
improved by increasing their capacity, which requires providing more buses serving those routes. A
fair-share funding agreement with SFMTA could help offset the Proposed Project’s contribution as
outlined in M-TR-4. However, because the ability of SFMTA to provide the additional service on
these lines to accommodate the Proposed Project is uncertain, the effectiveness of fair-share
mitigation is unknown.

Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

10 Townsend/Sansome Line

The 10 Townsend/Sansome line would operate with capacity utilization exceeding the Muni’s
85 percent threshold under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions. Under 2030 Cumulative Plus
Project Conditions, during the weekday PM peak hour, the Reduced Development Alternative
would substantially increase the ridership of outbound 10 Townsend/Sansome by about 42 riders
(about 14 riders per bus during the peak hour) and inbound 10 Townsend/Sansome by about 23
riders (about 8 riders per bus during the peak hour). This would result in an increase in capacity
utilization of 10 percent (from 94 to 104 percent) in the inbound direction and an increase of
17 percent (from 87 to 104 percent) in the outbound direction.

Because the Reduced Development Alternative would increase ridership of this line by a maximum
of 42 trips (17 percent) and would cause the 85 percent threshold to be exceeded, this would be a
significant cumulative impact for the 10 Townsend/Sansome line.

48 Quintara-24t Street Line

The 48 Quintara-24t Street line would operate with capacity utilization exceeding the Muni’s
85 percent threshold under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions. Under 2030 Cumulative Plus
Project Conditions, during the weekday PM peak hour, the Reduced Development Alternative
would substantially increase the ridership of outbound 48 Quintara-24% Street by about 12 riders
(about three riders per bus during the peak hour) and inbound 48 Quintara-24 Street by about 17
riders (about three riders per bus during the peak hour). This would result in an increase in capacity
utilization of 7 percent (from 89 to 96 percent) in the inbound direction and an increase of 5 percent
(from 91 to 96 percent) in the outbound direction.
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Because the Reduced Development Alternative would increase the ridership of this line by a
maximum of 17 trips (7 percent) and the increase would cause the 85 percent threshold to be
exceeded, this would be a significant cumulative impact for the 48 Quintara-24t" Street line under
CEQA.

The operations of the 10 Townsend/Sansome and 48 Quintara-24" Street Muni lines can only be
improved by increasing their capacity, which requires providing more buses serving those routes. A
fair-share funding agreement with SFMTA could help offset the Reduced Development
Alternative’s contribution as outlined in M-TR-4. However, because the ability of SFMTA to provide
the additional service on these lines to accommodate the Reduced Development Alternative is
uncertain, the effectiveness of fair-share mitigation is unknown.

Therefore, the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would remain a significant
and unavoidable cumulative impact on the operation of 10 Townsend/Sansome and 48 Quintara-24t
Street lines under CEQA.

The geographic context of the effect is limited, and it is anticipated that riders of the 10
Townsend/Sansome and 48 Quintara-24™ Street lines would make appropriate route adjustments if
possible. Therefore, the Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative would result in
a cumulative impact considered less than significant with mitigation under NEPA.

Impact C-TR-4(b) 2030 Cumulative Effects on Transit Capacity

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to capacity
utilization exceedances on the 10 Townsend and 48 Quintara-24t Street
Muni lines. (No Impact)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to capacity
utilization exceedances on the 10 Townsend and 48 Quintara-24t Street
Muni lines. (No Impact)

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

The Housing Replacement Alternative would not add any new transit-related trips; as such, the 19
Polk, 10 Townsend, and 48 Quintara-24%* Street Muni lines would continue to operate with the same
capacity utilization as under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions.

Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not add any new transit-related trips; as such, the 19 Polk, 10
Townsend, and 48 Quintara-24® Street Muni lines would continue to operate with the same capacity
utilization as under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions.
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Therefore, the No Project Alternative and Housing Replacement Alternative would result in no
cumulative impact on these Muni lines” operations under CEQA.

Similarly, the Housing Replacement Alternative would result in no cumulative impact under NEPA
on these Muni lines” operations.

Impact C-TR-5(a) 2030 Cumulative Effects on Municipal Screenline Capacity

CEQA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to capacity
utilization exceedances on Muni Southeast screenline. (Significant and
Unavoidable with Mitigation)

NEPA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to capacity
utilization exceedances on Muni Southeast screenline. (Significant and
Unavoidable with Mitigation)

Table 5.7-20 summarizes the analysis of ridership and capacity utilization for Muni Southeast
Screenline operations under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions and 2030 Cumulative Plus
Project Conditions.

Proposed Project

All Other Lines

The Proposed Project would result in a 5.9 percent increase in ridership that would increase the
capacity utilization of all other lines (consisting of ] Church, 12 Folsom, and 19 Polk lines) from
85 percent to 90 percent. Because the Proposed Project would increase the capacity utilization for all
other Muni lines crossing the Southeast Screenline by 5.9 percent and the increase would cause the
85 percent threshold to be exceeded, this would be a significant cumulative impact for all other lines
crossing the Muni Southeast Screenline.

The operations of the other Muni lines crossing the Southeast Screenline (consisting of ] Church, 12
Folsom, and 19 Polk lines) can only be improved by increasing their capacity, which requires
providing more buses serving those routes. A fair-share funding agreement with SFMTA could help
offset the Proposed Project’s contribution. However, because the ability of SFMTA to provide the
additional service on the other lines to accommodate the Proposed Project is uncertain, the
effectiveness of fair-share mitigation is unknown. Therefore, this would remain a significant and
unavoidable cumulative impact.
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Table 5.7-20
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2030 Cumulative vs. Cumulative Plus Project Muni Screenline Analysis—Weekday PM Peak Hour

2030 Cumulative Plus Project

Screenline/Corridor Existing : 2030 Cumulative : : Proposed Project : Refduced Development Alternati\{e
Rderstip | "Copaty | Unigaion | Rership | Tl | Gitaaiion | Tops | RYershi | ibdion | “Tops | RCerstip | ibtion
Southeast Screenline
Third St 554 714 78% 2,592 2,856 91% 39 2,631 92% 24 2,616 92%
Mission St 1,254 2,350 53% 1,370 2,256 61% 0 1,370 61% 0 1,370 61%
San Bruno/Bayshore 1,671 2,256 74% 2,344 3,008 78% 0 2,344 78% 0 2,344 78%
All Other Lines 1,189 1,708 70% 1,550 1,820 85% 91 1,641 90% 56 1,606 88%
Total 4,668 7,028 66% 7,856 9,940 79% 130 7,996 80% 80 7,936 80%

SOURCE:

CDM Smith, Potrero HOPE Transportation Study, Final Report (October 11, 2012).

Screenline analysis conducted only in the peak outbound direction from San Francisco toward the Project site.
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The payment of the fee identified in mitigation measure C-M-TR-5 would reduce the impact of the
Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative on the operations of the All Other
Lines corridor in the Southeast Screenline to a less-than-significant level. However, because the
ability of SFMTA to provide the additional service on these lines needed to accommodate this
project is uncertain, the feasibility of the mitigation measure is unknown.

Mitigation Measure C-M-TR-5 — Fair-Share Contribution for Southeast Screenline Improvements
(Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative Only). The project applicant shall work
with SFMTA to ensure that the transit capacity impact to the All Other Lines corridor related to the
Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative under cumulative conditions is
reduced to a less-than-significant level by financially compensating SFMTA for the cost of providing
the service needed to accommodate the project at proposed levels of service. The financial
contribution shall be calculated and applied in a manner that is consistent with the SFMTA
cost/scheduling model. The amount and schedule of payment and commitment to application of
service needs shall be set forth in a Transit Mitigation Agreement between the project applicant and
SFMTA

Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

All Other Lines

The Reduced Development Alternative would result in a 3.6 percent increase in ridership that
would increase the capacity utilization of all other lines (excluding Third Street, Mission Street, and
San Bruno/Bayshore corridors) from 85 percent to 88 percent. Because the Reduced Development
Alternative would increase the capacity utilization for all other Muni lines crossing the Southeast
Screenline by approximately 4 percent and the increase would cause the 85 percent threshold to be
exceeded, this would be a significant cumulative impact under CEQA for all other lines crossing the
Muni Southeast Screenline.

The operations of the other Muni lines crossing the Southeast Screenline (excluding Third Street,
Mission Street, and San Bruno/Bayshore corridors) can only be improved by increasing their
capacity, which requires providing more buses serving those routes. A fair-share funding agreement
with SFMTA could help offset the Reduced Development Alternative’s contribution outlined in
M-TR-4. However, because the ability of SFMTA to provide the additional service on the other lines
to accommodate the Reduced Development Alternative is uncertain, the effectiveness of fair-share
mitigation is unknown.

Therefore, the impact of the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative on the
operations of all other lines corridor in the Southeast Screenline would be considered significant
and unavoidable under CEQA.
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The geographic context of the adverse effect is limited, and it is anticipated that riders would make
appropriate route adjustments if possible. Therefore, the Proposed Project and Reduced
Development Alternative cumulative impact would be considered significant and unavoidable
under NEPA.

Impact C-TR-5(b) 2030 Cumulative Effects on Municipal Screenline Capacity

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to capacity
utilization exceedances on Muni Southeast Screenline. (No Impact)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to capacity
utilization exceedances on Muni Southeast Screenline. (No Impact)

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

The Housing Replacement Alternative would not add any new transit-related trips; as such, the
Muni Southeast Screenline would continue to operate with the same capacity utilization as under
2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions.

Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not add any new transit-related trips; as such, the Muni Southeast
Screenline would continue to operate with the same capacity utilization as under 2030 Cumulative
No Project Conditions.

Therefore, the Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative would result in no
cumulative impact under CEQA on operations on the Southeast Screenline and all corridors within
it.

The Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative would result in no cumulative
impact under NEPA on operations on the Southeast Screenline and all corridors within it.

Impact C-TR-6(a) 2030 Cumulative Effects on Regional Screenline Capacity

CEQA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would not result in a substantial contribution to capacity utilization of
regional transit screenline providers. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project and the Reduced Development Alternative
would not result in a substantial contribution to capacity utilization of
regional transit screenline providers. (Less than Significant)

Table 5.7-21 summarizes the analysis of ridership and capacity utilization for regional transit
screenline operations under 2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions and 2030 Cumulative Plus
Project Conditions.
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Table 5.7-21 2030 Cumulative vs. Cumulative Plus Project Regional Transit Screenline Analysis—Weekday PM Peak Hour
Existing 2030 Cumulative 2930 Cumulative Plus Project .
a— Regict)): :rla-{g erm sit — - . — - : — Proposed Pro ec(t: : II:ed'uced Development Aliernat.ltve
et |t | S | i | bour | G | PO i | G | O | e | GRS
BART 20,067 24,150 83% 32,225 29,400 110% 7 32,232 110% 5 32,230 110%
AC Transit 2,517 4,193 60% 7477 6,600 113% 2 7,479 113% 1 7,478 113%
FastBay Ferries 702 1,519 46% 2,118 2,719 78% 0 2,118 78% 0 2,118 78%
Subtotal | 23,286 29,862 8% 41,819 38,719 108% 9 41,829 108% 6 41,826 108%
GGT Buses 1,397 2,205 63% 2,508 2,205 114% 1 2,509 114% 1 2,509 114%
North Bay | GGT Ferries 906 1,700 53% 1,627 1,700 96% 1 1,628 96% 1 1,628 96%
Subtotal 2,303 3,905 59% 4,135 3,905 106% 2 4,137 106% 2 4,137 106%
BART 10,202 16,800 61% 11,202 21,000 53% 9 11,211 53% 6 11,208 53%
Caltrain 1,986 3,250 61% 3,981 6,400 62% 5 3,986 62% 2 3,983 62%
gg;th SamTrans 575 940 61% 402 940 43% 0 402 43% 0 402 43%
Ferries — — — 74 300 25% 0 74 25% 0 74 25%
Subtotal | 12,763 20,990 61% 15,659 28,640 55% 14 15,673 55% 8 15,667 55%
Total | 38,352 54,757 70% 61,614 71,264 86% 25 61,639 86% 16 61,630 86%
SOURCE: CDM Smith, Potrero HOPE Transportation Study, Final Report (October 11, 2012).
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Proposed Project

Under 2030 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions, the Proposed Project would generate a total of 25
regional transit trips during the PM peak hour in the peak direction (away from San Francisco). The
capacity utilizations of all regional transit operators would remain almost the same under both 2030
Cumulative No Project and 2030 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions. The South Bay screenline
would continue to operate with a capacity utilization of less than 100 percent, while the East Bay
and North Bay regional screenlines would continue to operate with capacity utilizations of greater
than 100 percent. Specifically, BART to the East Bay, AC Transit to the East Bay, and GGT buses to
the North Bay would operate with capacity utilizations of 110 percent, 113 percent and 114 percent,
respectively, thereby exceeding their 100 percent utilization standard. However, the Proposed
Project would add less than 1 percent of the trips to these transit providers (seven trips to BART
serving the East Bay, two trips to AC Transit serving the East Bay, and one trip to GGT buses
serving the North Bay).

Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

Under 2030 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions, the Reduced Development Alternative would
generate a total of 16 regional transit trips during the PM peak hour in the peak direction (away
from San Francisco). The capacity utilizations of all regional transit operators would remain almost
the same under both 2030 Cumulative No Project and 2030 Cumulative Plus Project Conditions. The
South Bay screenline would continue to operate with a capacity utilization of less than 100 percent,
while the East Bay and North Bay regional screenlines would continue to operate with capacity
utilizations of greater than 100 percent. Specifically, BART to the East Bay, AC Transit to the East
Bay, and GGT buses to the North Bay would operate with capacity utilizations of 110 percent,
113 percent and 114 percent, respectively, thereby exceeding their 100 percent utilization standard.
The Reduced Development Alternative would add less than 1 percent of the trips to these transit
providers (five trips to BART serving the East Bay, one trip to AC Transit serving the East Bay, and
one trip to GGT buses serving the North Bay).

Therefore, the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would not contribute
substantially to the ridership of regional transit operators, and this would be a less than significant
cumulative impact under CEQA.

Because implementation of the Proposed Project and Reduced Development Alternative would
result in a negligible net increase in ridership, the adverse cumulative effect on regional transit
operations would be less than significant under NEPA.
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Impact C-TR-6(b) 2030 Cumulative Effects on Regional Screenline Capacity

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not result in a substantial contribution to capacity utilization of
regional transit screenline providers. (No Impact)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative and the No Project Alternative
would not result in a substantial contribution to capacity utilization of
regional transit screenline providers. (No Impact)

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

The Housing Replacement Alternative would not add any new transit-related trips; as such, the
regional transit operators would continue to operate with the same capacity utilization as under
2030 Cumulative No Project Conditions.

Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not add any new transit-related trips; as such, the regional transit
operators would continue to operate with the same capacity utilization as under 2030 Cumulative
No Project Conditions.

Therefore, the Housing Replacement Alternative and No Project Alternative would result in no
cumulative impact under CEQA on regional transit operators.

The Housing Replacement Alternative would result in no cumulative impact under NEPA.

B Improvement Measures
Transportation Demand Management Plan

A transportation demand management (TDM) plan generally includes strategies that aim to
promote and encourage more efficient use of transportation resources. It may comprise of a
multitude of solutions and evaluative techniques that provide information on measures to increase
transportation system efficiency.

TDM measures typically encourage travelers to utilize alternative modes of transportation, such as
inducing shifts from single auto occupancy travel to transit, rideshare, bicycle, and pedestrian travel.
The following sections include a description of various TDM measures that are applicable to the
Proposed Project.

TDM Strategies Currently Considered by the project applicant. This section describes the TDM
strategies that either would be implemented or are being considered by the project applicant to
implement as part of the Proposed Project.

Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan 5.7-124 Case No. 2010.0515E
Final EIR/EIS ' SCH No. 2010112029



CHAPTER 5 Environmental Consequences
June 2016 SECTION 5.7 Transportation and Circulation

Promote Transit Usage. The project applicant would promote transit usage to reduce external auto-
based trips.

m  The project applicant would explore the feasibility of providing a subsidized transit pass to
low-income households. The project applicant would either identify a source of funding to
provide subsidized passes or coordinate with the SFMTA to have an agreement to offer
transit passes at a reduced cost to residents.

m The Master Homeowners Association would regularly distribute transit information,
including timetables, schedules, information on nearby transit stations and stops, and
additional information on local and regional transit operators to all residents. Accurate, up-
to-date information on transit options would also be provided via a transit bulletin board or
similar structure in the Community Center.

Promote Pedestrian Activity. The project applicant would promote pedestrian activity to reduce
external and internal auto-based trips.

m A series of pedestrian paths and stairways would be provided within the Project site,
including along Connecticut Street, 23t Street, and 224 Street.

m  An accessible path would be provided to important neighborhood amenities, such as Starr
King Elementary School and the health clinic at the Wisconsin Street/Coral Street
intersection.

m Pedestrian facilities provided along 2274 Street is anticipated to offer a pedestrian connection
at the north end of the park down to the 22n Street Caltrain station, the T Third Street light
rail station at 234 Street and Third Street, and the 22nd Street mixed-use district.

Promote Car-Sharing. Car-sharing programs provide convenient auto access to a resident, employee,
or visitor on a demand response basis. Dedicated car-share parking locations or “pods” are
established which is accessed through an automated reservation system. This system provides
access to a vehicle for trips requiring an automobile but reduces the bundled costs of private
ownership and parking of a dedicated vehicle for every resident or employee. The project applicant
would promote car-sharing to reduce external auto-based trips.

m  Car-sharing spaces would be provided within the Project site.

m To encourage more users, the project applicant is considering the provision of discounted
membership rates, especially to the affordable housing residents for using car-sharing
facilities.

Provide On-Site Neighborhood Center. The project applicant would provide on-site neighborhood
center to reduce external project-related trips.

m  Small neighborhood retail outlets would be provided within the Project site.

m  Pre-school, day care, gymnasium, and sports facilities would be provided at the proposed
on-site Community Center.
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m  The project applicant is considering the provision of a non-profit food cooperative within the
Project site.

Traffic Calming Measures. Traffic calming includes various design features and strategies intended to
reduce vehicle traffic speeds and volumes on a particular roadway. These roadway design
treatments range from minor modifications for an individual street to a comprehensive redesign of
the roadway network.

m  New safe streets, open spaces, and a walkable neighborhood.

m  The surrounding street grid-pattern would be extended in to the Project site to improve the
movement and safety of pedestrians and bicyclists.

m  New streets would be constructed in the north/south and east/west direction to improve
vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle circulation.

m At least five-foot-wide sidewalks and striped crosswalks are expected to be provided on all
block faces within the Project site, along with pedestrian bulb-outs at intersections to
improve pedestrian safety and reduce crossing distances. The pedestrian bulb-outs would
also serve as traffic calming measures. These sidewalks and corner bulb-outs would be
compliant with the American Disability Act (ADA) to ensure safe crossings for seniors and
persons with disabilities.

m  The diagonally aligned Dakota Street from 23t Street to 25 Street would be replaced by
Missouri Street aligned in the north/south direction. This would either eliminate or reduce
speeding issues currently observed along Dakota Street.

The above mentioned traffic calming measures provided on-site would improve pedestrian safety
by reducing the severity of pedestrian injuries when they do occur by calming traffic, creating
intersections for convenient and safe pedestrian crossings, and reducing the incidence of speeding.
Street and park lighting play a key role in enhancing personal security and creating safe public
spaces. As such, light levels shall be as specified in the San Francisco Better Streets Plan. Stairways
and terraces shall be well lit at night to enhance safety and personal security. Lighting shall be
pedestrian scaled and be coordinated with street trees and site furnishings.

Additional TDM Strategies — Improvement Measures. The following TDM strategies are
recommended in addition to those that are already being considered by the project applicant to
implement as part of the Proposed Project and its alternatives.

Hire Local. The project applicant could encourage the owners of neighborhood retail developments
to hire employees from the local community. This would either eliminate or reduce work-related
auto-based trips to the retail developments planned within the Project site.

Preferential HOV Parking. The project applicant could provide incentives for use of alternate modes
of travel to the single occupancy vehicle by reserving close-in, secure, covered, and/or preferable
parking spaces for high-occupancy vehicles. Carpool and vanpool spaces could be provided closer
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to the building entrance or elevator, but not closer than the parking spaces designated for use by
handicapped persons.

Carpool/Vanpool. The project applicant could promote carpool or vanpool programs for commuters
who live within the Project site and share the same schedule. The project applicant could subsidize
the cost of vehicles and fuel costs; the remaining costs could be divided among the participants
based on the distance they travelled.

On-Site. TDM Coordinator. The project applicant could provide a TDM Coordinator with
responsibilities such as providing concierge trip-planning services, mobility training, provision of
transit passes, new resident outreach to promote moving in without a vehicle (like Travel Choice
New Residents program), coordination of ride-sharing/vanpooling, etc. The TDM Coordinator could
be located at the neighborhood Community Center.

Provision of Muni Fast Pass. The project applicant could provide at least one Muni Fast Pass per
dwelling unit, as part of rent/HOA fees. This program could be partially subsidized by the project
applicant.

Promote Bicycling. The project applicant could promote bicycle usage to reduce external and internal
auto-based trips by providing bicycle facilities within the Project site, primarily along less steep
streets, including Texas Street and 24 Street.
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5.8 NOISE
5.8.1 Regulatory Framework

B Federal
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

The Federal Noise Control Act of 1972 addressed the issue of noise as a threat to human health and
welfare, particularly in urban areas. In response to the Act, the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) published Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public
Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety (USEPA Levels). Table 5.8-1 summarizes USEPA
recommendations for noise-sensitive areas. Ideally, the yearly average Leq should not exceed
70 decibels (A-weighted) (dBA) to prevent measurable hearing loss over a lifetime, and the Lan
should not exceed 55 dBA outdoors and 45 dBA indoors to prevent significant activity interference
and annoyance in noise-sensitive areas. In addition to the identified noise levels to protect public
health, the USEPA Levels identify an increase of 5 dBA as an adequate margin of safety relative to a
baseline noise exposure level of 55 dBA Lan before a noticeable increase in adverse community

reaction would be expected.

Table 5.8-1 Summary of Noise Levels Identified as Requisite to Protect Public Health
and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety

Effect Level Area
Hearing Loss Leq(24 hr) < 70 dBA@ | All areas.
Outdoor activity Outdoors in residential areas and farms and other outdoor areas where people
interference and Lan < 55 dBA spend widely varying amounts of time and other places in which quiet is a basis for
annoyance use.
Outdoor activity

Outdoor areas where people spend limited amounts of time, such as school yards,

interference and Lea(24 ) <S5ABA | o rounds, etc.

annoyance

Indoor activity interference

Lgn < 45 dBA Indoor residential areas.
and annoyance

Indoor activity interference

Leq(24 hr) <45 dBA | Other indoor areas with human activities such as schools, etc.
and annoyance

SOURCE: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and
Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety (March 1974).
a. Yearly average equivalent sound levels in decibels; the exposure period that results in hearing loss at the identified level is a period of
40 years.

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) environmental noise regulations are
outlined in 24 CFR, Part 51, Subpart B, Noise Abatement and Control. HUD noise criteria are
applicable to projects with HUD assistance, subsidy, or insurance for housing, manufactured home
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parks, nursing homes, hospitals, and all programs providing assistance or insurance for land
development, redevelopment, modernization, rehabilitation or any other provision of facilities and
services which are directed to making land available for housing or noise sensitive development.!
Regulation guidelines include a screening process to assess whether a project with HUD assistance
is compatible for a proposed site based on existing background noise levels. The HUD guidelines for
a compatible Project site to include new housing construction based on existing background noise
levels is as follows:

m  Acceptable—65 dBA day-night average sound level (Lan) or less

m  Normally unacceptable—Exceeding 65 A-weighted decibels (dBA) Lan but not exceeding
75 dBA Lan

m  Unacceptable —Exceeding 75 dBA Lan

An interior noise level guideline has also been established by HUD. This guideline is not a standard,
rather a goal for an optimal noise environment where new construction of noise-sensitive receptors
is proposed, that interior noise levels not exceed 45 dBA Lan.? HUD regulations require predicting
exterior noise levels ten years into the future as well. In the event that the noise environment would
cause the interior noise levels to exceed HUD guidelines, sound attenuating barriers or sound
attenuating building materials should be used to reduce interior noise levels where feasible. In
addition to exterior and interior noise guidelines, HUD regulations also encourage the application of
quieter construction equipment where noise-sensitive uses exist in close proximity to the Proposed
Project site.?

Federal Transit Administration

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) developed a methodology and significance criteria to
evaluate vibration impacts from construction activity in Transit Noise Impact and Vibration Assessment
(FTA Guidelines).* The FTA promulgated criteria for judging the significance of vibration produced
by construction activity is shown in Table 5.8-2.

1 HUD, Noise Abatement and Control, 24 CFR, Part 51, Subpart B.

2 24 CFR, Section 51.104(a).

3 24 CFR, Section 51.101(7).

¢ Federal Transit Administration: Office of Planning and Environment, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment
(May 2006).This document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400, San Francisco, California, as part of Case File No. 2010.0515E.
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Table 5.8-2 Groundborne Vibration Impact Criteria for General Assessment
Impact Levels (VdB; relative to 1 micro-inch/second)
Land Use Category Frequent Events?® Occasional Events® Infrequent Events®
Categ_ory 1: Buildings where vibration would interfere with interior 65¢ 65¢ 65¢
operations
Category 2: Residences and buildings where people normally
72 75 80
sleep
Category 3: Institutional land uses with primarily daytime uses 75 78 83

SOURCE: Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise Impact and Vibration Assessment (May 2006).
a. “Frequent Events” is defined as more than 70 vibration events of the same source per day.

b. “Occasional Events” is defined as between 30 and 70 vibration events of the same source per day.
c. ‘“Infrequent Events” is defined as fewer than 30 vibration events of the same source per day.
d.

This criterion limit is based on levels that are acceptable for most moderately sensitive equipment such as optical microscopes. Vibration-
sensitive manufacturing or research would require detailed evaluation to define the acceptable vibration levels.

B State

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) General Plan Guidelines 2003 (GP Guidelines)
promotes use of Lan or CNEL for evaluating the compatibility of various land uses with respect to
their noise exposure. The designation of a level of noise exposure as “normally acceptable” for a
given land use category implies that the interior noise levels would be acceptable to the occupants
without the need for any special structural acoustic treatment. The GP Guidelines identify the
suitability of various types of construction relative to a range of outdoor noise levels. The GP
Guidelines provide each local community some flexibility in setting local noise standards that allow
for the variability in community preferences. Findings presented in the USEPA Levels influenced
the recommendations of the GP Guidelines, most importantly in the choice of noise exposure
metrics (i.e., Lan or CNEL) and in the upper limits for the “normally acceptable” outdoor exposure of
noise-sensitive uses (i.e., no higher than 60 dBA Lan/CNEL for residential, which is obtained when
the USEPA’s 5 dBA margin of safety is added to the baseline noise exposure level of the 55 dBA
level that the USEPA believes is completely adequate to protect public health and welfare). The City
has adopted and changed the GP Guidelines for use within San Francisco.

Title 24 and Title 25 (California Noise Insulation Standards)

The State of California has adopted noise standards in areas of regulation not preempted by the
federal government. State standards regulate noise levels of motor vehicles, sound transmission

through buildings, occupational noise control, and noise insulation.

Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, also known as the California Building Standards Code,
establishes building standards applicable to all occupancies throughout the state. The code provides
acoustical regulations for both exterior-to-interior sound insulation as well as sound and impact
isolation between adjacent spaces of various occupied units. Title 24 regulations state that interior
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noise levels generated by exterior noise sources shall not exceed 45 decibels (dB) Lan, with windows
closed, in any habitable room for general residential uses.

The California Noise Standards (California Code of Regulations, Title 25, Section 1092) establishes
uniform minimum noise insulation performance standards for new hotels, motels, dormitories,
apartment houses, and dwellings other than detached single-family dwellings. Specifically, Title 25
states that interior noise levels attributable to exterior sources shall not exceed 45 dBA Lan or CNEL
(the same levels that the USEPA and HUD recommends for residential interiors) in any habitable
room of new dwellings. Acoustical studies must be prepared for proposed multiple unit residential
and hotel/motel structures where outdoor Lian or CNEL is 60 dBA or greater. The studies must
demonstrate that the design of the building would reduce interior noise to 45 dBA Lan or CNEL, or
lower. Dwellings are to be designed so that interior noise levels would meet this standard for at least
ten years from the time of building permit application. Interior noise levels can be reduced through
the use of noise-insulating windows, and by using sound isolation materials when constructing
walls and ceilings.

California Department of Transportation

Caltrans recommends a conservative threshold of 0.2 inch per second (in/sec) peak particle velocity
(PPV) for normal residential buildings and 0.08 in/sec PPV for old or historically significant
structures for the protection of fragile, historic, and residential structures exposed to vibration-
generating activities (Caltrans 2002).5

M Local
San Francisco General Plan

The San Francisco General Plan provides long-term guidance and policies for maintaining and
improving the quality of life and the man-made and natural resources of the community. The
Environmental Protection Element of the San Francisco General Plan is concerned primarily with
avoiding or mitigating the adverse effects of transportation noise. Objectives and policies that apply
to the Proposed Project and project alternatives are discussed in Chapter 3, Plans and Policies.

San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29, San Francisco Police Code)

The San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29, San Francisco Police Code, Section 2900) specifically
recognizes that adverse effects on a community, including physiological and psychological stress,
sleep disturbance, and depression, can arise from persistent exposure to elevated levels of typical
urban community noise sources. These sources include noise associated with transportation,
construction activity, mechanical equipment, entertainment, and human and animal behavior.

5 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Transportation and Construction Induced Vibration Guidance
Manual, Sacramento, CA (June 2004).This document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California, as part of Case File No. 2010.0515E.
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Accordingly, the Noise Ordinance recognizes noise as an environmental pollutant that must be
managed and mitigated through the planning and development processes. The Noise Ordinance
makes the following declaration:

It shall be the policy of San Francisco to maintain noise levels in areas with existing
healthful and acceptable levels of noise and to reduce noise levels, through all practicable
means, in those areas of San Francisco where noise levels are above acceptable levels as
defined by the World Health Organization’s Guidelines on Community Noise.

The following policies are included to address and limit disruptive noise intrusions from these
sources.

Waste Disposal Services (Section 2904). The Noise Ordinance limits noise from waste disposal
services mechanical or hydraulic device to 75 dBA when measured from 50 feet. This maximum
noise level does not apply to the noise associated with crushing, impacting, dropping, or moving
garbage on the truck, but only to the truck’s mechanical processing system.

Construction (Sections 2907 and 2908). The Noise Ordinance limits noise from powered
construction equipment to a level of 80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet (or an equivalent level at some
other distance).® This does not apply to impact tools (provided they are equipped with appropriate
noise control features recommended by the manufacturers and approved by the Director of Public
Works or the Director of Building Inspection) nor to construction equipment used in connection
with emergency work. Also, construction activities are generally prohibited between the hours of
8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. if the noise created would be in excess of the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at
the nearest property line (although exceptions to these limits can be made in certain cases by the
Director of Public Works or the Director of Building Inspection).

Noise Limits (Section 2909). Construction noise is regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance
(Article 29 of the Police Code), amended in November 2008. The ordinance requires that noise levels
from individual pieces of construction equipment, other than impact tools, not exceed 80 dBA at a
distance of 100 feet from the source. Impact tools (jackhammers, hoe rammers, impact wrenches)
must have both intake and exhaust mufflers as well as be equipped with acoustically attenuating
shields or shrouds to the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works or the Director of Building
Inspection. Section 2908 of the Ordinance prohibits construction work between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00
a.m., if noise would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the project property line, unless a
special permit is authorized by the Director of Public Works or the Director of Building Inspection.
The Noise Ordinance limits noise from sources defined as “any machine or device, music or

¢ By definition, Noise Ordinance Section 2901(j) states “Powered construction equipment” means any tools,
machinery, or equipment used in connection with construction operations which can be driven by energy in any
form other than manpower, including all types of motor vehicles when used in the construction process of any
construction site, regardless of whether such construction site be located on-highway or off-highway, and further
including all helicopters or other aircraft when used in the construction process except as may be preempted for
regulation by state or federal law.
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entertainment or any combination of same” located on residential or commercial/industrial property
to 5 dBA or 8 dBA, respectively, above the local “ambient”” noise level at any point outside of the
property line of a residential, commercial/industrial or public land use containing the noise source.
An additional low-frequency criterion applies to noise generated from a licensed “Place of
Entertainment,” specifically, that no associated noise or music shall exceed the low-frequency
ambient noise level by more than 8 dBA.

The Noise Ordinance limits noise from a “fixed source”® from causing the noise level measured
inside any sleeping or living room in any dwelling unit located on residential property to 45 dBA
between the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. or 55 dBA between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.
with windows open except where building ventilation is achieved through mechanical systems that
allow windows to remain closed.

Variances (Section 2910). The Noise Ordinance gives the Directors of Public Health, Public Works,
Building Inspection, or the Entertainment Commission, or the Chief of Police authority to grant
variances to noise regulations over which they have jurisdiction. The Department of Public Health
has jurisdiction over sources specified in Noise Limits (Section 2909), the Departments of Building
Inspection and Public Works over sources specified in Construction (Sections 2907 and 2908), and
the Director of the Entertainment Commission may enforce noise standards associated with licensed
Places of Entertainment.

5.8.2 Impacts and Mitigation Measures

B Significance Thresholds under CEQA

The thresholds for determining the significance of impacts in this analysis are consistent with the
environmental checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, which has been adopted and
modified by the San Francisco Planning Department. As discussed further below, these criteria also
encompass the factors taken into account under NEPA to determine the significance of an action in
terms of the context and intensity of its effects. The Proposed Project and alternatives would have a
significant noise impact if they would:

1. Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the Environmental Protection Element of the San Francisco General Plan, San

7 By definition, Noise Ordinance Section 2901(a) states “ambient” means the lowest sound level repeating itself
during a minimum ten-minute period as measured with a type 1, precision sound level meter, set on slow
response and A-weighting ... in no case shall the ambient be considered or determined to be (1) less than 35 dBA
for interior residential noise, and (2) 45 dBA in all other locations.”

8 By definition, Noise Ordinance Section 2901(e) states “fixed source” means a machine or device capable of
creating a noise level at the property upon which it is regularly located, including but not limited to: industrial
and commercial process machinery and equipment, pumps, fans, air-conditioning apparatus or refrigeration
machines.
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7.

Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29, San Francisco Police Code) or applicable standards of
other agencies

Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels

Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity
above levels existing without the project

Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the Project
vicinity above levels existing without the project

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public-use airport, expose people residing or
working in the Project area to excessive noise levels

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, expose people residing or working in
the Project area to excessive noise levels

Be substantially affected by existing noise levels

The following considerations apply to significance threshold numbers 2, 3, and 4 above:

Temporary, short-term construction noise impacts: Temporary, short-term construction noise
impacts are considered significant if construction-generated noise levels exceed the
applicable standards at nearby noise-sensitive land uses.

Noise impacts from increased daily traffic: For all affected noise sensitive uses, noise that
would be generated by an increase in daily traffic volumes due to the project is considered
significant if it would cause the overall exterior noise level to exceed the “normally
acceptable” exterior land use compatibility noise standard of 60 dBA Lan/CNEL (day-night
average noise level/community noise equivalent level) at outdoor activity areas, exceed the
interior noise standard of 45 dBA Lan/CNEL in any inhabitable room or would result in an
increase of ambient noise levels by +3 dBA.

Exposure of sensitive receptors to, or generation of, excessive vibration levels: Short- and
long-term vibration impacts would be significant if project construction or operation would
result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to, or would generate, vibration levels that
exceed Caltrans’ recommended standard of 0.2 in/sec PPV with respect to the prevention of
structural damage for normal buildings or FTA’s maximum acceptable vibration standard of
80 vibration decibels (VdB) with respect to human response for residential uses (i.e.,
annoyance) at any nearby existing sensitive land uses.

B Context and Intensity Evaluation Guidelines under NEPA

HUD'’s noise policy requires that noise attenuation measures be provided when proposed projects

are to be located in high noise areas. Within the HUD Noise Assessment Guidelines, potential noise

sources are examined for projects located within 15 miles of a military or civilian airport, 1,000 feet
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from a road, or 3,000 feet from a railroad. HUD Regulations set forth the following exterior noise

standards for new housing construction assisted or supported by the department:

m 65 dBA Lan9 or less— Acceptable

m  Exceeding 65 dBA Lan but not exceeding 75 dBA Lin—Normally Unacceptable (To achieve an
acceptable status, appropriate sound attenuation measures must be provided)

m  Exceeding 75 dBA Lin—Unacceptable

HUD's regulations do not contain standards for interior noise levels. Rather, a goal of 45 dBA is set
forth and the attenuation requirements are geared toward achieving that goal. It is assumed that
with standard construction any building will provide sufficient attenuation so that if the exterior
level is 65 dBA Lan or less, the interior level will be 45 dBA Lan or less.

In accordance with NEPA, the Proposed Project and alternatives would have a significant noise
impact if they would expose residents of public housing to background noise levels that exceed
HUD's acceptable noise level of 65 dB Day/Night Noise Level (DNL). This threshold is similar to the
CEQA significance threshold number 1 above. Aside from the HUD criteria of 65 dB DNL, the
analysis in this section measures impacts using the CEQA thresholds of significance. These CEQA
criteria encompass the factors that must be taken into account under NEPA because they adequately
consider the appropriate context as the residents at the Project site and the intensity as it relates to

relative increases in noise.

B Approach to Analysis

The Proposed Project is not located in an area covered by an airport land use plan or within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport or within the vicinity of a private airstrip. The
Proposed Project is not located within the 65 dBA noise contour for any regional or international
airport in the San Francisco Bay Area.!® Therefore, the Proposed Project would not expose people
residing or working on the Project site to excessive airport or airstrip noise and this issue is not
addressed further in this EIR/EIS.

Construction Noise Impacts

Construction noise and vibration levels were quantified using equipment noise reference levels
presented in the Federal Transit Administration’s Transit Noise and Vibration and Impact Assessment

° Lan = Day/Night average sound level (DNL) is the 24-hour average sound level, in decibels, obtained after the
addition of 10 decibels to the sound levels occurring between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.

10 City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County Redwood City, Comprehensive Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan for the Environs of San Francisco International Airport, Ricondo & Associates, Inc., Final Draft (May
2012).This document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,

Suite 400, San Francisco, California, as part of Case File No. 2010.0515E.
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methodology.!! This document provides typical noise levels for multiple types of construction
equipment. For the analysis of construction noise associated with the Proposed Project, the
equipment that is relevant to the Proposed Project’s construction activities was compared to the
City’s noise thresholds. The significance of the construction noise was then assessed based on if the
equipment noise levels exceed the threshold.

Operational Noise Impacts

The analysis of the existing and future noise environments is based on noise-level monitoring, noise-
prediction computer modeling, and empirical observations of receptor noise exposure
characteristics. As noted in Section 4.8, Noise, one long-term (24-hour) ambient noise measurement
and four short-term noise measurements were conducted in the Project area between June 7 and
June 8, 2011. The results of these noise measurements are shown in Table 4.8-2, Existing Peak-Hour
Traffic Noise Measurements (Leq). Figure 4.8-1, Noise Monitoring Locations, shows the locations of these
measurements.

Vehicle traffic noise levels in the Project area were modeled using the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) and traffic
data included in the Transportation Study for the Proposed Project.”>? The FHWA model is based on
CALVENO reference noise factors for automobiles, medium trucks, and heavy trucks, with
consideration given to vehicle volume, speed, roadway configuration, distance to the receptor, and
ground attenuation factors. For purposes of analysis, the average daily traffic volumes were
calculated from peak hour traffic volumes contained in the Transportation Study and input into the
model to estimate existing and future traffic noise levels on roadway segments in the Project area
where existing or proposed sensitive receptors are located.

To comply with HUD requirements for community noise assessment, HUD has developed an
electronic assessment tool that calculates the DNL from roadway and railway traffic. This is a web-
based application of the existing Noise Assessment Guidelines (NAG). It is a component of the
Assessment Tools for Environmental Compliance (ATEC). Derivations of the basic noise equation
from the noise regulation, 24 CFR Part 51 Subpart B, were applied to a new application of the NAG.

Noise from loud impulse sounds is addressed through this tool as well, and is assessed once its
presence has been confirmed. The assessment tool was used to determine NEPA conclusions with
respect to the Proposed Project.

11 Federal Transit Administration: Office of Planning and Environment, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment,
(May 2006). Available at: http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA Noise and Vibration Manual.pdf, (accessed
February 10, 2014).

12 CDM smith, Potrero HOPE Transportation Study, Draft #3 (June 5, 2012). This report is available for review at the
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2010.0515E.
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B Impact Evaluation

Proposed Project
Impact NO-1 Exposure of Persons to or Generation of Noise Levels in Excess of
Standards

CEQA: The Proposed Project would not result in exposure of persons to, or
generation of, noise levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies.
(Construction: Less than Significant with Mitigation; Operation: Less than
Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project would not expose residents of public housing
to background noise levels that exceed HUD’s acceptable noise level of 65
dB DNL. (Construction: Less than Significant with Mitigation; Operation:
Less than Significant)

Construction

Neither the HUD Noise Guidebook nor the City of San Francisco General Plan addresses or establishes
restrictions on or standards for construction-related noise. Consequently, construction noise impacts
are assessed relative to the restrictions of the Noise Ordinance codified in Sections 2907 and 2908 of
the Police Code. As shown in Figure 2-5, Proposed Action Construction Phasing, construction of the

Proposed Project would be completed in three phases, as follows:

m Phase 1 would consist of the vicinity south of 25 Street in the Terrace portion of the Project
site.

m Phase 2 would consist of the area north of 24t Street and West of Missouri Street.

m  Phase 3 would consist of the remaining portion of the Project site, between 23 Street and
25t Street.

Construction of the Proposed Project would require the use of heavy equipment for building
demolition, site grading and excavation, paving, road construction, and building fabrication.
Construction activities would also involve the use of smaller power tools, generators, mechanical
equipment, and other noise sources. During each construction phase, there would be a different mix
of equipment operating and noise levels would vary based on the type and amount of equipment in
operation and the distance of the construction activity from sensitive receptors. The noise-generating
characteristics of specific types of construction equipment are presented in Table 5.8-3.

Sensitive receptors include nearby residents, i.e., residents located along Wisconsin Street, Texas
Street, Missouri Street, and 23+ Street adjacent to the Project site, existing occupants of the Potrero

Terrace and Annex development, and students and teachers at the Starr King Elementary school.
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Table 5.8-3 Noise Level of Typical Construction Equipment
Construction Equipment Noise Levels in dBA L, at 50 Feet®
Front Loader 85
Dozer 85
Trucks 88
Cranes 88
Concrete Vibrator 76
Saws 76
Pneumatic Impact Equipment 85
Jack Hammers 88
Pumps 76
Generators 81
Compressors 81
Concrete Mixers 85
Concrete Pumps 82
Back Hoe 80
Pile Driving (impacts) 101
Scraper/Grader 89
Paver 89

SOURCE: FTA (2006).

a. Machinery equipped with noise-control devices or other noise-reducing design features do not
generate the same level of noise emissions as that shown in this table.

The Police Code Sections 2907 and 2908 require that 1) noise levels from individual pieces of
construction equipment, other than impact tools, must not exceed 80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet
from the source (the equipment generating the noise); 2) impact tools, such as jackhammers, must
have both the intake and exhaust muffled to the satisfaction of the Director of Department of Public
Works (DPW); and 3) if the noise from construction were to exceed ambient noise levels at the
property line of the site by 5 dBA, the work must not be conducted between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.,
unless the Director of DPW authorizes a special permit for conducting the work during that period.

It is anticipated that construction hours for the Proposed Project would be between 7:00 a.m. and
8:00 p.m., in compliance with the Noise Ordinance. If nighttime work is required for construction of
the Proposed Project, construction activities must comply with all regulations set forth in the Noise
Ordinance. Compliance with the Noise Ordinance is required by law and would serve to avoid
significant negative impacts on sensitive receptors between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. The greatest
noise impacts would occur during the construction of new roadways, foundations, and exterior
structural and facade elements. Construction would require impact and non-impact equipment.
Impact equipment would be required for the preparation of the building foundations. As shown in
Table 5.8-3, impact equipment, concrete vibrators, pneumatic impact equipment, and jackhammers

Case No. 2010.0515E 5.8-11 Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan
SCH No. 2010112029 ’ Final EIR/EIS



CHAPTER 5 Environmental Consequences
SECTION 5.8 Noise June 2016

would result in noise Leq values at 50 feet of 76 dBA, 85 dBA, and 88 dBA, respectively. At 100 feet,
jackhammer noise could result in noise levels above the City’s 80 dBA threshold at 100 feet, as the
noise level would be 83 dBA, assuming an attenuation of 6 dBA. As discussed above, however, the
Noise Ordinance does not apply to impact tools that are equipped with appropriate noise-control
features. Thus, assuming that the impact equipment complies with the Noise Ordinance pertaining
to noise-control features, the 80-dBA threshold at 100 feet would not apply to the impact equipment
in Table 5.8-3 and impacts would be less than significant.

Other types of construction equipment would operate during all three phases of construction at
varying distances from sensitive receptors. However, noise from interior construction activities
would be substantially reduced by the presence of exterior walls. The noise levels associated with
the operation of non-impact construction equipment range from 76 to 89 dBA Leq at 50 feet.
Assuming the most conservative case, a construction noise level of 89 dBA at 50 feet (83 dBA at
100 feet, assuming an attenuation of 6 dBA), construction noise would have the potential to exceed
the threshold established in the City’s noise ordinance. However, implementing the mitigation
measures discussed below would reduce noise levels in this case to below the 80-dBA threshold.
Mitigation Measures M-NO-1a and M-NO-1b would likely reduce noise levels by more than 3 dBA,
which is the amount by which the threshold is exceeded for the most conservative scenario. In
addition, implementation of Mitigation Measures M-NO-1a and M-NO-1b, and compliance with the
Noise Ordinance would limit construction activities to daytime hours and reduce construction noise
at on-site and off-site receptors.

With implementation of identified mitigation measures, the Proposed Project would not result in
exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. This impact would be
less than significant with mitigation under CEQA.

With implementation of identified mitigation measures, the Proposed Project would not generate
construction noise that would not comply with local standards. This impact would be less than
significant with mitigation under NEPA.

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1a — Submit a Construction Noise Plan to Reduce Construction
Noise. The project applicant shall submit a Construction Noise Plan for review and approval
prior to the issuance of the demolition permit.

Mitigation Measure M-NO-1b - Implement a Construction Noise Plan to Reduce
Construction Noise. The project applicant shall implement the following measures during
demolition and construction of the Proposed Project:

m To the extent feasible, the noisiest construction activities shall be scheduled during times
that would have the least impact on nearby residential land uses. This includes
restricting typical demolition and exterior construction activities to the hours of 7:00 a.m.
to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday.
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m  Equipment and trucks used for project construction shall use the best available noise
control techniques (e.g., improved mulfflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers,
ducts, engine enclosures and acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds) wherever
feasible.

m Impact tools (e.g., jackhammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for project
construction shall be hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid
noise associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools.
However, where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the
compressed air exhaust shall be used; this muffler can lower noise levels from the
exhaust by up to about 10 dBA. External jackets on the tools themselves shall be used
where feasible, and this could achieve a reduction of 5 dBA. Quieter procedures shall be
used, such as drills rather than impact equipment, whenever feasible.

m  Construction contractors, to the maximum extent feasible, shall be required to use
“quiet” gasoline-powered compressors or other electric-powered compressors, and use
electric rather than gasoline or diesel powered forklifts for small lifting.

m Stationary noise sources, such as temporary generators, shall be located as far from
nearby receptors as possible, and they shall be muffled and enclosed within temporary
sheds, incorporate insulation barriers, or other measures to the extent feasible.

m Install temporary plywood noise barriers eight feet in height around the construction site
to minimize construction noise to 80 dBA as measured at 100 feet from the Project site
boundary unless an acoustical engineer submits documentation that confirms that the
barriers are not necessary to achieve the attenuation levels.

m  Trucks shall be prohibited from idling along streets serving the construction site.
Operation

Section 2909 of the Noise Ordinance limits noise from sources defined as “any machine or device,
music or entertainment or any combination of same” located on residential or commercial/industrial
property and requires that these new operational noise sources not generate noise that is greater
than 5 dBA or 8 dBA above the local ambient level at any point outside the property plane of a
residential, commercial/industrial or public land use containing the noise source. Operation of the
Proposed Project would introduce additional on-site stationary noise sources, similar to those
currently occurring on the Project site including mechanical heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning (HVAC) systems and idling of delivery vehicles during limited delivery of retail
supplies. In addition, project-related traffic increases would introduce additional traffic noise at the

Project site.
Stationary Noise Sources

Noise levels from typical HVAC equipment, range from 50 to 65 dBA Leq at 50 feet from the
equipment without shielding. The HVAC units on the Project site would be mounted within HVAC
wells on the rooftops of the proposed buildings and would be screened with sufficient noise

Case No. 2010.0515E 5.8-13 Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan
SCH No. 2010112029 ’ Final EIR/EIS



CHAPTER 5 Environmental Consequences
SECTION 5.8 Noise June 2016

insulation by the walls and other building features; therefore, noise levels from these units would
not affect sensitive receptors at the Project site or sensitive receptors surrounding the Project site.
Additionally, noise from mechanical equipment associated with operation of the Proposed Project
would be required to comply with Title 24 of the California Building Code pertaining to noise
attenuation, which requires that all multifamily residential units achieve an interior noise level of
45 dBA. This would ensure that the residents in new multifamily buildings at the Project site would
not be exposed to interior noise levels greater than 45 dBA.

Operation of the Proposed Project would also involve limited delivery of supplies to retail
operations and refuse pick up for both retail and residential uses. Noise associated with delivery
operations typically includes idling truck engines and reverse signal beeper alarms. Noise generated
by idling diesel engines typically ranges between 64 and 66 dBA Leq at 75 feet. This noise would be
temporary in nature, typically lasting no more than five minutes. Noise generated by authorized
City refuse collectors would be limited to 75 dBA per Section 2904 of the Police Code.

Overall, mechanical equipment associated with daily operation of the Proposed Project (HVAC,
limited retail deliveries, etc.) would not result in increases of 5 dBA over the anticipated ambient

noise level.
Traffic Noise Sources

The Proposed Project would increase traffic volumes beyond background growth over the next
20 years. This increase in traffic volumes would increase ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive
locations along the major vehicular access routes in the Project vicinity. All future roadway analysis
assumed completion of roadway improvement measures required as part of the Proposed Project’s
traffic mitigation measures detailed in Section 5.7, Transportation and Traffic. Table 5.8-4 identifies the
future noise levels along local roadway segments where project-related traffic volume increases
could affect nearby sensitive receptors, including residential uses and the Starr King Elementary
School.

As shown in Table 5.8-4, the Proposed Project would generate noise-level increases that exceed
3 dBA Lan, which is the adopted threshold for a “substantial permanent increase,” in traffic noise for
sensitive receptors located adjacent to those roadways.?® Traffic noise level changes generated by the
Proposed Project would range from -1 dBA to 20 dBA Lan.

13 See Appendix 4.8 for detailed noise calculations.
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Table 5.8-4 Proposed Project Modeled Traffic Noise Levels along Roadways in the Project Site Vicinity (dBA)
e Segment __ __ : __ L (dBA) at 100. feet : : :
From To Existing | Existing Plus Project | Existing Change | 2030 Cumulative | 2030 Cumulative Plus Project | Cumulative Change
Cesar Chavez St | York St Vermont St 63 64 1 65 65 0
Cesar Chavez St | Vermont St Connecticut St 63 64 1 66 67 1
Cesar Chavez St | Connecticut St Pennsylvania Ave 63 63 0 66 66 0
Cesar Chavez St | Pennsylvania Ave | Tennessee St 62 62 0 65 65 0
25h St Wisconsin St Connecticut St 51 54 3 54 56 2
25t St Connecticut St Dakota St 53 57 4 55 58 3
25t St Dakota St Indiana St 53 58 5 55 59 4
25t St Indiana St 3 St 56 56 0 57 57 0
231 St Folsom St Potrero Ave 51 52 1 51 52 1
23 St Potrero Ave SR 101 56 57 1 57 58 1
231 St Wisconsin St Dakota St 49 51 2 51 52 1
231 St Dakota St Missouri St 43 — — 49 — —
20t St Rhode Island St Arkansas St 54 54 0 55 55 0
20t St Arkansas St Missouri St 54 54 0 55 55 0
Potrero Ave 21st St 231 St 63 63 0 64 64 0
Potrero Ave 231 St 25t St 62 62 0 64 64 0
Wisconsin St 20t St 231 St 51 52 1 54 55 1
Wisconsin St 231 St 26t St 51 52 1 55 55 0
Arkansas St 18 St 20t St 48 49 1 51 51 0
Arkansas St 20t St 231 St 48 49 1 51 51 0
Connecticut St Cesar Chavez St | 25t St 53 57 4 58 60 2
Connecticut St 25t St 231 St 48 51 3 51 53 2
Dakota St 25t St 231 St 51 — — 52 — —
Texas St 25t St 22 St 34 54 20 44 55 11
Missouri St 20t St 22nd St 47 50 3 52 53 1
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Table 5.8-4 Proposed Project Modeled Traffic Noise Levels along Roadways in the Project Site Vicinity (dBA)

Roadwa Segment Lan, (dBA) at 100 feet

g From To Existing | Existing Plus Project | Existing Change | 2030 Cumulative | 2030 Cumulative Plus Project | Cumulative Change

Missouri St 22nd St 2319 St 47 50 3 53 53 0
Pennsylvania St | Cesar Chavez St | 250 St 61 61 0 62 62 0
Pennsylvania St | 250 St 22nd St 57 56 -1 59 58 -1
Indiana St 231 St 25t St 56 57 1 59 59 0
Indiana St 25h St Cesar Chavez St 55 55 0 58 58 0
SOURCE: Modeled by Atkins (2012) (see Appendix 4.8).
Bold indicates segments that would experience a noise level increase of 3 dBA or greater.
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The decrease in traffic noise levels (-1 dBA Lan) along Pennsylvania Street between 25 Street and
22nd Street is due to a change in traffic patterns as a result of proposed roadway network design
changes that would redistribute traffic volumes onto additional proposed roadways, which would
reduce daily traffic counts on roadway segments, resulting in lower daily traffic noise levels. These
roadway network design changes would also result in no traffic or traffic noise on 23t Street
between Dakota Street and Missouri Street and on Dakota Street between 25% Street and 23t Street
because these roadway segments would be removed from the roadway network, as shown in
Figure 2-1, Proposed Action Site Plan, in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives and Project Description.

The greatest traffic-related noise increase (20 dBA Lan and 11 dBA Lan when comparing existing no
project traffic noise levels to existing plus project traffic noise levels and cumulative no-project
traffic noise levels to cumulative plus project noise levels, respectively) would occur along Texas
Street between 227 Street and 25" Street. Additionally, 25" Street between Dakota Street and
Indiana Street would experience traffic-related noise level increases of 5 dBA Lan and 4 dBA Lan in
the cumulative with and without project traffic scenarios, respectively.

However, as shown in Table 5.8-4, existing plus Proposed Project and 2030 cumulative with project
traffic noise levels would not exceed the City’s exterior noise level standard of 60 dBA L at the
proposed public open spaces along roadways showing a substantial permanent increase due to
Proposed Project implementation. The proposed public open spaces would be shielded by

intervening structures and balconies.

Assuming a standard exterior-to-interior attenuation rate of 25 dBA for typical residential buildings
with doors and windows closed, traffic noise levels on roadway segments at 70 dBA L or lower
would achieve an interior noise level of 45 dBA Lan or less. As shown in Table 5.8-4, none of the
modeled roadway segments would exceed 70 dBA Lan as a result of implementing the Proposed
Project. Thus, interior noise levels would not exceed 45dBA Lan at existing residential and
educational uses (including Starr King Elementary School) or proposed residential uses.

HUD Standards — Combined Operational Noise Levels

HUD exterior noise standards consider 65 dBA Lan as an acceptable background noise level for the
development of new residential uses. Table 5.8-4 shows existing traffic noise levels at the Project site.
As shown in Table 5.8-4, traffic noise levels would not exceed HUD’s 65 dBA Lan exterior noise
standard for existing or existing plus project traffic conditions. The combined background noise
level of existing plus traffic (63 dBA Lan), Interstate 280 (60 dBA Lan), Caltrain operations (52 dBA
Lan), and aircraft overflight (50 dBA Lan) would result in a background noise level of 65 dBA Lan. The
Project site is not located within a 65-dBA noise contour for any regional or international airport in
the San Francisco Bay Area nor within a specific flight path. However, flights generated by San
Francisco International Airport would generally fly over the Project site and would contribute to the
general background noise levels.
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In summary, daily stationary noise sources associated with operational activity would not exceed
the noise standards established by the Police Code. Traffic noise sources combined with the
background noise level would meet but not exceed the acceptable HUD's exterior noise standard of
65 dBA Lun for residential uses.

Under CEQA, impacts associated with traffic-related noise would not result in generation of noise
levels in excess of established standards. This impact would be less than significant.

Under NEPA, impacts associated with traffic-related noise would not result in exposure of residents
of public housing to background noise levels that exceed HUD’s acceptable noise level of 65 dB
DNL. This impact would be less than significant.

Impact NO-2 Exposure of Persons to or Generation of Excessive Groundborne Vibration

CEQA: The Proposed Project would not result in exposure of persons to or
generation of excessive vibration. (Construction: Less than Significant;
Operation: Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project would not result in exposure of persons to or
generation of excessive vibration. (Construction: Less than Significant;
Operation: Less than Significant)

Construction

Operation of heavy-duty construction equipment has the potential to generate low levels of
groundborne vibration during project construction. Although construction-related vibration would
occur in phases and would be temporary, it could result in annoyance to nearby residents, disturb
classroom activities at the Starr King Elementary School, and have the potential to cause structural
damage to nearby vibration-sensitive structures. Structural damage is typically associated with pile
driving, blasting, use of hoe-rams for demolishing large concrete structures, and caisson drilling. No
pile driving would occur during Project construction.

The FTA has identified various vibration levels for the types of construction equipment that may be
used during construction of the Proposed Project. Typical heavy duty equipment that would be
used during construction would include, but not be limited to, concrete crushers, cranes, tractors,
excavators, forklifts, off-highway tractors and trucks, material handling equipment, pavers,
pumpers, rollers, bulldozers, surfacing and grading equipment, backhoes, and trenchers.

Table 5.8-5 identifies various vibration velocity levels for the types of construction equipment which
may be employed during construction. Construction equipment would have the potential to disturb
people trying to sleep in close proximity to construction activities if conducted during nighttime
hours. Since no pile driving would occur, structural damage to existing buildings due to
construction vibration is not anticipated.
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Table 5.8-5 Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment
At 25 feet At 100 feet
Construction Equipment Approximate Peak Particle Velocity Approximate Peak Particle Velocity
VdB (in/sec) VdB* (in/sec)’

Large Bulldozer 87 0.089 69 0.011
Loaded Trucks 86 0.076 68 0.010
Jackhammer 79 0.035 61 0.004
Small Bulldozer 58 0.003 40 0
Caisson Drilling 87 0.089 69 0.011
Roller 94 0.210 76 0.026
Pile Driver (impact, upper range) 112 1518 94 0.190
Pile Driver (sonic, upper range) 105 0.734 87 0.011

SOURCE: FTA (2006).
a. Based on the formula PPVequip = PPVrer * (25/D)'® provided by the FTA (2006).
b. Based on the formula VdB = VdB(25 feet) — 30log(d/25) provided by the FTA (2006).

The operation of trucks and bulldozers during construction would result in vibration levels of
approximately 86 to 87 VdB at 25 feet from the source. Based on the information in Table 5.8-5,
vibration levels from construction activities at 100 feet could reach up to 76 VdB, or 0.026 PPV

during construction activities.

Because vibration levels would not exceed the FTA-recommended threshold of 80 VdB for sleep
disturbance or Caltrans’ threshold of 0.2 PPV for structural damage to normal buildings for any of
the construction activities, no significant vibrational impacts would occur during the construction
period.

The impact would be less than significant under CEQA because the Proposed Project would not
result in exposure of persons or residents to generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels during construction.

The impact would be less than significant under NEPA because the Proposed Project would not
expose persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels during
construction.

Operation

The primary operational noise sources associated with the Proposed Project would not typically
have the potential to generate noticeable groundborne vibration levels. These noise sources along
with increased traffic at the Project site, HVAC equipment operation, and delivery and waste
hauling truck trips, would not result in the same intensity of ground impact and vibration
generation as the activity that would cause significant impacts for the construction period, as shown
in Table 5.8-5.
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The impact would be less than significant under CEQA because the Proposed Project would not
result in exposure of persons or residents to generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels during operation.

The impact would be less than significant under NEPA because the Proposed Project would not
expose persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels during
operation.

Impact NO-3 Substantial Permanent Increase in Ambient Noise

CEQA: The Proposed Project would cause a substantial permanent increase
in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without
the project. (Significant and Unavoidable)

NEPA: The proposed project would not result in a substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise levels for existing off-site sensitive receptors.
(Less than Significant)

As discussed for Impact NO-1, although exterior and interior noise levels would not exceed noise
level standards, traffic noise increases associated with the Proposed Project would exceed the 3 dBA
adopted threshold for a “substantial permanent increase” in residential areas. For the Existing plus
Project scenario, noise levels would meet or exceed the 3 dBA threshold at the following segments:
25th Street from Wisconsin Street to Connecticut Street, Connecticut Street to Dakota Street, and
Dakota Street to Indiana Street; Connecticut Street from Cesar Chavez Street to 25t Street, and 25t
Street to 23t Street; Texas Street from 25t Street to 22nd Street; and Missouri Street from 20t Street to
22nd Street, and 22nd Street to 231 Street. Cumulative traffic noise levels would meet or exceed the 3
dBA threshold at the following segments: 25 Street from Connecticut to Dakota Street, and Dakota
Street to Indiana Street; and Texas Street from 25t Street to 22nd Street. As discussed above, other
permanent noise sources, such as the operation of HVAC equipment would be shielded and would
not exceed exterior or interior noise standards.

Implementation of the Proposed Project would result in substantial permanent increases above the
3-dBA threshold in traffic noise levels along affected roadway segments. For the Existing plus
Project scenario, noise levels would meet or exceed the 3-dBA threshold at the following segments:

m 25t Street from Wisconsin Street to Connecticut Street, Connecticut Street to Dakota Street,
and Dakota Street to Indiana Street

m  Connecticut Street from Cesar Chavez Street to 25t Street, and 25t Street to 23t Street
m Texas Street from 25t Street to 22nd Street

m  Missouri Street from 20t Street to 22nd Street, and 2274 Street to 23 ¢ Street

Cumulative traffic noise levels would meet or exceed the 3-dBA threshold at the following
segments:
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m 25t Street from Connecticut to Dakota Street, and Dakota Street to Indiana Street

m Texas Street from 25t Street to 22nd Street

Under CEQA, traffic noise would exceed the 3 dBA standard and would result in a significant and
unavoidable impact.

As discussed above under Impact NO-1, noise levels resulting from the Project would not exceed
HUD’s 65 dBA Lan exterior noise standard. The impact would be less than significant under NEPA.

Impact NO-4 Substantial Temporary Increase in Ambient Noise Levels
CEQA: The Proposed Project could result in a substantial temporary
increase in ambient noise levels during construction. (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)

NEPA: This topic is analyzed separately under NEPA.

The only temporary sources of noise associated with the Proposed Project would be construction-
related noise, which was addressed in Impact NO-1 and identified as having a less-than-significant
impact with mitigation.

Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Alternative

Impact NO-1 Exposure of Persons to or Generation of Noise Levels in Excess of
Standards

CEQA: The Reduced Development Alternative would not result in exposure
of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies. (Construction: Less than Significant with
Mitigation; Operation: Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Reduced Development Alternative would not expose residents of
public housing to background noise levels that exceed HUD’s acceptable
noise level of 65 dB DNL. (Construction: Less than Significant with
Mitigation; Operation: Less than Significant)

Construction

Construction noise generation under Alternative 1 would be similar to the Proposed Project. The
development footprint for the Reduced Development Alternative would be the same as the
Proposed Project, but proposed building heights would not exceed 40 feet, and fewer housing units
would be constructed. Demolition, grading, roadway and housing construction would still be
conducted using similar construction equipment and phasing outlined for the Proposed Project. As
with the Proposed Project, impact equipment would comply with Section 2909 of the Noise
Ordinance, which would result in the equipment being outfitted with intake and exhaust mufflers
and acoustically attenuating shields. As a result, impact equipment would not be subject to the noise
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threshold. Non-impact equipment would not result in significant impacts, because Mitigation
Measures M-NO-1a and M-NO-1b would reduce noise levels to a less-than-significant level, as
discussed above.

With implementation of identified mitigation measures, Alternative 1 would not result in exposure
of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. This impact would be less than
significant with mitigation under CEQA.

With implementation of identified mitigation measures, Alternative 1 would not generate
construction noise that would not comply with local standards. This impact would be less than
significant with mitigation under NEPA.

Operation

Section 2909 of the Noise Ordinance limits noise from sources defined as “any machine or device,
music or entertainment or any combination of same” located on residential or commercial/industrial
property and requires that these new operational noise sources shall not generate noise greater than
5dBA or 8 dBA above the local ambient level at any point outside the property plane of a
residential, commercial/industrial, or public land use, respectively, containing the noise source.
Operation of Alternative 1 would introduce additional on-site stationary noise sources, similar to
those currently occurring on the Project site including mechanical HVAC systems and idling of
delivery vehicles during limited delivery of retail supplies. In addition, project-related traffic
increases would introduce additional traffic noise at the Project site.

Stationary Noise Sources

Similar to the Proposed Project, HVAC equipment associated with Alternative 1 would be shielded
and would not exceed interior noise thresholds. Delivery and waste hauling trucks, as discussed
above, would also not exceed noise standards.

Traffic Noise Sources

Implementation of Alternative 1 would increase traffic volumes beyond background growth over
the next 20 years, similar to the Proposed Project. This increase in traffic volumes would increase
ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive locations along the major vehicular access routes in the
Project vicinity. All future roadway analysis assumed completion of roadway improvement
measures required as part of the Proposed Project’s traffic mitigation measures as detailed in
Section 5.7, Transportation and Traffic. Table 5.8-6, below, identifies future noise levels along local
roadway segments where project-related traffic volume increases could affect nearby sensitive
receptors, including residential uses and the Starr King Elementary School.
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Table 5.8-6 Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Modeled Traffic Noise Levels Along Roadways in the Project Site Vicinity
(dBA)
ey Segment __ _ _ L, (dBA) at 100.feet : :
From To Existing | Existing Plus Alt2 | Existing Change | 2030 Cumulative | 2030 Cumulative Plus Alt2 | Cumulative Change
Cesar Chavez St | York St Vermont St 63 64 1 65 65 0
Cesar Chavez St | Vermont St Connecticut St 63 64 1 66 66 0
Cesar Chavez St | Connecticut St Pennsylvania Ave 63 63 0 66 66 0
Cesar Chavez St | Pennsylvania Ave | Tennessee St 62 62 0 65 65 0
25t St Wisconsin St Connecticut St 51 54 3 54 55 1
25t St Connecticut St Dakota St 53 56 3 55 57 2
25t St Dakota St Indiana St 53 57 4 55 59 4
25t St Indiana St 3rd St 56 56 0 57 57 0
231 St Folsom St Potrero Ave 51 52 1 51 52 1
231 St Potrero Ave SR 101 56 57 1 57 57 0
231 St Wisconsin St Dakota St 49 50 1 51 52 1
231 St Dakota St Missouri St 48 — — 49 — —
20t St Rhode Island St Arkansas St 54 54 0 55 55 0
20t St Arkansas St Missouri St 54 54 0 55 55 0
Potrero Ave 21st St 231 St 63 63 0 64 64 0
Potrero Ave 231 St 25t St 62 62 0 64 64 0
Wisconsin St 20t St 231 St 51 52 1 54 54 0
Wisconsin St 231 St 26" St 51 52 1 55 55 0
Arkansas St 18 St 20t St 48 49 1 51 51 0
Arkansas St 20t St 231 St 48 49 1 51 51 0
Connecticut St Cesar Chavez St 25t St 53 56 3 58 59 1
Connecticut St 25t St 231 St 48 50 2 51 52 1
Dakota St 25t St 231 St 51 — — 52 — —
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Table 5.8-6 Alternative 1 — Reduced Development Modeled Traffic Noise Levels Along Roadways in the Project Site Vicinity
(dBA)
Roadwa Segment L (dBA) at 100 feet
v From To Existing | Existing Plus Alt2 | Existing Change | 2030 Cumulative 2030 Cumulative Plus Alt 2 Cumulative Change
Texas St 25t St 220d St 34 53 19 44 54 10
Missouri St 20t St 22nd St 47 49 2 52 53 1
Missouri St 22nd St 231 St 47 49 2 53 53 0
Pennsylvania St Cesar Chavez St 25t St 61 61 0 62 62 0
Pennsylvania St 25t St 22 St 57 56 1 59 58 1
Indiana St 231 St 25t St 56 58 2 59 59 0
Indiana St 25t St Cesar Chavez St 55 55 0 58 58 0

SOURCE: Modeled by Atkins (2012) (see Appendix 4.8).
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As shown in Table 5.8-6, existing plus proposed Alternativel and 2030 cumulative with
Alternative 1 traffic noise levels would not exceed the City’s exterior noise level standard of 60 dBA
Lan at the proposed public open spaces along roadways showing a substantial permanent increase
due to implementation of this alternative. Additionally, the public open spaces would be shielded
by intervening structures and balconies, further reducing noise levels at these areas from those
shown in Table 5.8-6.

Assuming a standard exterior-to-interior attenuation rate of 25 dBA for typical residential buildings
with doors and windows closed traffic noise levels on roadway segments at 70 dBA Lan or lower
would achieve an interior noise level of 45 dBA Lan or less. As shown in Table 5.8-6 none of the
modeled roadway segments would exceed 70 dBA Lan as a result of implementing the Reduced
Development Alternative. Thus, interior noise levels would not exceed 45 dBA L at existing
residential and educational uses (Starr King Elementary School) or proposed residential uses as a
result of Alternative 1 implementation and subsequent traffic noise level increase along affected
roadway segments.

HUD Standards — Combined Operational Noise Levels

HUD exterior noise standards consider 65 dBA Lan as an acceptable background noise level for the
development of new residential uses. Table 5.8-6 shows existing traffic noise levels at the
Alternative 1 project site. As shown in Table 5.8-6, traffic noise levels would not exceed HUD’s
65 dBA Lan exterior noise standard for existing or existing plus Alternative 1 traffic conditions. The
combined background noise level of existing plus traffic (63 dBA Lan), Interstate 280 (60 dBA Lan),
Caltrain operations (52 dBA Lan), and aircraft overflight (50 dBA Lan) would result in a background
noise level of 65 dBA Lan. This combined background noise level would meet but not exceed the
acceptable HUD's exterior noise standard of 65 dBA Lan for residential uses. Therefore, there would
be no adverse effect from combined background noise levels on new residents of Alternative 1.
Thus, daily stationary noise sources associated with operational activity would not exceed the noise
standards established by the Police Code. Traffic noise sources combined with the background noise
level would meet but not exceed the acceptable HUD's exterior noise standard of 65 dBA Lan for
residential uses.

Under CEQA, implementation of Alternative 1 would not result in the generation of noise levels in
excess of established standards. Impacts would be considered less than significant.

Under NEPA, impacts associated with traffic-related noise would not result in exposure of residents
of public housing to background noise levels that exceed HUD’s acceptable noise level of 65 dB
DNL. This impact would be less than significant.
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Impact NO-2 Exposure of Persons to or Generation of Excessive Groundborne Vibration

CEQA: The Reduced Development Alternative would not result in exposure
of persons to or generation of excessive vibration. (Construction: Less than
Significant; Operation: Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Reduced Development Alternative would not result in exposure
of persons to or generation of excessive vibration. (Construction: Less than
Significant; Operation: Less than Significant)

Construction

Construction vibration under Alternativel would be similar to the Proposed Project. The
development footprint for Alternative 1 would be the same as the Proposed Project, but proposed
building heights would not exceed 40 feet, thus fewer housing units would be constructed.
Demolition, grading, roadway and housing construction would still be conducted using similar
construction equipment and phasing outlined for the Proposed Project.

As discussed for the Proposed Project, vibration levels from construction activities at 100 feet could
reach up to 76 VdB, or 0.026 PPV, for normal construction activities, which would be below the
impact thresholds established for this EIR/EIS. Because vibration levels would not exceed the FTA-
recommended threshold of 80 VdB for sleep disturbance or Caltrans’ threshold of 0.2 PPV for
structural damage to normal buildings for any of the construction activities, no significant
vibrational impacts would occur during the construction period. Thus, no persons would be

exposed to, nor would the Housing Replacement Alternative generate, excessive vibration.

The impact would be less than significant under CEQA because Alternative 1 would not result in
exposure of persons or residents to generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne

noise levels during construction.

The impact would be less than significant under NEPA because Alternative 1 would not expose
persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels during

construction.

Operation

The primary operational noise sources associated with Alternative 1 do not typically have the
potential to generate noticeable groundborne vibration levels. These noise sources, increased traffic
at the Project site, HVAC equipment operation, and delivery and waste hauling truck trips, do not
result in the same intensity of ground impact and vibration generation as the pile-driving activity
that would cause significant impacts for the construction period, as shown in Table 5.8-5.

The impact would be less than significant under CEQA because Alternative 1 would not result in
exposure of persons or residents to generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne
noise levels.
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The impact would be less than significant under NEPA because Alternative 1 would not expose
persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels.

Impact NO-3 Substantial Permanent Increase in Ambient Noise

CEQA: The Reduced Development Alternative would cause a substantial
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above
levels existing without the project. (Significant and Unavoidable)

NEPA: The Reduced Development Alternative would not result in a
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels for existing off-site
sensitive receptors. (Less than Significant)

As discussed for Alternative 1 Impact NO-1, although exterior and interior noise levels would not
exceed noise level standards, traffic noise increases associated with Alternative 1 would exceed the 3
dBA adopted threshold for a “substantial permanent increase” in residential areas. As discussed
above, other permanent noise sources, such as the operation of HVAC equipment would be shielded

and would not exceed exterior or interior noise standards.

As shown in Table 5.8-6, the Reduced Development Alternative would generate noise level increases
that exceed 3 dBA Lan, which is the adopted threshold for a “substantial permanent increase” in
traffic noise for sensitive receptors located adjacent to those roadways. Alternative 1 generated
traffic noise level changes would range from -1 dBA to 19 dBA Lan. The decrease in traffic noise
levels (-1 dBA Lan) along one roadway segments is due to a shift in traffic patterns as a result of
proposed roadway network design changes that would redistribute traffic volumes. These roadway
network design changes would also result in no traffic or traffic noise on 23+ Street between Dakota
Street and Missouri Street and on Dakota Street between 25t Street and 23 Street because these
roadway segments would be removed from the roadway network, as shown in Figure 2-1, Proposed
Action Site Plan, in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives and Project Description.

The greatest traffic noise increase associated with Alternative 1 (19 dBA Lan and 10 dBA Lan when
comparing existing no project traffic noise levels to existing plus project traffic noise levels and
cumulative no project traffic noise levels to cumulative plus project noise levels, respectively) would
occur along Texas Street between 22°¢ and 25 Streets. Additionally, 25" Street between Dakota and
Indiana Streets would experience traffic-related noise level increases associated with Alternative 1 of
4 dBA Lan in the cumulative with and without Alternative 1 traffic scenarios. These traffic noise level
increases are considered large enough to exceed the 3 dBA adopted threshold for a “substantial
permanent increase” in traffic noise in residential areas and would be considered potentially
significant.

Under CEQA, traffic noise would exceed the 3 dBA standard and would result in a significant and
unavoidable impact.
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As discussed above under Impact NO-1, noise levels resulting from Alternative 1 would not exceed
HUD’s 65 dBA Lan exterior noise standard. The impact would be less than significant under NEPA.

Impact NO-4 Substantial Temporary Increase in Ambient Noise Levels

CEQA: The Reduced Development Alternative would cause a substantial
temporary increase in ambient noise levels during construction. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

NEPA: This topic is analyzed separately under NEPA.

The only temporary sources of noise associated with Alternative 1 would be construction-related
noise, which was addressed in Impact NO-1 and identified as less than significant with mitigation.

Alternative 2 — Housing Replacement Alternative

Impact NO-1 Exposure of Persons to or Generation of Noise Levels in Excess of
Standards

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative would not result in exposure of
persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of standards established
in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies. (Construction: Less than Significant with Mitigation; Operation:
Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative could expose residents of
public housing to background noise levels that exceed HUD’s acceptable
noise level of 65 dB DNL. (Construction: Less than Significant with
Mitigation; Operation: Less than Significant)

Construction

Construction noise generation under Alternative 2 would be similar to the Proposed Project. The
development footprint for Alternative2 would be the same building pattern as what exists
currently. The same number of housing units would be re-built and the same street pattern would
be retained and fewer housing units would be constructed as compared to the Proposed Project.
Demolition, grading, and housing construction would still be conducted using similar construction
equipment outlined for the Proposed Project. Additional parks, retail facilities, and community
center would not be constructed under this alternative. Alternative2 would generate similar
construction noise levels as the Proposed Project. As shown in Table 5.8-3, construction equipment
used at the Project site would be anticipated to generate noise levels between 65 to 88 dBA Leq at
50 feet, which is generally below the City’s construction noise thresholds. Nevertheless, the potential
exists for general construction activities to exceed the Noise Ordinance for construction equipment
temporarily; this is a potentially significant impact.
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Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-NO-1a and M-NO-1b and compliance with the Noise
Ordinance would limit construction activities to daytime hours and reduce construction noise to the
extent feasible at on-site and off-site receptors and it is anticipated that construction noise levels
would comply with Sections 2907 and 2908 of the Noise Ordinance.

With implementation of identified mitigation measures, Alternative 2 would not result in exposure
of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. This impact would be less than
significant with mitigation under CEQA.

With implementation of identified mitigation measures, Alternative 2 would not generate
construction noise that would not comply with local standards. This impact would be less than
significant with mitigation under NEPA.

Operation

Alternative 2 would not introduce additional on-site stationary noise sources. In addition,
implementation of Alternative 2 would not result in an increase in traffic volumes from future
development and ambient growth over the next 20 years. There would not be increases in traffic
volumes and this alternative would not result in increased ambient noise levels at noise-sensitive
locations along the major vehicular access routes in the Project vicinity because the same number of
residential units would be constructed under Alternative 2 as there are existing. Traffic noise levels
would be similar to existing conditions. Therefore, operational impacts would be less than
significant.

HUD Standards — Combined Operational Noise Levels

HUD exterior noise standards consider 65 dBA Lan as an acceptable background noise level for the
development of new residential uses. Table 5.8-6 shows the existing traffic noise levels at the Project
site. As shown in Table 5.8-6, traffic noise levels would not exceed HUD’s 65 dBA Lan exterior noise
standard for the existing traffic conditions. The combined background noise level of existing traffic
(63 dBA Lan), Interstate 280 (60 dBA Lan), Caltrain operations (52 dBA Lan), and aircraft overflight
(50 dBA Lan) would result in a background noise level of 65 dBA Lan. This combined background
noise level would meet but not exceed the acceptable HUD’s exterior noise standard of 65 dBA Lan
for residential uses. Therefore, there would be no adverse effect from combined background noise
levels for new residential development associated with Alternative 2.

Under CEQA, implementation of Alternative 2 would not result in the generation of noise levels in
excess of established standards. This impact would be less than significant.

Under NEPA, noise impacts associated with traffic-related noise would not result in exposure of
residents of public housing to background noise levels that exceed HUD’s acceptable noise level of
65 dB DNL. This impact would be less than significant.

Case No. 2010.0515E 5.8-29 Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan
SCH No. 2010112029 ’ Final EIR/EIS



CHAPTER 5 Environmental Consequences
SECTION 5.8 Noise June 2016

Impact NO-2 Exposure of Persons to or Generation of Excessive Groundborne Vibration

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative would not result in exposure of
persons to or generation of excessive vibration. (Construction: Less than
Significant; Operation: Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Development Alternative would not result
in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive vibration.
(Construction: Less than Significant; Operation: Less than Significant)

Construction

Construction vibration under Alternative2 would be similar to the Proposed Project. The
development footprint for Alternative2 would be the same building pattern as what exists
currently. The same number of housing units would be re-built and the same street pattern would
be retained and fewer housing units would be constructed as compared to the Proposed Project.
Demolition, grading, and housing construction would still be conducted using similar construction
equipment outlined for the Proposed Project. Additional parks, retail facilities, and community
center would not be constructed under this alternative. Similar vibration levels attributable to
construction noise for Alternative 2 would be similar to levels generated by the Proposed Project. As
discussed for the Proposed Project, vibration levels from construction activities at 100 feet could
reach up to 76 VdB, or 0.026 PPV, for normal construction activities, which would be below the
impact thresholds established for this EIR/EIS. Because vibration levels would not exceed the FTA-
recommended threshold of 80 VdB for sleep disturbance or Caltrans’ threshold of 0.2 PPV for
structural damage to normal buildings for any of the construction activities, no significant
vibrational impacts would occur during the construction period. Thus, no persons would be
exposed to, nor would the Housing Replacement Alternative generate, excessive vibration.

The impact would be less than significant under CEQA because Alternative 2 would not result in
exposure of persons or residents to generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne

noise levels during construction.

The impact would be less than significant under NEPA because Alternative 2 would not expose
persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels during

construction.

Operation

The primary operational noise sources associated with Alternative 2 do not typically have the
potential to generate noticeable groundborne vibration levels. These noise sources, increased traffic
at the Project site, HVAC equipment operation, and delivery and waste hauling truck trips, do not
result in the same intensity of ground impact and vibration generation as the construction activities
that would cause significant impacts for the construction period, as shown in Table 5.8-5.
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The impact would be less than significant under CEQA because the Alternative 2 would not result
in exposure of persons or residents to generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels.

The impact would be less than significant under NEPA because Alternative 2 would not expose
persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels.

Impact NO-3 Substantial Permanent Increase in Ambient Noise

CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative would not cause a substantial
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above
levels existing without the project. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Housing Replacement Alternative would not result in a
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels for existing off-site
sensitive receptors. (Less than Significant)

As discussed for Alternative 2, Impact NO-1, operational activity would not exceed any applicable
thresholds, because no new operational noise sources would be associated with Alternative 2. Thus,
this impact would be less than significant.

Under CEQA, traffic noise not would exceed the 3 dBA standard and would result in a less-than-
significant impact.

The impact would be less than significant under NEPA because Alternative 2 would not result in a
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels for existing off-site sensitive receptors.

Impact NO-4 Substantial Temporary Increase in Ambient Noise Levels
CEQA: The Housing Replacement Alternative would cause a substantial
temporary increase in ambient noise levels during construction. (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)

NEPA: This topic is analyzed separately under NEPA.

The only temporary sources of noise associated with Alternative 2 would be construction-related
noise, which was addressed in Impact NO-1 and identified as a less than significant with
mitigation.

Alternative 3 — No Project Alternative

Under Alternative 3 construction and operation at Potrero Terrace and Potrero Annex would not
occur. No other foreseeable development would occur at the proposed site because no other
development proposals for this site have been submitted or are anticipated. Therefore, under both
CEQA and NEPA, there would be no impact.
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Cumulative Impacts

The geographic context for evaluation of cumulative operational noise impacts is the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan area as described in Section 5.1, Introduction to the Analysis. The geographic
context for construction-related noise impacts is the immediate Project area.

Impact C-NO-1 Cumulative Noise Impacts

CEQA: The Proposed Project and its alternatives, in combination with other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not resulit
in a significant cumulative impact related to noise. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project and its alternatives, in combination with other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not resulit
in a significant cumulative impact related to noise. (Less than Significant)

Substantial construction-related noise and vibration would affect only areas in close proximity to
each of the individual construction sites, since noise and vibration intensity decreases substantially
with distance. The EN EIR determined that through compliance with identified mitigation
measures, impacts related to construction noise would be less than significant. Overall construction-
related noise and vibration cumulative impacts are less than significant. Similarly, through
mitigation measures impacts from the Proposed Project are also less than significant and, thus,
would not result in a considerable contribution to this cumulative impact.

Development under the EN Plan could combine with operational impacts of the Proposed Project to
result in significant cumulative environmental impacts. The EN EIR identified potential conflicts
related to the siting of residential and other noise-sensitive uses in proximity to noisy uses such as
Production, Distribution, and Repair; retail; entertainment; cultural/institutional/educational uses;
and office uses. In addition, the EN EIR noted that implementation of the Plan would incrementally
increase traffic-generated noise on some streets in the Plan area. Ultimately, through
implementation of various mitigation measures that are required for projects contemplated in the
EN EIR, cumulative noise impacts would be less than significant.

Operation of the Proposed Project would increase traffic noise levels, which would affect sensitive
receptors along access roads to the Project site. The noise increases associated with cumulative
development, including the Proposed Project, are shown in Table 5.8-4 and 5.8-6. As shown in the
tables, the cumulative increase would exceed the adopted threshold for a “substantial permanent
increase,” or 3 dBA, in traffic noise in residential areas; however, these increases would not exceed
exterior or interior noise level standards. The roadway segments that would experience noise levels
in exceedance of adopted thresholds represent only a small portion of studied roadways and
roadways in the Project area. Specifically, three roadway segments under the Proposed Project two
roadway segments under Alternative 1 would exceed thresholds. The Project’s contribution to a
cumulative impact is not considerable. Impacts are less than significant.

Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan 5.8-32 Case No. 2010.0515E
Final EIR/EIS ' SCH No. 2010112029



CHAPTER 5 Environmental Consequences
June 2016 SECTION 5.8 Noise

The Proposed Project or its alternatives, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would result in less-than-significant noise impacts under CEQA.

The Proposed Project or its alternatives, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects, would result in less-than-significant noise impacts under NEPA.
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5.9 AIR QUALITY
5.9.1 Regulatory Framework

M Federal
Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards

The 1970 Clean Air Act (CAA; 42 USC 7401 et. seq.) is a federal law that regulates air emissions. Under
the authority of the CAA, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has established
national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) for six air pollutants that are often referred to as
criteria pollutants: ozone, nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide, suspended
particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), and lead. The NAAQS are listed in Table 4.9-2 in Section 4.9,
Air Quality. The NAAQS are intended to protect public health and welfare by establishing pollutant
concentrations to which the public can be exposed without adverse health effects. Each state is
required to identify areas where ambient air quality does not comply with the NAAQS and to
develop and implement State Implementation Plans (SIPs) that detail how the area will comply with
the NAAQS. The SIP must be submitted to and approved by USEPA. The CAA prohibits federal
assistance to projects that are not in conformance with the SIP.

An area’s status with respect to compliance with the NAAQS is categorized as follows:
nonattainment (does not meet the NAAQS), attainment (better than the NAAQS), or unclassified. The
unclassified designation includes attainment areas that comply with federal standards as well as areas
for which monitoring data are lacking. Unclassified areas are treated as attainment areas for most

regulatory purposes.

The Project site is located in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB). The current attainment
status for this air basin, with respect to federal standards, is summarized in Table 4.9-2 in Section
4.9, Air Quality. In general, the SFBAAB experiences low concentrations of most pollutants when
compared to federal standards, except for ozone and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), for
which standards are exceeded periodically (see Table 4.9-1). The air basin is designated as a federal
nonattainment area for the 8-hour ozone and 24-hour PM2.5 standards and as a maintenance area
for the CO standard.!

Section 176(c) of the CAA, also known as the General Conformity Rule, requires federal agencies to
ensure that actions undertaken in nonattainment or maintenance areas are consistent with the CAA

1 Maintenance areas are geographic areas that have a history of nonattainment but are now consistently meeting the
applicable standard. BAAQMD, Air Quality Standards and Attainment Status. Available: <http://hank.baagmd.gov/
pln/air quality/ambient air guality.htm>. Accessed March 3, 2014. This document is available for review at the
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2010.0515E.
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and SIPs. The General Conformity Rule is codified at 40 CFR, Part 51, Subpart W, and Title 40 CFR,
Part 93, Determining Conformity of Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation Plans. The
General Conformity Rule thresholds applicable to the SFBAAB are presented below in Table 5.9-1.
According to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Regulation 24 CFR,
Part 58.5, Subpart A, an environmental analysis of a HUD proposed project must certify that the
project complies with the CAA as amended, particularly the General Conformity Rule, which
requires conformance with relevant State or Federal Implementation Plans.

Table 5.9-1 General Conformity Rule de minimis Thresholds
for the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin

VOC or ROG (0zone precursor) 100 tons per year

NOx (ozone precursor) 100 tons per year

PM2.5 100 tons per year

CO 100 tons per year

SOURCE: USEPA Title 40 CFR, Part 93, 1993|
VOC = volatile organic compounds

ROG = reactive organic gas

NOX = nitrous oxides

CO = carbon monoxide

B State

Although the CCA established NAAQS, individual states retained the option to adopt more
stringent standards and to include other sources of air pollution or other air pollutants. California
had already established its own air quality standards when federal standards were established, and
because of the unique meteorological problems in California, there is considerable diversity between
the state and national ambient air quality standards, as shown in Table 4.9-2 Section 4.9, Air Quality.
California ambient standards tend to be at least as protective as national ambient standards and are
often more stringent.

In 1988, California passed the California Clean Air Act (California Health and Safety Code
Sections 39600 et seq.). Like its federal counterpart, this act called for the designation of areas as
attainment or nonattainment, but based on state ambient air quality standards rather than the
federal standards. As indicated in Table 4.9-2, the SFBAAB is designated as “nonattainment” for
state ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 standards. The SFBAAB is designated as “attainment” for other
pollutants.

California Air Resources Board Asbestos Air Toxic Control Measure for
Construction, Grading, Quarrying and Surface Mining Operations

In July 2002, the California Air Resources Board (ARB) approved an Air Toxic Control Measure
(ATCM) for construction, grading, quarrying and surface mining operations to minimize emissions
of naturally occurring asbestos. The regulation requires application of best management practices
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(BMPs) to control fugitive dust in areas known to have naturally occurring asbestos and requires
notification to the local air district prior to commencement of ground-disturbing activities. Under
the regulation order that establishes the naturally occurring asbestos ATCM, California Code of
Regulations Title 17, Section 93105, each air pollution control and air quality management district is
delegated authority by ARB to implement and enforce the ATCM or propose their own asbestos
airborne toxic control measure. The naturally occurring asbestos ATCM establishes specific testing,
notification and engineering controls prior to grading, quarrying, or surface mining in construction
zones where naturally occurring asbestos is located on projects of any size. There are additional
notification and engineering controls at work sites larger than 1 acre. These projects require the
submittal of a Dust Mitigation Plan and approval by the air district prior to the start of a project.

In the City of San Francisco, the BAAQMD oversees and enforces implementation of the naturally
occurring asbestos ATCM. Local implementation of the naturally occurring asbestos ATCM by the
BAAQMD is discussed in more detail below.

California Air Resources Board Air Toxic Control Measure for Stationary
Compression Ignition Engines

In 2004, the ARB approved an ATCM for stationary compression ignition engines to minimize the
public’s exposure to diesel particulate matter. The ATCM was amended in 2010 with the intent of
reducing compliances costs. The Stationary Compression Ignition Engine ATCM sets emissions
standards and operating requirements for new and existing stationary diesel engines in California,
and differentiates between those engines that are used for emergency purposes, and those engines
that are considered prime engines. Emissions standards for NOx, PM10 and hydrocarbons are
established by this ATCM for new and existing emergency and non-emergency engines are
dependent on the maximum engine power and the model year of the equipment.?

Toxic Air Contaminants

In 2005, ARB approved a regulatory measure to reduce emissions of toxic and criteria pollutants by
limiting the idling of heavy-duty diesel vehicles. The regulations generally limit idling of
commercial motor vehicles (including buses and trucks) within 100 feet of a school or residential
area for more than 5 consecutive minutes or periods aggregating more than 5 minutes in any 1
hour.? Buses or vehicles also must turn off their engines upon stopping at a school and must not turn
their engines on more than 30 seconds before beginning to depart from a school. Additionally, state
law Senate Bill 352 (SB 352) was adopted in 2003 and limits locating public schools within 500 feet of

2 California Air Resources Board. 2010. Final Regulation Order: The Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Stationary
Compression Ignition Engines. Available: <http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/atcm2010/finalregorder.pdf>.
Accessed: August 5, 2014.

3 California Air Resources Board. Final Regulation Order: Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Limit School Bus Idling and
Idling at Schools. Available: <http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/sbidling/revfro.pdf>. Accessed: March 3, 2014.
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a freeway or busy traffic corridor (Section 17213 of the Education Code; Section 21151.8 of the Public

Resources Code).

Asbestos is listed as a toxic air contaminant (TAC) by ARB and as a Hazardous Air Pollutant by
USEPA. Asbestos occurs naturally in surface deposits of several types of rock formations. Asbestos
most commonly occurs in ultramafic rock that has undergone partial or complete alteration to
serpentine rock (serpentinite) and often contains chrysotile asbestos. In addition, another form of
asbestos, tremolite, can be found associated with ultramafic rock, particularly near faults. Crushing
or breaking these rocks, through construction or other means, can release asbestoform fibers into the
air. Asbestos emissions can result from the sale or use of asbestos-containing materials, road
surfacing with such materials, grading activities, and surface mining. The risk of disease depends on
the intensity and duration of exposure. When inhaled, asbestos fibers may remain in the lungs and,
with time, may be linked to such diseases as asbestosis, lung cancer, and mesothelioma.*

M Local
Bay Area Air Quality Planning Relative to State and Federal Standards

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is the regional agency with jurisdiction
over the nine-county region located in the SFBAAB. The Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG), the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), county transportation agencies, cities
and counties, and various non-governmental organizations also join in the efforts to improve air
quality through a variety of programs. These programs include the adoption of regulations and
policies, as well as implementation of extensive education and public outreach programs. BAAQMD
is responsible for attaining and/or maintaining air quality in the region within federal and state air
quality standards. Specifically, BAAQMD has the responsibility to monitor ambient air pollutant
levels throughout the region and to develop and implement strategies to attain the applicable
federal and state standards.

The federal and state CAAs require SIPs to be developed for areas designated as nonattainment
(with the exception of areas designated as nonattainment for the state PM10 standard). The 2010 Bay
Area Clean Air Plan (CAP) was adopted on September 15, 2010, by BAAQMD, in cooperation with
MTC, the Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), and ABAG. The plan outlines a
multi-pollutant approach for addressing ozone, particulate matter, air toxics, and greenhouse gas
(GHG) emission reductions in a single, integrated strategy. The primary objectives of the plan are to
improve local and regional air quality, protect public health, and minimize climate change impacts.

The CAP updates the 2005 Ozone Strategy in accordance with the requirements of the California
CAA to implement “all feasible measures” to reduce ozone; provides a control strategy to reduce

¢ U.S. Geological Survey. 2011. Available: <http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2011/1188/>. Accessed: February 25, 2014.
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ozone, particulate matter, toxic air contaminants, and GHGs in a single, integrated plan; reviews
progress on improving air quality in recent years; and establishes emission control measures to be
adopted or implemented. The control strategy includes stationary-source control measures to be
implemented through BAAQMD regulations; mobile-source control measures to be implemented
through incentive programs and other activities; and transportation control measures to be
implemented through transportation programs in cooperation with MTC, local governments, transit
agencies, and others. The CAP also represents the Bay Area’s most recent triennial assessment of the
region’s strategy to attain the state 1-hour ozone standard.’

BAAQMD manages a naturally occurring asbestos program that administers the requirements of
ARB’s Asbestos ATCM, as discussed above. The ATCM became effective in the BAAQMD in
November 2002, superseding BAAQMD Regulation 11, Rule 14, which regulated serpentine that
contains asbestos. BAAMQD provides an exemption application, notification form for road
construction and maintenance operations, and asbestos dust mitigation plan applications for projects
to submit prior to the start of construction, or upon discovery of asbestos, ultramafic rock, or
serpentine during construction. Forms must be submitted to BAAQMD in accordance with the
procedures detailed in the BAAQMD Asbestos ATCM Inspection Guidelines Policies and Procedures.
BAAQMD Regulation 11, Rule 2 regulates asbestos contained in structures that could be released
during demolition.

San Francisco General Plan Air Quality Element

The San Francisco General Plan provides long-term guidance and policies for maintaining and
improving the quality of life and the man-made and natural resources of the community. The Air
Quality Element of the San Francisco General Plan is concerned primarily with improving air quality.
Objectives and policies that apply to the Proposed Project and project alternatives are discussed in
Chapter 3, Plans and Policies.

San Francisco Construction Dust Control Ordinance

San Francisco Health Code Article 22B and San Francisco Building Code Section 106.A.3.2.6 collectively
constitute the Construction Dust Control Ordinance. The ordinance requires that all site preparation
work, demolition, or other construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential to
create dust or to expose or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil, comply with
specified dust control measures whether or not the activity requires a permit from the Department
of Building Inspection (DBI). The Director of DBI may waive this requirement for activities on sites
less than 0.5 acre that are unlikely to result in any visible wind-blown dust.

5 BAAQMD, 2010 Clean Air Plan. Available: <http://www.baagmd.gov/Divisions/Planning-and-
Research/Plans/Clean-Air-Plans.aspx>. Accessed: March 3, 2014. This document is available for review at the
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No. 2010.0515E.
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For project sites greater than 0.5 acre in size, the ordinance requires that the project applicant submit
a Dust Control Plan for approval by the Department of Public Health (DPH). DBI will not issue a
building permit without written notification from the Director of DPH that the applicant has a site-
specific Dust Control Plan unless the Director waives the requirement. Interior-only tenant
improvements, even if over 0.5 acre, that will not produce exterior visible dust are exempt from the
site-specific Dust Control Plan requirements. The Project site is approximately 39 acres; thus, this
requirement would apply to the Proposed Project and Alternatives 1 and 2.

San Francisco Health Code Provisions Regarding Roadway-generated Pollutants
(Article 38)

The City adopted Article 38 of the San Francisco Health Code in 2008, requiring an air quality
assessment for new residential projects of 10 or more units located in proximity to high-traffic
roadways, as mapped by DPH, to determine whether residents would be exposed to unhealthful
levels of PM2.5. The air quality assessment evaluates the concentration of PM2.5 from local roadway
traffic that may impact a proposed residential development site. If the air quality assessment
indicates that the annual average daily concentration of PM2.5 at the site would be greater than 0.2
micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m?), Health Code Section 3807 requires development on the site to
be designed or relocated to avoid exposure greater than 0.2 pg/md. Alternately, a ventilation system
could be installed that would be capable of removing 80 percent of ambient outdoor PM2.5
concentrations from habitable areas of residential units. A portion of the Project site is located in the
high-traffic zone and is therefore subject to additional analysis pursuant to Article 38. Based on
DPH’s April 2014 Air Pollutant Exposure Zone Map, the Proposed Project would not be required to
install an enhanced ventilation system capable of removing 80 percent of ambient outdoor PM2.5
concentrations from habitable areas of residential units.6

San Francisco Health Code Regulation of Diesel Backup Generators (Article 30)

The City adopted Article 30 of the San Francisco Health Code in 2002, which requires that all diesel
backup generators be registered with DPH, limit the operation of diesel backup generators for non-
emergency use to 50 hours per year, and require the best available control technologies specified by
ARB and BAAQMD to reduce air pollutant emissions. The Community Center building would

¢ San Francisco Department of Public Health. 2014. San Francisco Health Code Article 38 Guidance for Project Sponsors.
March. Available: <http://www.sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/AirQuality/Article38DevGuidance.pdf>. Accessed:
March 28, 2014. This document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400,
in Case File No. 2010.0515E. Project applicants have three options for determining whether enhanced ventilation is
required for proposed residential units. Option 3, which is relevant to the Proposed Project, allows for project
applicant to determine whether enhanced ventilation is required by determining whether the Project site is within
the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone Map. The Project site is not located within the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone Map;
therefore enhanced ventilation is not required for the proposed residential units.
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require a diesel backup generator for the Proposed Project; thus, the project applicant would be
required to comply with this regulation in the operation of the generator.

5.9.2 Impacts and Mitigation Measures

B Significance Criteria under CEQA

For this analysis, significance criteria are based on the checklist presented in Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines and regulatory standards of federal, state, and local agencies. The Proposed
Project and alternatives would result in a significant impact related to air quality if they would:

m  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;

m Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation;

m  Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors);

m Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or

m  Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

B Context and Intensity Evaluation Guidelines under NEPA

In accordance with HUD Regulation 24 CFR, Part 58.5, Subpart A, an environmental analysis of a
HUD proposed project must certify that the project complies with the federal CAA as amended,
particularly the General Conformity Rule, which requires conformance with relevant State or
Federal Implementation Plans. Conformance with relevant State or Federal Implementation Plans,
and thus adherence to the General Conformity Rule, requires that a project not result in emissions
that would exceed the de minimis thresholds shown in Table 5.9-1. Therefore, the following
significance criterion is applicable:

m  The project must be compliant with the federal CAA, as amended, in particular the General
Conformity Rule by generating emissions that are below the de minimis thresholds.

Beyond the criterion mentioned above, HUD does not have separate criteria against which air
quality impacts should be measured. HUD recommends adherence to the guidelines as dictated by
the local air district, in this case BAAQMD. The following analysis addresses each of the CEQA
thresholds noted above using the guidelines and direction from BAAQMD and the San Francisco
Planning Department.
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B Approach to Analysis

This section discusses the thresholds for determining whether a project would exceed the
significance criteria identified above, resulting in a significant air quality impact. Table 5.9-2
summarizes the criteria air pollutant standards and is followed by a discussion of each threshold.

Table 5.9-2 Criteria Air Pollutant Significance Thresholds’
Construction Thresholds Operational Thresholds
Maximum Annual
Average Daily Average Emissions
Pollutant Average Daily Emissions (Ibs/day) Emissions (lbs/day) (tons/year)
ROG 54 54 10
NOx 54 54 10
PM10 82 (exhaust) 82 15
PM2.5 54 (exhaust) 54 10
co Not Applicable 9.0 ppm (8-hour average) or 20.0 ppm
(1-hour average)
Fugitive Dust Construcuog Be$t Management Not Applicable
ractices

ROG = reactive organic gas

NOx = nitrous oxides

PM10 = particulate matter 10 microns or less
PM2.5 = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less
CO = carbon monoxide

The San Francisco Planning Department has determined that Appendix D of BAAQMD’s CEQA Air
Quality Guidelines,” in combination with BAAQMD’s Revised Draft Options and Justification Report,
provide substantial evidence to support the BAAQMD recommended thresholds for criteria air
pollutants. Therefore, the Planning Department has determined these thresholds are appropriate for
use in this analysis.

Ozone Precursors

As discussed previously, the SFBAAB is currently designated as non-attainment for ozone and
particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5). Ozone is a secondary air pollutant produced in the
atmosphere through a complex series of photochemical reactions involving reactive organic gases
(ROGs) and nitrous oxides (NOx). The potential for a project to result in a cumulatively considerable
net increase in criteria air pollutants, which may contribute to an existing or projected air quality
violation, is based on emissions limits for stationary sources set in the state and federal CAAs. To
ensure that new stationary sources do not cause or contribute to a violation of an air quality standard,
BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 2 requires that any new source that emits criteria air pollutants above a

7BAAQMD. 2011. CEQA Guidelines. May. Available:
<http://www.baagmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and %20Research/CEQA/BA AOMD %20CEQA %20Guideline
s Final Mav%202012.ashx?la=en>. Accessed: March 3, 2014.
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specified emissions limit must offset those emissions. For ozone precursors, ROG and NOx, the
offset emissions level is an annual average of 10 tons per year (or 54 pounds per day).® These levels
represent levels in which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air quality violation or

result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.

Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5)

The BAAQMD has not established an offset limit for PM2.5. The current federal Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) offset limit of 100 tons per year for PM10 is too high and would not
be an appropriate significance threshold for the SFBAAB considering the nonattainment status of
the BAAQMD for PM10.

The federal New Source Review (NSR) program was created by the federal CCA to ensure that
stationary sources of air pollution are constructed in a manner that is consistent with attainment of
federal health-based ambient air quality standards. BAAQMD suggests that the emissions limits
provided for in the federal NSR for stationary sources that emit criteria air pollutants in areas that
are currently designated as nonattainment are an appropriate significance threshold. For PM10 and
PM2.5, these emissions limits under NSR are 15 tons per year (82 pounds per day) and 10 tons per
year (54 pounds per day), respectively. These emissions limits represent levels at which a source is
not expected to have an impact on air quality. Projects that result in emissions below the NSR
emissions limits would not be considered to contribute to an existing or projected air quality
violation or result in a considerable net increase in PM10 and PM2.5 emissions.

Although the above regulations apply to new or modified stationary sources, land use development
projects result in ROG, NOx, and particulate matter emissions as a result of increases in vehicle
trips, architectural coating, natural gas combustion, landscape maintenance and construction
activities. Therefore, the above thresholds can be applied to the construction and operational phases
of land use projects, and projects that result in emissions below these thresholds would not be
considered to contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation. They would also not be
considered to result in a considerable net increase in ozone precursors (ROG, and NOx) or
particulate matter emissions. Because construction activities are temporary in nature, generally only
the average daily thresholds are applicable to construction phase emissions; however, given the
long-term nature of proposed construction activities, the significance of construction emissions are
assessed based on the average daily thresholds and annual thresholds identified in Table 5.9-2.

$ BAAQMD. 2009. Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of
Significance. October. p. 17. Available:
<http://baagmd.gov/~/media/Files/%20Planning%20and %20Research/CEQA/Revised %20Draft%20CEQA %20Thres
holds%20%20]Justification%20Report%200ct%202009.ashx>. Accessed: March 3, 2014.
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Other Criteria Pollutants

Regional concentrations of carbon monoxide (CO) have not exceeded the California ambient air
quality standards in the past 19 years, and sulfur dioxide (SO:z) concentrations have never exceeded
the standards. The primary source of CO impacts from land use projects is vehicle traffic.
Construction-related SOz emissions represent a negligible portion of the total basin-wide emissions,
and construction-related CO emissions represent less than 5 percent of the total basin-wide CO
emissions.” As shown in Table 4.9-2, the SFBAAB is designated as marginal attainment/attainment
for both CO and SO:.. Furthermore, BAAQMD has demonstrated that in order to exceed the
California ambient air quality standard of 9.0 ppm (8-hour average) or 20.0 ppm (1-hour average)
for CO, project traffic in addition to existing traffic would need to exceed 44,000 vehicles per hour at
affected intersections (or 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal mixing is limited;
this lower volume is applicable to downtown areas with concentrations of high-rise buildings and is
not applicable to the Project site). In Section 5.7, Transportation and Circulation, the intersection
volumes analysis shows that, under the Cumulative Plus Proposed Project scenario, maximum
volumes would be less than 4 percent of this volume. Therefore, given the region’s attainment status
and the limited CO and SO: emissions that could result from the Proposed Project, the Proposed
Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in CO or SO:. Therefore,
quantitative analysis is not required, and impacts of the project with respect to CO and SO:
emissions pursuant to CEQA are not discussed further (CO emissions are quantified for purposes of
determining General Conformity under NEPA).

Fugitive Dust

Fugitive dust emissions are typically generated during construction phases. Studies have shown that
the application of BMPs at construction sites significantly control fugitive dust.’® Individual
measures have been shown to reduce fugitive dust by anywhere from 30 percent to 90 percent.
BAAQMD has identified a number of BMPs to control fugitive dust emissions from construction
activities.! The City’s Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires a number of measures to
control fugitive dust and has a mandate for “no visible dust.” BMPs employed in compliance with

* BAAQMD. 2009. Revised Draft Options and Justification Report, California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of
Significance. October. p. 27. Available:
<http://baagmd.gov/~/media/Files/%20Planning%20and %20Research/CEQA/Revised %20Draft%20CEQA%20Thres
holds%20%20]Justification%20Report%200ct%202009.ashx>. Accessed: March 3, 2014.

10 Western Regional Air Partnership. 2006. WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook, September 7. Available:
<http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/content/FDHandbook Rev 06.pdf>. Accessed: March 3, 2014. This
document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case File No.
2010.0515E.

1 Bay Area Air Quality Management District. 2010. California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines. May.
Available:
<http://www.baagmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and %20Research/CEQA/Draft BAAOMD CEQA Guideline
s May 2010 Final.ashx?la=en>. Accessed: March 3, 2014.
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the City’s Construction Dust Control Ordinance provide an effective strategy for controlling fugitive
dust.

Health Risks

Land use projects that require a substantial amount of heavy-duty diesel vehicles and equipment, as
well as projects that include stationary sources, such as a diesel backup generator, would result in
emissions of diesel particulate matter (DPM) and possibly other TACs that may affect nearby
sensitive receptors.

In determining whether a proposed project would expose sensitive receptors to substantial air
pollutants in accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the San Francisco
Planning Department considers a project to contribute considerably to cumulative health risks if the
proposed project would result in the following at the maximally exposed individual sensitive
receptor (MEI):

m A considerable contribution to cumulative excess cancer risk greater than 100 per 1 million
persons exposed; or

m A considerable contribution to cumulative PM2.5 concentrations that exceed 10 pg/m3
(inclusive of ambient PM2.5 concentrations).

Areas within San Francisco that currently exceed these standards are termed “air pollution exposure
zones.” These criteria are further discussed below. In addition, if a project does not result in
sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria, the project would not
result in a significant health risk impact and would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations. For projects that could result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the
Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria that otherwise would not without the project, a proposed
project that would emit PM2.5 concentrations above 0.3 pug/m?® or result in an excess cancer risk
greater than 10.0 per million would be considered a significant impact. The 0.3 pg/m® PM2.5
concentration and the excess cancer risk of 10.0 per million persons exposed are the levels below
which the BAAQMD considers new sources not to make a considerable contribution to cumulative
health risks.22

Excess Caner Risk: The 100 per 1 million persons exposed (100 excess cancer risk) criteria is based on
the USEPA guidance for conducting air toxic analyses and making risk management decisions at the
facility and community-scale level.3 As described by BAAQMD, USEPA considers a cancer risk of

12 BAAQMD, California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Update, Proposed Air Quality CEQA Thresholds of
Significance. May 3, 2010. Available online at
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and %20Research/CEQA/Proposed Thresholds Report %20
May 3 2010 Final.ashx?la=en. Accessed February 20, 2014.

13 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). 2009. Revised Draft Options and Justification Report,
California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance. October. page 67.
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100 per million to be within the “acceptable” range of cancer risk. Furthermore, in the 1989 preamble
to the benzene National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) rulemaking,*
USEPA states that it

“...strives to provide maximum feasible protection against risks to health from hazardous
air pollutants by: (1) protecting the greatest number of persons possible to an individual
lifetime risk level no higher than approximately one in one million, and (2) limiting to no
higher than approximately one in ten thousand [100 in one million] the estimated risk
that a person living near a plant would have if he or she were exposed to the maximum
pollutant concentrations for 70 years.”

The 100 per one million excess cancer cases is also consistent with the existing cancer risk in the
most pristine portions of the Bay Area based on BAAQMD regional modeling.'3

Fine Particulate Matter: In April 2011, USEPA published the Policy Assessment for the Particulate Matter
Review of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards, which included the Particulate Matter Policy
Assessment. The purpose of the Particulate Matter Policy Assessment is to “bridge the gap” between
the scientific information and the judgments required of the USEPA Administrator in determining
whether it is appropriate to retain or revise the particulate matter standards. In the policy
assessment document, USEPA concludes that the currently available information calls into question
the adequacy of the federal standard of 15 pg/m? for PM2.5 and that consideration should be given
to revising the standards to provide increased public health protection. USEPA staff further
concludes that the current annual PM2.5 standard should be revised to a level within the range of 13
to 11 pg/m3, with evidence strongly supporting a standard within the range of 12 to 11 pg/m?.

On December 14, 2012, USEPA finalized the revised fine particulate matter standard under the
federal CAA, reducing the NAAQS standard from 15 pg/m® to 12 ug/m315 This revised annual
standard is equivalent to California’s fine particulate matter standard of 12 ug/m?3.1¢

San Francisco has identified air pollution exposure zones based on whether a site exceeds a cancer
risk of 100 per one million person exposed and/or whether PM2.5 concentrations exceed 10 ug/m?.
The PM2.5 standard is based on 11 ug/m? as supported by USEPA’s Particulate Matter Policy
Assessment, although lowered to 10 pg/m? in order to be even more health protective and to account
for uncertainty in accurately predicting air pollution concentrations using air dispersion modeling

programs.

14 54 Federal Register 38044, September 14, 1989.

15 USEPA. 2012. Press Release: USEPA Announces Next Round of Clean Air Standards to Reduce Harmful Soot Pollution,
December 14. Available:
<http://vosemite.epa.gov/opa/admpress.nsf/d0cf6618525a9efb85257359003fb69d/a7446ca9e228622b85257ad400644
d82!0OpenDocument>. Accessed: March 3, 2014.

16 ARB. 2009. Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) for Particulate Matter. November 24. Available:
<http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/pm/pm.htm#3>. Accessed: February 27, 2013.
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Although the Project site is not located within an identified air pollution exposure zone, given the
long construction period (approximately 10 years or longer) and proposed increase in density, this
analysis assesses the potential for the Proposed Project to result in a new air pollution exposure

zones.

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts

Regional air quality impacts are by their very nature cumulative impacts. Emissions from past,
present, and future projects contribute to adverse regional air quality impacts on a cumulative basis.
No single project by itself would be sufficient in size to result in nonattainment of ambient air
quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulative
adverse air quality impacts.”” As described above, 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, if a
project’s emissions are below the project-level thresholds, the project would not be considered to
result in a considerable contribution to cumulative regional air quality impacts.

With respect to localized health risks, the significance thresholds described above represent a
cumulative impact analysis, as this analysis considers all potential sources that may result in
adverse health impacts within a receptor’s zone of influence. Similarly, new sources that contribute
health risks to nearby sensitive receptors that exceed these cumulative thresholds would result in a
significant health risk impact on existing sensitive receptors.

Consistency with Applicable Air Quality Plan

As discussed under 5.9.2, Regulatory Context, BAAQMD has published the CAP, representing the
most current applicable air quality plan for the SFBAAB. Consistency with this plan is the basis for
determining whether the Proposed Project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of an
applicable air quality plan. To determine consistency with the CAP, the analysis considers whether
the project would (1) support the primary goals of the CAP, (2) include applicable control measures

from the CAP, and (3) avoid disrupting or hindering implementation of control measures identified
in the CAP.

Odor Impacts

According to the 2011 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, odor impacts could result from siting a new
odor source near existing sensitive receptors or siting a new sensitive receptor near an existing odor
source. Examples of land uses that the BAAQMD regards having the potential to generate

17 Bay Area Air Quality Management District. 2010. California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines. May.
Available:
<http://www.baagmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and %20Research/CEQA/Draft BAAOMD CEQA Guidelin
es May 2010 Final.ashx?la=en>. Accessed: March 3, 2014.
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considerable odors include: wastewater treatment plants, landfills, confined animal facilities,
composting stations, food manufacturing plants, oil refineries, and chemical plants. The Project site
would be located near a wastewater treatment plant that could result in odor impacts on new
sensitive receptors at the site.

Table 3-3 in the BAAQMD’s May 2011 CEQA Guidelines presents screening distances for land uses
that typically generate odors. These screening distances are recommended by the air district to serve
as a guideline to assess the odor impacts that would result from locating sensitive receptors near
each land use type. The screening distance for wastewater treatment plants is 2 miles.’® The
screening distances are not intended to be used as thresholds for determining the significance of an
impact; that is, if a project with sensitive receptors is located closer to an odor-emitting land use than
the corresponding BAAQMD screening distance, there is not necessarily a significant odor impact.
Additional analysis would be required to determine the odor impacts of/to the project. This
additional analysis includes assessing the landscape and topography between the project and the
odor source and analyzing the history of confirmed complaints filed for the existing odor source and
the location of the complaints relative to the odor source. The BAAQMD considers a source to have
a substantial number of odor complaints if the complaint history of the facility includes five or more
confirmed complaints per year averaged over a 3-year period. The impacts of the treatment plant on
sensitive receptors are discussed below, consistent with the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines on odor
impacts.

B Impact Evaluation

Proposed Project

Impact AQ-1 Conflict with Air Quality Plan

CEQA: The Proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air quality plan. (Less than Significant)

NEPA: The Proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air quality plan. (Less than Significant)

The most recently adopted air quality plan for the SFBAAB is the CAP. The CAP is a road map that
demonstrates how the San Francisco Bay Area will achieve compliance with the state ozone
standards as expeditiously as is practicable and how the region will reduce the transport of ozone
and ozone precursors to neighboring air basins. In determining consistency with the CAP, this
analysis considers the degree to which the project would: (1) support the primary goals of the CAP,

18 Bay Area Air Quality Management District. 2010. California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines. May.
Available:
<http://www.baagmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and %20Research/CEQA/Draft BAAOMD CEQA Guideline
s May 2010 Final.ashx?la=en>. Accessed: March 3, 2014.
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(2) include applicable control measures from the CAP, and (3) avoid disrupting or hindering
implementation of control measures identified in the CAP.

The primary goals of the CAP are to: (1) reduce emissions and decrease concentrations of harmful
pollutants, (2) safeguard the public health by reducing exposure to air pollutants that pose the
greatest health risk, and (3) reduce GHG emissions. To meet the primary goals, the CAP
recommends specific control measures and actions. These control measures are grouped into
various categories and include stationary and area source measures, mobile source measures,
transportation control measures, land use measures, and energy and climate measures. The CAP
recognizes that to a great extent, community design dictates individual travel mode and that a key
long-term control strategy to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants, air toxics, and GHGs from
motor vehicles is to channel future Bay Area growth into vibrant urban communities where goods
and services are close at hand and people have a range of viable transportation options. To this end,
the CAP includes 55 control measures aimed at reducing air pollution in the SFBAAB.

The measures most applicable to the proposed project are transportation control measures and
energy and climate control measures. The proposed project would be consistent with energy and
climate control measures because, as discussed in Section 5.10, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the
proposed project would comply with the applicable provisions of the City’s Greenhouse Gas
Reduction Strategy.

The compact development of the Proposed Project and high availability of viable transportation
options ensure that residents could bicycle, walk, and ride transit to and from the Project site instead
of taking trips via private automobile. The Proposed Project would add three new pedestrian
connections, dedicated bicycle facilities, bicycle spaces provided in accordance with the Planning
Code, and provide a total of 12 bus stops. The roadway network would be reconfigured as part of
Project development and would comply with the San Francisco Better Streets Plan. The new
roadway configuration would be developed to support all modes of circulation, which would create
a more walkable neighborhood than the existing site. The Proposed Project would replace obsolete
uses and result in a net increase of residential units, commercial space, a community center, and
public open space.

The Project site is within a walkable urban area near a concentration of regional and local transit
service. Local transit services near the Project site include the following Muni bus lines: 10
Townsend, 19 Polk, and 48™ Quintara-24t Street, as well as the KT-Ingleside/Third Street light rail
line. The bus lines travel on the roadways through and adjacent to the project area, and have service
headways of approximately 10-30 minutes, depending on the time of day. The nearest station for
the light rail line, the 23+ Street Station, is located approximately a half mile from the Project site,
with service headways of 9-30 minutes, depending on the time of day. Regional transit includes
service provided by Caltrain at the 227 Street Station, located approximately one third of a mile east
of the Project site, with 1-4 trains serving the station per hour depending on the time of day. Section

Case No. 2010.0515E 5.9-15 Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan
SCH No. 2010112029 ‘ Final EIR/EIS



CHAPTER 5 Environmental Consequences
SECTION 5.9 Air Quality June 2016

4.7, Transportation and Circulation, discusses regional transit in the Project area in more detail.
Furthermore, the Proposed Project would be generally consistent with the General Plan, as
discussed throughout this Draft EIR/EIS. Transportation control measures that are identified in the
CAP are implemented by the General Plan and the Planning Code, for example, through the City’s
Transit First Policy, bicycle parking requirements, and transit impact development fees. Compliance
with these requirements would ensure the Proposed Project includes relevant transportation control
measures specified in the CAP. Therefore, the Proposed Project would include applicable control
measures identified in the CAP to the meet the CAP’s primary goals.

Examples of a project that could cause the disruption or delay of CAP control measures are projects
that would preclude the extension of a transit line or bike path or projects that propose excessive
parking beyond parking requirements. The Proposed Project would increase the number of bus
stops at the site, provide pedestrian connections to adjacent neighborhoods, and provide parking as
required, but not in exceedance of Planning Code requirements. The Proposed Project would not
preclude the extension of a transit line or a bike path or any other transit improvement, and thus

would avoid disrupting or hindering implementation of control measures identified in the CAP.

The Proposed Project would result in criteria pollutant emissions during construction that could
temporarily worsen air quality to a significant level, but the full buildout condition of the Proposed
Project, as discussed below for Impact AQ-3, would not exceed any thresholds. Furthermore, as
discussed in Impact AQ-2, the Proposed Project would be required to implement all feasible control

measures to reduce criteria air pollutants during construction.

The Proposed Project would result in increased density, housing in close proximity to jobs and retail
establishments, reconfigured streets and a pedestrian realm that promotes alternative modes of
transportation (walking and bicycling). The Proposed Project would also not hinder implementation
of the CAP. Thus, the Proposed Project on the whole would not conflict with the most recent CAP.

Under CEQA, the Proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan, and impacts would be less than significant.

Under NEPA, the Proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan, and impacts would be less than significant.
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Impact AQ-2 Violate Air Quality Standard during Construction

CEQA: During construction, the Proposed Project would violate an air
guality standard, contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation,
and result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air
pollutants. (Significant and Unavoidable)

NEPA: During construction, the Proposed Project would violate an air quality
standard, contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation, and
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.
(Significant and Unavoidable)

Criteria Air Pollutants

Construction of the Proposed Project would require the use of on-road and off-road construction
vehicles that would generate criteria pollutant emissions that could worsen air quality. Operational
emissions generated by stationary, area, and mobile sources would result from normal day-to-day
activities within the Project area. Stationary source emissions would be generated from the
operation of the proposed back up diesel generator. Area source emissions would be generated by
the consumption of natural gas for space and water heating devices, and the operation of landscape
maintenance equipment. Mobile emissions would be generated by the motor vehicles traveling to,
within, and from the Project site.

Because construction of the Proposed Project would be phased over the course of approximately 10
years, construction activities would overlap with operational activity at the Project site. For instance,
after Phase 1 of the project is completed, operational activity associated with Phase 1 would overlap
with construction activity that would occur during Phase 2 of the Project. After the second phase of
the Proposed Project is completed, operational activity from the first two phases would overlap with
construction activity that would occur during Phase 3. After all three phases are completed, the
buildout condition would be reached, which would result in long-term, operational emissions
associated with the Proposed Project (See Impact AQ-3). It is anticipated that initial construction
would begin in 2015 and that Phase 1 would last approximately 26 months, with streets closed for
approximately 8 months, and Phases 2 and 3 would each last approximately 48 months, with streets
closed for approximately 12 months during each phase.

Construction emissions were quantified using the OFFROAD 2011 program, which provides
equipment emission factors, and the CalEEMod program, which estimates criteria pollutant
emissions from land use development projects. CalEEMod estimates emissions based on the number
of residential units, square footage of non-residential buildings, type of construction equipment, and
the schedule and duration of construction activities. It was assumed that the following activities
would occur during construction: abatement and demolition, site preparation and
earthwork/grading, new infrastructure construction, and building construction. The primary
sources of emissions present during these activities would be equipment and vehicle exhaust, off-
gassing from architectural coating, and fugitive dust generated from ground disturbance.
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For more detail on the methodology used to quantify construction criteria pollutant emissions,
including a detailed list of construction equipment, refer to Appendix 4.9.

Emissions that would occur during the construction phase (and which include construction
emissions from later phases and operational emissions from earlier phases) are presented in Tables
5.9-3a (daily emissions) and 5.9-3b (annual emissions) by year. The tables below only include
emissions generated as a direct result of the Project; that is, emissions produced at the site from
existing development and land uses are not included.

Table 5.9-3a Maximum Daily Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions during
Construction
ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 co

Maximum Daily Emissions by Year (Ibs/day)

2015 (Total Emissions) 5.13 68.79 2.87 2.58 34.18
Construction 5.13 68.79 2.87 2.58 34.18
Operation 0 0 0 0 0

2016 (Total Emissions) 6.86 86.03 3.94 3.55 47.00
Construction 6.86 86.03 3.94 3.55 47.00
Operation 0 0 0 0 0

2017 (Total Emissions) 14.87 128.91 5.14 4.58 96.68
Construction 10.52 128.91 5.14 4.58 52.56
Operation 4.35 0 0 0 4412

2018 (Total Emissions) 16.49 100.4 4.19 3.81 90.80
Construction 9.47 1004 4.19 381 42.03
Operation 7.02 0 0 0 48.77

2019 (Total Emissions)a 25.30 137.26 5.49 5.01 99.63
Construction 4.76 62.2 2.56 2.3
Operation 20.69 75.53 2.97 2.74 68.99

2020 (Total Emissions) 27.37 124.41 5.58 471 94.26
Construction 6.82 85.5 3.84 3.46 46.68
Operation 20.55 38.91 1.74 1.25 47.58

2021 (Total Emissions) 35.41 142.34 6.88 5.42 131.07
Construction 11.65 128.76 5.14 4.67 55.51
Operation 23.76 13.58 1.74 0.75 75.56

2022 (Total Emissions) 37.04 129.49 6.52 5.12 143.31
Construction 11.97 115.92 4.78 4.36 50.14
Operation 25.07 13.57 1.74 0.76 93.17

2023 (Total Emissions)2 42.33 150.83 7.22 5.77 151.83
Construction 2.99 38.39 1.62 1.46 19.91
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Table 5.9-3a Maximum Daily Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions during
Construction
ROG NOy PM10 PM2.5 co

Maximum Daily Emissions by Year (Ibs/day)

Operation 39.34 112.44 5.6 431 131.92
2024 (Total Emissions) 45.15 137.99 6.87 5.47 146.46

Construction 5.96 65.49 2.56 2.31 27.16

Operation 39.19 725 431 3.16 119.3
2025 (Total Emissions) 39.78 31.98 2.719 1.73 96.89

Construction 0.60 6.15 0.26 0.24 2.67

Operation 39.18 25.83 2.53 1.49 94.22
l(\gﬁﬂgn;rsr; Daily Emissions during Construction 4515 150.83 799 577 151.83
Significance Threshold 54 54 82 54 NA
Threshold Exceeded? No Yes No No NA
Years Threshold is Exceeded NA 2015-2024 NA NA NA

SOURCE: Atkins (2013), and CalEEMod modeling output (2013).

NA: Not applicable

Emissions in 2015 and 2016 only include construction-related emissions. During these years, there would be no completed
phases of the project and no operational emissions.

Values in bold indicate that emissions would be in exceedance of the applicable threshold.

2 Emissions in these years occur in more than one phase, but the phases do not overlap. The emissions shown in the table for
these years are the highest daily emissions that occur in the year.

Table 5.9-3b Maximum Annual Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions during
Construction
ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 co

Maximum Annual Emissions (tons/year)

2015 (Total Emissions) 0.72 9.63 0.40 0.36 4.79
Construction 0.72 9.63 0.4 0.36 2.95
Operation 0 0 0 0 1.84

2016 (Total Emissions) 0.96 12.04 0.55 0.50 6.58
Construction 0.96 12.04 0.55 0.5 4.09
Operation 0 0 0 0 2.49

2017 (Total Emissions) 2.42 18.05 0.72 0.64 15.08
Construction 1.47 18.05 0.72 0.64 3.9
Operation 0.95 0 0 0 11.18

2018 (Total Emissions)2 2.65 14.06 0.60 0.55 14.26
Construction 1.33 14.06 0.59 0.53 3.24
Operation 1.32 0 0.01 0.02 11.02

2019 (Total Emissions) 4.26 19.51 0.78 0.71 15.49
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Table 5.9-3b Maximum Annual Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions during
Construction
ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 co
Maximum Annual Emissions (tons/year)
Construction 1.63 18.03 0.72 0.65 431
Operation 2.63 1.48 0.06 0.06 11.18
2020 (Total Emissions) 4.55 17.72 0.84 0.67 1474
Construction 1.68 16.23 0.67 0.61 4.08
Operation 2.87 1.49 0.17 0.06 10.66
2021 (Total Emissions) 8.49 22.55 1.16 0.91 24.63
Construction 1.63 18.03 0.72 0.65 431
Operation 6.86 4.52 0.44 0.26 20.32
2022 (Total Emissions) 8.53 20.75 111 0.87 23.87
Construction 1.68 16.23 0.67 0.61 4.08
Operation 6.85 4.52 0.44 0.26 19.79
2023 (Total Emissions) 7.30 21.89 1.08 0.85 24.63
Construction 1.63 18.05 0.72 0.65 431
Operation 5.67 3.84 0.36 0.2 20.32
2024 (Total Emissions) 7.69 20.09 1.03 0.80 23.87
Construction 1.68 16.23 0.67 0.61 4.08
Operation 6.01 3.86 0.36 0.19 19.79
2025 (Total Emissions) 6.94 5.38 0.48 0.29 17.23
Construction 0.08 0.86 0.04 0.03 0.21
Operation 6.86 452 0.44 0.26 17.02
g"gf’]‘is’gﬂcmﬂ?r:‘”“a' Emissions during 853 2255 116 091 24,63
Significance Threshold 10 10 15 10 NA
Threshold Exceeded? No Yes No No NA
Years Threshold is Exceeded NA 2016-2024 NA NA NA
de minimis Threshold (tons/year) 100 100 NA 100 100
de minimis Threshold Exceeded? No No NA No No

SOURCE: Atkins (2013), and CalEEMod modeling output (2013).

NA: Not applicable

Emissions in 2015 and 2016 only include construction-related emissions. During these years, there would be no completed

phases of the project and no operational emissions.

Values in bold indicate that emissions would be in exceedance of the applicable threshold.

Emissions shown in Tables 5.9-3a and 5.9-3b represent an actual scenario in which construction

activity from a later phase would overlap with the operational activity from an earlier phase. As
shown in Tables 5.9-3a and 5.9-3b, NOx emissions in 2015-2024 and 2016-2024 would exceed the
daily and annual thresholds, respectively. Emissions of ROG, PM2.5, and PM10 are below the
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respective daily and annual thresholds for all years. The elevated NOx emissions are primarily due
to vehicle exhaust from the off-road and on-road equipment required for project construction.
Construction activities are responsible for more than 65 percent of total daily NOx emissions in 7 of
the 10 years of construction. Because emissions would exceed the BAAQMD NOx thresholds for
multiple years, this would be a significant impact. Implementing Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a and
M-AQ-2b would reduce emissions associated with vehicle exhaust during construction.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a - Utilize Efficient Construction Equipment at the Start of
Construction. For construction activities occurring in year 2015, all off-road construction
equipment greater than 50 horsepower (hp) shall have engines that meet or exceed USEPA
or ARB Tier 3 off-road emission standards, or the project applicant must prepare a
construction emissions minimization plan designed to reduce NOx by a minimum of
39 percent from Tier 2 equivalent engines. In addition, for the Project construction period, all
trucks that haul materials to and from the Project site shall have engines that meet or exceed
ARB 2010 On-Road Engine Standards to the extent feasible. Where access to alternative
sources of power are available, backup diesel generators shall be prohibited. If access to
alternative sources of power is not available, backup diesel generators shall meet USEPA
Tier 4 Interim emissions standards.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b — Utilize More Efficient Construction Equipment after 2016.
For all construction occurring after 2016, all off-road construction equipment greater than
50 hp shall have engines that meet or exceed USEPA or ARB Tier 4 interim off-road emission
standards, or the project applicant must prepare a construction emissions minimization plan
designed to reduce NOx by a minimum of 21 percent from Tier 3 equivalent engines. Where
access to alternative sources of power are available, backup diesel generators shall be
prohibited. If access to alternative sources of power is not available, backup diesel generators
shall meet USEPA Tier 4 Interim emissions standards.

A quantitative analysis was conducted to determine criteria air pollutant emissions throughout
construction with incorporation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-2a and M-AQ-2b, described above.
Implementing the above mitigation measures would result in reduced criteria air pollutant
emissions during construction as shown in Tables 5.9-4a (maximum daily emissions) and 5.9-4b

(maximum annual emissions).

Table 5.9-4a Mitigated Maximum Daily Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions
during Construction
ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 co
Maximum Daily Emissions by Year (Ibs/day)
2015 (Total Emissions) 5.13 42.18 0.43 0.39 21.07
Construction 5.13 42.18 0.43 0.39 21.07
Operation 0 0 0 0 0
2016 (Total Emissions) 6.86 53.01 0.65 0.59 29.2
Construction 6.86 53.01 0.65 0.59 29.2
Case No. 2010.0515E 5.9.91 Potrero HOPE SF Master Plan
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Table 5.9-4a Mitigated Maximum Daily Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions
during Construction
ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 co
Operation 0 0 0 0 0
2017 (Total Emissions) 14.73 64.63 0.99 0.85 71.95
Construction 10.27 64.63 0.99 0.85 27.84
Operation 4.46 0 0 0 4411
2018 (Total Emissions) 16.3 50.37 0.89 0.84 67.28
Construction 9.27 50.23 0.64 0.59 22.1
Operation 7.03 0.14 0.25 0.25 45.18
2019 (Total Emissions)a 25.17 74.59 14 1.33 74.91
Construction 4.48 30.34 0.36 0.32 15.36
Operation 20.69 44.25 1.04 1.01 59.55
2020 (Total Emissions) 27.17 69.32 1.52 1.46 73.24
Construction 6.63 41.87 0.55 0.49 23.16
Operation 20.54 27.45 0.97 0.97 50.08
2021 (Total Emissions) 35.27 79.67 1.87 1.74 11351
Construction 1141 66.09 1.05 0.99 30.79
Operation 23.86 13.58 0.82 0.75 82.72
2022 (Total Emissions) 36.84 74.39 1.99 1.87 119.67
Construction 11.74 60.82 1.17 111 29.12
Operation 251 13.57 0.82 0.76 90.55
2023 (Total Emissions)a 42.24 88.16 2.22 2.09 127.11
Construction 2.9 18.95 0.23 0.21 10.04
Operation 39.34 69.21 1.99 1.88 117.07
2024 (Total Emissions) 45.02 82.89 2.33 2.22 125.44
Construction 5.83 33.63 0.49 0.45 15.16
Operation 39.19 49.26 1.84 1.77 110.28
2025 (Total Emissions) 39.77 28.98 1.65 1.53 96.74
Construction 0.58 3.14 0.05 0.04 1.47
Operation 39.19 25.84 1.6 1.49 95.27
gﬁﬁgn;rrsr; Daily Emissions during Construction 45,02 88.16 933 299 12711
Significance Threshold 54 54 82 54 NA
Threshold Exceeded? No Yes No No NA
Years Threshold is Exceeded NA 20?8_12762 4 NA NA NA

SOURCE: Atkins (2013), and CalEEMod modeling output (2013).
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Table 5.9-4a Mitigated Maximum Daily Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions

during Construction

ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 CcO

NA: Not applicable

Emissions in 2015 and 2016 only include construction-related emissions. During these years, there would be no completed
phases of the project and no operational emissions.

Values in bold indicate that emissions would be in exceedance of the applicable threshold.

a2 Emissions in these years occur in more than one phase, but the phases do not overlap. The emissions shown in the table for
these years are the highest daily emissions that occur in the year.

Table 5.9-4b Mitigated Maximum Annual Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions
during Construction
ROG NOy PM10 PM2.5 co
Maximum Annual Emissions by Year (tons/year)
2015 (Total Emissions) 0.72 5.91 0.06 0.05 2.95
Construction 0.72 591 0.06 0.05 2.95
Operation 0 0 0 0 0
2016 (Total Emissions) 0.96 7.42 0.09 0.08 4.09
Construction 0.96 7.42 0.09 0.08 4.09
Operation 0 0 0 0 0
2017 (Total Emissions) 2.4 9.05 0.14 0.12 11.62
Construction 1.39 9.05 0.14 0.12 3.9
Operation 1.01 0 0 0 7.72
2018 (Total Emissions) 2.62 7.35 0.14 0.13 10.96
Construction 1.24 7.03 0.09 0.08 3.24
Operation 1.38 0.32 0.05 0.05 7.72
2019 (Total Emissions) 4.24 10.74 0.21 0.2 12.03
Construction 1.55 9.25 0.15 0.14 431
Operation 2.69 1.49 0.06 0.06 7.72
2020 (Total Emissions) 452 10.00 0.22 0.22 11.8
Construction 1.6 8.51 0.16 0.16 4,08
Operation 2.92 1.49 0.06 0.06 7.72
2021 (Total Emissions) 8.45 13.77 0.43 0.4 21.17
Construction 1.55 9.25 0.15 0.14 431
Operation 6.9 452 0.28 0.26 16.86
2022 (Total Emissions) 8.5 13.04 0.44 0.42 20.93
Construction 16 8.51 0.16 0.16 4.08
Operation 6.9 4.53 0.28 0.26 16.85
2023 (Total Emissions) 7.29 13.12 0.35 0.33 21.17
Construction 1.55 9.25 0.15 0.14 431
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Table 5.9-4b Mitigated Maximum Annual Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions
during Construction
ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 Cco

Maximum Annual Emissions by Year (tons/year)

Operation 5.74 3.87 0.2 0.19 16.86
2024 (Total Emissions) 7.67 12.38 0.37 0.35 20.93

Construction 16 8.51 0.16 0.16 4.08

Operation 6.07 3.87 0.21 0.19 16.85
2025 (Total Emissions) 6.94 4,96 0.29 0.27 17.06

Construction 0.08 0.35 0.01 0.01 0.21

Operation 6.86 4,61 0.28 0.26 16.85
Maximum Annual Emissions during Construction 8.50 13.77 0.44 0.42 2117
Significance Threshold 10 10 15 10 NA
Threshold Exceeded? No Yes No No NA
Years Threshold is Exceeded NA 205?—129(32 4 NA NA NA
de minimis Threshold (tons/year) 100 100 NA 100 100
de minimis Threshold Exceeded? No No NA No No

SOURCE: Atkins (2013), and CalEEMod modeling output (2013).

N/A: Not applicable

Emissions in 2015 and 2016 only include construction-related emissions. During these years, there would be no completed
phases of the project and no operational emissions.

Values in bold indicate that emissions would be in exceedance of the applicable threshold.

As shown in Tables 59-4a and 5.9-4b, even with the implementation of mitigation measures
designed to reduce exhaust emissions from construction vehicles, emissions would continue to
exceed the daily and annual NOx thresholds throughout the construction phase of the Proposed
Project. Although the mitigation measures would reduce daily emissions in 2016 and 2018 to a less-
than-significant level, NOx emissions would exceed the daily thresholds in 2017 and 2019-2024.
ROG, PM10 and PM2.5 emissions would continue to be below the applicable thresholds for all years,
however.

The May 27, 2014 Fifth Appellate District court decision Sierra Club et al. v. County of Fresno County et
al. concludes that EIR should disclose and evaluate the public health consequences associated with
increasing air pollutants. As discussed in Section 4.9, Air Quality, all criteria pollutants generated by
the Project are associated with some form of health risk (e.g., asthma, asphyxiation). Adverse health
effects induced by criteria pollutant emissions are highly dependent on a multitude of
interconnected variables (e.g., cumulative concentrations, local meteorology and atmospheric
conditions, the number and character of exposed individual [e.g., age, gender]). In particular, ozone
precursors (ROG and NOx) affect air quality on a regional scale. Health effects related to ozone are
therefore the product of emissions generated by numerous sources throughout a region. Existing
models have limited sensitivity to small changes in criteria pollutant concentrations, and as such,
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translating project-generated criteria pollutants to specific health effects or additional days of
nonattainment would produce meaningless results. In other words, minor increases in regional air
pollution from project-generated ROG and NOx would have nominal or negligible impacts on
human health.”

No additional feasible mitigation measures have been identified to further reduce NOx emissions.
Therefore, during the construction phase, the Proposed Project would contribute substantially to an
existing air quality violation and result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air
pollutants.

During construction, the Proposed Project would violate an air quality standard, contribute
substantially to an existing air quality violation, and result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase in criteria air pollutants. Under CEQA, this is considered a significant and unavoidable
impact.

During construction, the Proposed Project would violate an air quality standard, contribute
substantially to an existing air quality violation, and result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase in criteria air pollutants. Under NEPA, this is considered a significant and unavoidable
impact.

Construction Fugitive Dust Emissions

During each construction phase, construction activities would have the potential to result in criteria
pollutant emissions, including fugitive dust, ozone precursors, and diesel particulate matter. In
compliance with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, the project applicant and the contractor
responsible for construction activities at the project site would be required to comply with the
following practices to control construction dust on the site or other practices that result in equivalent
dust control that are acceptable to the Director of DBI. Dust suppression activities may include
watering all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne. Increased
watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. Reclaimed
water must be used if required by Article 21, Section 1100 et seq. of the San Francisco Public Works
Code. If not required, reclaimed water should be used whenever possible. Contractors shall provide
as much water as necessary to control dust (without creating run-off in any area of land clearing,
and/or earth movement). During excavation and dirt-moving activities, contractors shall wet sweep
or vacuum the streets, sidewalks, paths, and intersections where work is in progress at the end of
the workday. Inactive stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for more than 7 days) greater than 10
cubic yards or 500 square feet of excavated materials, backfill material, import material, gravel,

19 As an example, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) Multi-Pollutant Evaluation Method
(MPEM) requires a 3 to 5 percent increase in regional ozone precursors to produce a material change in modeled
human health impacts. Based on 2008 ROG and NOx emissions in the Bay Area, a 3 to 5 percent increases equates to
over 20,000 pounds per day or ROG and NOx.
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sand, road base, and soil shall be covered with a 10 millimeter (0.01 inch) polyethylene plastic (or
equivalent) tarp, braced down, or contained using other equivalent soil stabilization techniques.

For projects more than 0.5 acre, such as the Proposed Project, the Dust Control Ordinance requires
that the project applicant submit a Dust Control Plan for approval by DBI. DBI will not issue a
building permit without written notification from the Director of Public Health that the applicant
has a site-specific Dust Control Plan, unless the Director waives the requirement. The site-specific
Dust Control Plan would require the project applicant to:

m submit of a map to the Director of Public Health showing all sensitive receptors within 1,000
feet of the site;

m  wet down areas of soil at least three times per day; provide an analysis of wind direction and
install upwind and downwind particulate dust monitors;

m record particulate monitoring results; hire an independent, third-party to conduct
inspections and keep a record of those inspections;

m establish shut-down conditions based on wind, soil migration, etc.; establish a hotline for
surrounding community members who may be potentially affected by project-related dust;

m limit the area subject to construction activities at any one time;

install dust curtains and windbreaks on the property lines, as necessary; limit the amount of

soil in hauling trucks to the size of the truck bed and secure soil with a tarpaulin;

enforce a 15 mph speed limit for vehicles entering and exiting construction areas;

sweep affected streets with water sweepers at the end of the day;

install and utilize wheel washers to clean truck tires;

terminate construction activities when winds exceed 25 miles per hour; and apply soil
stabilizers to inactive areas; and

m sweep off adjacent streets to reduce particulate emissions.

The project applicant would be required to designate an individual to monitor compliance with
these dust control requirements.

Under CEQA, compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco Dust
Control Ordinance would ensure that potential dust-related air quality impacts would be reduced to
a less than significant level.

Under NEPA, compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco Dust
Control Ordinance would ensure that potential dust-related air quality impacts would be reduced to
a less than significant level.
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Impact AQ-3 Violate Air Quality Standard during Operation

CEQA: At buildout, the Proposed Project would not violate an air quality
standard, contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation, or
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.
(Less than Significant)

NEPA: At buildout, the Proposed Project would not violate an air quality
standard, contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation, or
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.
(Less than Significant)

Net Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions

After construction is completed and the Proposed Project is fully operational, criteria pollutant
emissions would be emitted as a result of natural gas combustion for heating, landscape and
maintenance equipment operations, and increased motor vehicle emissions. Although the project
applicant would be required to comply with the San Francisco Health Code Regulation of Diesel
Backup Generators, which would ensure that emissions from the generator is reduced, operation of
the generator would also result in criteria pollutant emissions.

Similar to the construction discussion, operational emissions were quantified using the CalEEMod
program, which also estimates emissions associated with the operational periods of land use
developments. The Project parameters (number of residential units, commercial square footage, etc.)
were input into the program to estimate the emissions associated with energy consumption in
buildings at the site and vehicle trips associated with Project facilities. Emissions resulting from
operation of the generator were calculated separately based on an assumed Tier 2 rated diesel
engine with a horsepower of 1,100 that would operate for 50 hours per year. For more detail on the
methodology used to quantify operational criteria pollutant emissions refer to Appendix 4.9.

Existing emissions, operational emissions by phase, and net operational emissions are presented in
Table 5.9-5 and represent the build-out condition—that is, the net emissions associated with
operation of the Proposed Project upon completion of construction activities.
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Table 5.9-5 Net Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions at Project

Buildout

ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 co
Average Daily Operational Emissions by Year(lbs/day)

Existing 32.69 | 3246 | 0.86 0.86 161.66
Phase 1 13.89 | 12.69 | 0.46 0.46 64.97
Phase 2 38.97 | 30.63 | 1.31 1.26 150.91
Generator NA | 1.82 0.01 0.01 1.82

Phase 3 28.69 | 21.66 | 1.95 0.97 102.00

Net Operational Build Out (Sum of Phases 1,2,3 &
Generator minus Existing)

Significance Threshold 54 54 82 54 NA

4886 | 3292 | 275 1.76 158.05

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No NA

Maximum Annual Operational Emissions by Year(tons/year)

Existing 572 | 5.68 0.15 0.15 28.29
Phase 1 243 | 2.22 0.08 0.08 11.37
Phase 2 6.82 | 5.36 0.23 0.22 26.41
Generator N/A 0.32 | 0.001 0.001 0.32
Phase 3 502 | 3.79 0.34 0.17 17.85

Net Operational Build Out (Sum of Phases 1,2,3 &

Generator minus Existing) 8.55 6.01 050 0.32 21.66

Significance Threshold 10 10 15 10 NA
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No NA
de minimis Threshold (tons/year) 100 100 NA 100 100
de minimis Threshold Exceeded? No No NA No No

SOURCE: Atkins (2013), and CalEEMod modeling output (2013).
NA = Not applicable

As shown in Table 5.9-5, post-construction operational activity would not generate emissions that

exceed the thresholds for any criteria air pollutants or ozone precursors.

Upon buildout, the Proposed Project would not violate an air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing air quality violation. Under CEQA, this is considered a less-than-
significant impact.

Upon buildout, the Proposed Project would not violate an air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing air quality violation. Under NEPA, this is considered a less-than-

significant impact.
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Net Operational Carbon Monoxide Hotspot

As discussed above, a project could result in a CO hot spot if it increases traffic volumes at affected
intersections to more than 44,000 vehicles per hour. As discussed in the Transportation Study
(Appendix 4.7), the maximum traffic volumes that would occur would be 1,748 vehicles per hour at
the Cesar Chavez Street and US 101 off-ramp in the 2030 Cumulative PM peak hour scenario. This
volume is less than 4 percent of the BAAQMD screening volume of 44,000 vehicles per hour; and
therefore, would not result in a CO hot spot.

The Proposed Project would not create a CO hot spot at studied intersections. Impacts related to CO
hot spots are considered less than significant under CEQA.

The Proposed Project would not create a CO hot spot at studied intersections. Impacts related to CO
hot spots are considered less than significant under NEPA.

Impact AQ-4 Expose Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations

CEQA: The Proposed Project would expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

NEPA: The Proposed Project would expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Existing Local Air Quality

The City, in conjunction with the BAAQMD, has modeled the excess cancer risk and ambient PM2.5
concentrations throughout the City. Sources contributing to the existing cancer risk and PM2.5
concentrations in the vicinity of the Project site include major roadways and stationary sources.
Major roadways include the US 101 and I-280 freeways located approximately 1,200 feet west and
500 feet east of the Project site, respectively. Also vehicles travelling along local roadways including
Cesar Chavez Street, Potrero Avenue, and Pennsylvania Avenue currently contribute to health risks

within the area.

Stationary sources are those permitted by BAAQMD. Stationary sources include known generators
and gasoline stations, as well as other manufacturing/ industrial sites that emit TACs. The closest
permitted stationary sources include Yellow Cab, Inc., located at 1200 Mississippi Street (140 feet
southeast of the Project site); Dynamic Automotive, located at 1850 Cesar Chavez Street
(approximately 380 feet south of the Project site); Hong Kong Printing, located at 755 Pennsylvania
Avenue (approximately 500 feet east of the Project site); and Trayer Engineering Corp., located at
898 Pennsylvania Avenue (adjacent and east of the Project site).

Table 5.9-6 shows the range of existing cancer risk and PM2.5 concentrations in the Project area for
existing sensitive receptors including residential receptors, the on-site preschool and daycare
facility, and off-site residential and off-site school receptors within 1,000 feet of the project
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boundaries. The closer a receptor is to an emissions source, the greater the anticipated excess risk or

PM2.5 concentration.

Table 5.9-6

Existing Cancer Risk and PM2.5 Concentrations

Cancer Risk (per million) PM;5 (ug/m®)

Minimum Maximum Minimum Maximum
On-site residential receptors 10 34 8.2 8.7
On-site daycare/preschool receptors 17 24 8.3 8.4
Off-site residential receptors 8 74 8.2 10.0
Off-site school receptors 10 53 8.3 8.5

SOURCE: Atkins 2013.

Sensitive receptors in the Project area include school children attending the Starr King Elementary
School, located approximately 60 feet west of the Project site directly across Wisconsin Street, and
residential land uses, which surround the Project site to the west (west of Wisconsin Street); to the

north (north of 23 Street); and to the north along both the east and west sides of Missouri Street.

As discussed above and shown in Table 5.9-6, the Project site is not located within an air pollution
exposure zone (areas where the existing excess cancer risk exceeds 100 per million persons exposed
or the annual average PM2.5 concentration exceeds 10 pg/m?®). While the excess cancer risk standard
is used to determine the risk of contracting cancer over a lifetime exposure of carcinogenic pollutant
concentrations, the PM2.5 standard is used to determine the impact of the annual average
concentrations of pollutants, which can vary depending on the phase of a project. Construction
activity often results in elevated pollutant concentrations relative to operational activity, as
construction periods typically have a concentrated amount of pollutant-generating equipment.
Considering that the construction period spans 10 years or longer, this analysis assesses the
potential for the Proposed Project to result in areas that exceed the health protective standards
discussed above during construction and at full buildout. For PM2.5 concentrations, the results
below include maximum cumulative PM2.5 concentrations during construction and at full build out.

Project Sources

Construction Sources

Off-road equipment (which includes construction-related equipment) is a large contributor to DPM
emissions in California. Although since 2007, ARB has found the emissions to be substantially lower
than previously expected.? Newer and more refined emission inventories have substantially

lowered the estimates of DPM emissions from off-road equipment such that off-road equipment is

20 ARB. 2010. Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for
In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, p.1 and p. 13 (Figure 4),
October.
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now considered the sixth largest source of DPM emissions in California.”! For example, revised PM
emission estimates for the year 2010, which DPM is a major component of total PM, have decreased
by 83 percent from previous 2010 emissions estimates for the SFBAAB.2 Approximately half of the
reduction in emissions can be attributed to the economic recession and half to updated
methodologies used to better assess construction emissions.?!

Additionally, a number of federal and state regulations are requiring cleaner off-road equipment.
Specifically, both USEPA and the State of California have set emissions standards for new off-road
equipment engines, ranging from Tier 1 to Tier 4. Tier 1 emission standards were phased in between
1996 and 2000, and Tier 4 Interim and Final emission standards for all new engines are being phased
in between 2008 and 2015. To meet the Tier 4 emission standards, engine manufacturers will be
required to produce new engines with advanced emission-control technologies. Although the full
benefits of these regulations will not be realized for several years, USEPA estimates that by
implementing the federal Tier 4 standards, NOx and PM emissions will be reduced by more than 90
percent.? Furthermore, California regulations limit maximum idling times to 5 minutes, which

further reduces public exposure to NOx and PM emissions.?

Nevertheless, construction of the Proposed Project would require off-road construction equipment
that would generate substantial DPM concentrations during the approximately 10 years or longer
construction period.

The sources of emissions that would occur during the construction period include the use of heavy-
duty, on-road and off-road equipment. Construction would occur in three non-overlapping phases
from 2015 to 2025. The phases (Phase 1, Phase 2, and Phase 3) each consist of a separate area of the
Project site that would first be cleared of existing development then developed with new land uses.
The timing of the construction phases has not been finalized, so three disparate scenarios were
developed to assess the worst-scenario of possible construction phasing, which would be
construction of Phase 3, followed by Phase 2, and ending with Phase 1. For further discussion of the
scenarios analyzed in this analysis, refer to Appendix 4.9.

Operational Sources

The sources of emissions that would occur during the operational phase of the Project include
emissions from mobile sources (passenger vehicles and delivery vehicles), and one stationary source

21 ARB. 2010. Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed Rulemaking, Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for
In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the Off-Road Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements, October.

2 ARB. In-Use Off-Road Equipment, 2011 Inventory Model. Available:
<http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/categories.htm#inuse or category>. Accessed: March 3, 2014.

» USEPA, “Clean Air Nonroad Diesel Rule: Fact Sheet,” May 2004.
Available:<http://www.epa.gov/otag/documents/nonroad-diesel/420f04032.pdf>. Accessed: March 3, 2014.

24 California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, Section 2485.
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(diesel generator). Diesel generators, if larger than 50 horsepower, must obtain a permit from the
BAAQMD and comply with the ATCM for Station